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ABSTRACT

UNDERSTANDING CURRICULUM REFORM IN ONE SCHOOL: A
COMPETITION OF IDEAS AND COMMITMENTS

By

Carol A. Barnes

The current call for intellectually rigorous instruction for all children is
unprecedented in recent history. This study focuses on how the staff in one
school enrolling poor, language minority, immigrant children responded to
that call. It explores how curriculum policies pressing high academic
standards for all students interacted with other policies aimed at improving
the education of the school's children--specifically Title 1 of the ESEA and
Bilingual Education.

The school's response suggests that the staff there had embraced the
curriculum and Title 1 reforms in varying degrees across several subjects. But
variation on the central theme of coping with conflict with only modest
resources was the key pattern that emerged in the adaptation process. Those
variations ranged from the internal conflict or dilemmas individuals were
coping with, to the overt or social, sometimes very emotional disagreements
the staff had to cope with, to the dilemmas or tensions the staff shared as a
group.

The dynamic process of coping with or managing conflict at Mission
was productive as well as counterproductive for reforms: Gains as well as
losses emerged from the process for students and teachers. Moreover,
productive responses did not naturally or spontaneously occur. Rather,

managing productively in the face of conflict required learning and the



human resources to support it. Differences between productive and
counterproductive responses depended in part upon social and personal
resources. While this school staff was trying to invent the resources they
would need to enact reforms, they needed help in doing so.

The study suggests that transforming conventional resources into the
kind of capacity-building resources the reforms need will be challenging,
because the latter took time to create, were not easily produced, evenly
distributed, or interchangeable. Furthermore, social relations such as
interdependent work norms that have potential to build capacity were also a
source of conflict that worked against collaborative norms at this school. But
the study also demonstrates some potential, reason for reformers to hope. It
explores how reform advocates might remedy obstacles, and how some

existing policy tools have the potential to help.
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To the principal, teachers and students at Mission Elementary. And to the

memory of my father, whose warm humor and intelligence shine on me still.
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PREFACE

In part, I directed the view of reform in this dissertation to the policy
conversation in which I once participated. Thus, I was writing to myself (or
the person I used to be) as well as to the people with whom I interacted in my
earlier life as a policy advisor. From that experience, I offer this observation:
Though policy-makers may have honorable motives for wanting to "shake
up” the education system--improve achievement, and so on--the advantage
of hindsight and years of study in schools have convinced me that many
"solutions” conceived at the state and federal levels are naive at best, arrogant
at worst. In this study, I attempt to bring the voices of people in one school to
the "policy table" at which so many sit without any understanding of the
other "realities” involved in their reform strategies--even those strategies
that are reasoned, honorable, and based on the authority of "research.” While
I have tried to be balanced--critical as well as empathic, "doubting” as well as
"believing" (Elbow 1986)--my sympathies were often with the people I
observed for several years as they struggled in the "trenches" of educational

reform, often in "hostile territory." The view here pulls apart and examines
their world, but the totality of that world was more than its parts. The
subjects of my study were, more often than not, trying to make a meaningful
life, not simply working to make sense of policy. I want to thank Jay

Featherstone for reminding me of this last point. And, I want to thank the



principal, staff, and students at Mission Elementary for welcoming me into

their world.
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CHAPTER 1

MISSION ELEMENTARY: AN INTRODUCTION

In the fall of 1994, Laura Mather, the principal of Mission Elementary,
was in tears, her head resting on the desk in her office.l It had been a long day
ending in emotional confrontation with her staff. A series of after school
"across grade" meetings had erupted in name-calling due to a new school-
wide Title 1 plan that sought to encourage the staff to take mutual obligation
for a new, clearer, and more focused school mission. Kindergarten teachers
had filed a grievance with the union over details in the new plan. One
teacher, Anita Lorenz, broke rank with the others; and this evening another
teacher called her a "wimp" for doing so. Ruth Linn, the school's bilingual
mentor, heard about the meeting from Lorenz who told her "it was brutal,
really brutal.”

For some time Mather had worried that teachers--especially the
primary grade teachers--were working too independently. Of the

kindergarten teachers she said:

They need to come into [the first grade classroom] to see how those kids
function and what is expected of them and everybody else in [first
grade] .. 2

Mather was trying to forge a common sense of responsibility for student work
among her teachers, but admitted it hadn't been easy. Louise James, Mather's
friend and Title 1 assistant, concurred. She remembered the November

meeting that ended with Mather in tears:
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2

We all stayed([late] . . . and the whole discussion disintegrated. All of a
sudden they were no longer talking about programs. They were talking
about and bashing people . . . And it got [emotional] . . . And there were
. . . people with feelings hurt, and tears; there were lots of tears. It was
awful. It was awful .. .3

Conflict had erupted over new school goals and work norms, but there were
other sources of conflict on Laura Mather's mind as well: She also felt under
siege by parents who objected to a new "learning assessment” the district had
piloted that past spring. Mather reported a father had told her "the CLAS* test
is just another way for the federal government to strip us of our
individualism.”" Mather worried too about heightened hostilities that were
developing between the Spanish-speaking children and the English-speaking
students. A few months ago, Mexican-American parents had accused her of
being "racist" and of allowing Anglo children to "beat up" and "call their
children names" (LM reporting 2/94). Some parents had also complained
that their children were not learning to speak English soon enough because of
the district's "late exit" bilingual program. She and her staff were having
second thoughts about that project which provided native language
instruction in subjects such as math and language arts. Meanwhile, the
morning traffic in the parking lot was causing problems, and the district
psychologist had reported that one of the new students at Mission was likely
homicidal--perhaps do to the severe beatings he had suffered at home. Those
troubles, along with the graffiti problem on the school walls (which Mather
suspected a gang of junior high boys of creating) meant another early

morning in the parking lot ensuring students' safe arrival and overseeing

cleanup. Laura Mather was tired, but determined.
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3
Mission Elementary School is open year round and enrolls nearly 950

children: More than 70% of those children are poor, 68% are minority, many
of them Mexican-American immigrants who speak limited English.5 The
staff reported that many of their students were transient. Further, some of
the children who arrived at this school had not passed out of the first grade in
Mexico, though they were ten or eleven years old. Laura Mather reported
that one day a mother arrived at Mission with three school-aged children and
one toddler, ranging in age from two to eleven years. None of them had been
in school. The staff also reported that some of these young children arrived at
school with their bodies and souls in need of repair: They were on various
occasions hungry, tired, physically ill, emotionally troubled or otherwise
abused by their living conditions.

Traveling inland to Mission Elementary with the morning sun bathing
the coastal foothills in bright light, one can almost imagine the impressive
expanse of southern California land as it might have looked years ago. The
hills, stretching as far as the eye can see under a cobalt blue sky, veer up from
the Pacific ocean to give the area a prodigious look and feel. Less than 150
years ago, this part of the US was the Republic of Mexico. But today,
telephone wires cut across the still blue sky, and small cities or incorporated
villages have covered the land from the ocean to the street where Mission
Elementary sits. Now the Maracas United School District (MUSD) covers 38
square miles of this region, and includes parts of four cities along with a
considerable portion of the urban sprawl between them. Seven new schools
have opened there in the past decade to accommodate the rapidly growing
population in the area. According to district officials, much of that growth
has been from children arriving from Mexico.6 In the 1991-1992 school year, a

MUSD voluntary desegregation plan moved children from Santa Maria--a
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4
barrio school where 88% of the children enrolled were Mexican American

and 70% spoke limited English--to other district schools. Mission Elementary
was one of three schools that received the greatest number of poor children,
and that number has grown since then.”

Mobile home parks cramped with old trailers, many in disrepair, line
one side of Mission Boulevard, the road leading up to Mission Elementary
School. Further down the road there are small houses pressed together, each
with its small parcel of land covered with bougainvillea and other brilliant
flowers. Further still, where the boulevard meets the crest of the hills
surrounding Mission Elementary, there are larger homes and lots signaling
the comfortable socio-economic status of their occupants. On a typical day, a
visitor to the school would find Laura Mather standing in front greeting
students as they made their way to morning class. Due to budget cuts--only
one bus traveled to Mission Elementary by midway in this study--cars
congested the parking lot, pulling in and out to drop off children whose
complexions ranged from deepest browns to palest beige. Glancing around at
the flurry of activity one would be quick to note the children's racial and
ethnic diversity as they gathered in groups to talk or laugh.

Mather invested a considerable amount of her time in Mission's
students: Their academic work and their welfare were important concerns to
her. She was their protector, defender, disciplinarian, fund-raiser, leader, and
teacher. Sometimes she despaired over them. She was frustrated to tears on
more than one occasion because she was unable to protect her students from
the circumstances of their lives.8 But for the most part, Mission Elementary
was a caring and interesting place to be: Children had their breakfast and
lunch on picnic tables framed by a mural of an underwater scene, sun roof

and outdoor walkway. A parent volunteer painted the mural. The school
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5
was open early and remained open late for those children who needed a place

to stay. There were a variety of educational games and books available for
early arrivals. The children at Mission Elementary plant, tend, harvest, and
write about their school garden which is quite lovely. A science teacher
volunteered his time to design and help develop the garden.

Moreover, many children appeared to be growing very adept at using
the computers in the new computer lab for a variety of purposes--one of
which was to hone problem solving skills. Laura Mather and her Title 1
coordinator, Louise James, went to great lengths to obtain those computers
from community businesses. Title 1 funds helped pay for some. And all the
children spent time in the science laboratory, "conducting experiments, doing
science." Many of the children were learning to play a Mariachi instrument,
and nearly every recess as they practiced, a visitor could hear the tinkling
sounds of mandolin music drifting about the school. One of Mission's
teachers, whose Irish family has long played in a Mariachi band, volunteered
his time to teach any child who wanted to learn. All the children took part in
dramatic performances and other creative endeavors. I've observed the
English-speaking children performing in a skit using only Spanish. Almost
all the English-speaking children have learned to use some Spanish. Most
Spanish speakers know some English.

Several teachers have reported that "cooperative learning" does not
come naturally to their students; they have to work at it.? But from what I've
observed they manage quite well. The children certainly help each other with
their schoolwork and seem willing and able to work in collaborative groups.
I've observed this on many occasions. There are fights--the principal has
reported them quite often--but children also help and protect each other in

the spirit of the "conflict resolution” program the staff has adopted. For



6
example, Ana, one little girl I observed for two years, spent her first month of

life in a shoe box in the outback of Mexico. She is especially small for her age.
But she has many protectors at Mission Elementary, children who stand up
for her, children who write her letters expressing their friendship during
"free writing time." Teachers report that children go out of their way to
befriend and help Ana with her work and on the playground. I have
observed this on occasions as well.

Laura Mather knows Ana and about her history in Mexico. Mather
knows that Ana's friend Nan, another Title 1 student, misses a lot of school.
Her mother sometimes takes Nan out of school on Mondays and Fridays
when she cleans other people's houses. But Mather is also aware that Nan is
doing better than she did last year and believes it is due to her sister helping
her at home and the special tutoring she receives from the bilingual Title 1
teacher. Mather knows her students by name. She and her staff--one
classroom teacher at a time--have organized day long meetings centered on
individual children. They "borrowed the idea" from the special education
process. The speech therapist was at Ana's meeting, as were her teacher and
her mother. Nan's mother came to hers. Laura Mather has attended them
for almost every student and a central feature of these discussions is how to

improve their academic work.

The conflict that Laura Mather and her staff were trying to manage at

Mission Elementary in the fall of 1994 was to some degree bound up with a
recent education reform calling for demanding instruction and curriculum
for all children. That call--together with the press for the professional

collaboration of educators around a more coherent, systemic, reform strategy--
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7
took place in California, then at the federal level, in the midst of political

conflict and long-standing disagreement over educational goals. In
California and at the MUSD, such conflict included contentious public and
political battles over multiple, potentially competing instructional ideals and
assessments. It included battles over the role of language in public education
and controversy over the state or local role in educating poor, immigrant
children. Likewise, a "competition of ideas"--including long-standing debates
about the nature of learning, the problem of low achievement among poor
and language minority children, and the place of diverse cultures within
American society--shaped the reforms' larger historical context. So in
addition to the recent call for reform, the conflict at Mission reflects long-
standing popular disagreements and lack of consensus among social scientists
over the aims and means of education.

Thus the story of Mission Elementary is in part the story of the
episodic, contentious, fragmented nature of educational reform in America,
from the ground view (Murphy 1971/1991; Cohen and Spillane 1992; Cohen
and Barnes 1993). It is a story about how a school staff tries hard to respond to
an incredibly difficult reform in circumstances that made it even harder:
They had to mange in the midst of conflict with too few resources. While the
conflict theme shows some of what is irrational in the whole by examining
competing pieces and individual perspectives, still, the adaptation of
substantive policy ideas is a strong counterpoint: Instruction that pressed
students to think, authentic, and interesting subject matter, some
collaborative academic work; these ideas were all embraced in degrees by staff,
taken for granted by many children.

But at Mission Elementary, managing or coping with conflict was

intertwined in that adaptation process--that is, the daily work of adapting
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8
policy ideas to school routines, or classroom practice. That such conflict was

part of the reform environment at Mission is not surprising: California was
in political turmoil. Further, personal, social, and intellectual conflict in
schools or other such social organizations trying to change have been widely
reported. But these accounts have not generally been from multiple views of
people working in schools. Nor have they generally portrayed the need to
manage conflict as an integral aspect of the reform process.

This study focuses on that aspect of the adaptive process at Mission
Elementary. It is important because it demonstrates what it means to cope
with conflict with too few resources, while trying to adapt demanding reform
precepts to schools from the ground view. This perspective is crucial to
understanding not only the progress of such reforms now growing in schools,
but the nature of their "content" (Cohen and Ball 1997) at the ground level--
the latter to consider what it might take to overcome obstacles.

Peter Marris (1967/1982; 1974) argues convincingly that conflict and
ambivalence are characteristic of any response to change.l9 Using his varied
research on social change--from community action projects to slum clearance-
-Marris makes the case that conflict is inherent in any serious change attempt.

He asserts:
. . . conflict can not be evaded or resolved, but must be worked out
through a long process of reinterpretation; the process is by nature
ambivalent (1974, p. 68).

From the perspective of individuals or organizations, social conflict "bursts
out of [the] internal contradiction” that is inherent in loss and thus change
(p. 103).

Further, researchers and reformers report staff discord in schools that
attempt to change, especially those trying to forge clear shared goals, school-

wide. And that, in part, is what Mission's staff was trying to do. Lieberman
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9
and Miller (1992) identified important issues that emerged from three years of

involvement in schools trying to change. They found that the search for a
common school vision, and staff discussion around that task generated social
conflict as school staffs went about the work of learning to communicate.
Lieberman, Wood and Falk (1994) view "collegial professional communities"
as a key to change, but also acknowledge "conflict is inevitable" (p. 37). Fullan
(1993) reviewed the recent literature on school change. He distilled several
overarching themes in that research: Conflict was a key theme that turned up

in each of the studies:

We have seen in the dynamic complexity of major education change
projects that conflict and disagreement are part and parcel of all
productive change processes (p. 81).

Likewise, Newmann and Wehlage (1995) synthesized findings from
several projects using varied methods to study schools trying to improve by
collaborating on clear goals. They also concluded that there are powerful
forces working against building shared goals, one of which is the lack of
consensus on accountability--that is, measures of student performance. Even
the USED "Idea Book" on school-wide planning for Title 1, warns that
reaching consensus is a slow process, and drawing from practitioners' reports,
notes that even successful school-wide projects unfold with "false starts" on
"circuitous" routes. Schools have "growing pains" (Pechman and Fiester

1994, p. vi).

Education Reform
The "growing pains" reported by Mission Elementary's staff in the fall

of 1994 had emerged in part from a significant, all-staff decision, and the
ensuing struggle to "restructure” their Title 1 program around a new, focused

school mission. The conflict at Mission was rooted in the staff's continuing
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response to ambitious academic reforms that were first pressed by the 1988

Hawkins-Stafford amendments to Chapter 1 (now Title 1) of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act (ESEA). Those amendments called for teaching
advanced intellectual skills to all children, and in doing so contradicted at
least two decades of policy and practice that had encouraged remedial work--
improving basic skills--for children disadvantaged by poverty. Congress
expanded the ideals in the 1988 amendments in 1994 when it reauthorized
Title 1 was and linked it to a new federal initiative, Goals 2000. Those two
policies sought to encourage coherent curricular frameworks and
accountability systems that would press the country's schools further in the
direction of high standards of intellectual achievement for all children.
Reformers, researchers, and students of teaching have argued that
educator professionalism is one important strategy for reaching such a goal, as
well as one potent form of accountability. Thus, the reauthorized Title 1
renewed the press for "school-wide projects" which grew in part out of
research suggesting that professional school norms can improve achievement
(Pechman and Fiester 1994). Such norms include a cohesive, collegial
community in which teachers take mutual responsibility for students' high
academic achievement. School staffs forge shared goals through deliberation
and debate of defensible practices (Purkey and Smith 1983; Carnegie Forum on
Education and the Economy 1986; National Board for Professional Teaching
Standards 1989; Sykes 1990; Little 1990; Holmes Group 1990; Darling-
Hammond 1992; Lieberman and Miller 1992). Coherence, professional
collaboration and intellectually rigorous academic standards for all students:
These were the themes in the cluster of reforms that were making their way
into Mission Elementary during the course of this study--from the fall of 1993

to the spring of 1995.
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That those reform ideas were in the air at Mission Elementary is not
surprising, for California has been one state leading the standards reform for
all students. For example, a 1988 California State Department program
advisory based on then-new amendments to Chapter 1 (now Title 1)
repeatedly emphasized that all children were entitled to an intellectually
challenging education. The advisory rejected "pull-out" strategies that
focused on remedial instruction of low-level skills, claiming such strategies
isolated children from higher-achieving peers. It favored "regular classroom”
instruction that emphasized thinking and communicating about "rich
content."l1 California's mathematics and language arts curriculum
frameworks are also examples of the call for higher standards for all children.
The 1988 English-Language Arts Model Curriculum Guide stressed engaging
all California students in "disciplined academic study” (p. v). The foreword
sketched the intended meaning for the term "all children" and described
California school children as coming "from widely diverse ethnic, racial,
linguistic, and economic backgrounds." Since at least 1985, the mathematics
framework has also called for intellectually ambitious instruction for all
children (Webb 1993). Then California State Superintendent William Honig
wanted the 1985 Mathematics Framework to outline an inclusive vision of
rigorous mathematics education. On that point he said: " . . .every student
can enjoy and use mathematics to real advantage and . . .the power of
mathematical thinking is not reserved for only an academic elite" (Cited in
Webb, p. 126).

By early 1995, California's new state superintendent Delaine Eastin
pressed the ideas in Goals 2000 and the reauthorized Title 1 in regional
meetings organized for local educators. Laura Mather attended one such

meeting and returned with a "Goals 2000 Request for Applications”
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memorandum that Eastin and the state department of education were

distributing. The memorandum called for local applicants to "thoughtfully
consider . . .how greater coherency can be created . . ." (p. 3). Criteria for
judging plans included evidence of a "shared vision of teaching and learning
that is centered around high standards of achievement for every student."
And, they included "a commitment to working in . . .a collaborative manner

throughout the change effort” (p. 16).12

f vi n

But a turbulent political environment surrounded educators at
Mission Elementary School as they tried to learn about these new ideas
calling for coherence--clear goals and accountability--professional
collaboration, and complex intellectual achievement for all children. And
the recent reform is one of many to have accumulated in an education system
that offers an array of competing program ideas from many countervailing
sources. In California and at the MUSD, there were policy debates over the
goals and means of education and popular resistance to the reform ideas. In
December of 1992, three new conservative Christian board members were
elected in the MUSD, giving the majority on the five-member board to that
group. Among other acts, the new board members blocked a grant to Mission
Elementary that would have coordinated school programs, including social
services in the school, because they thought such programs were beyond the
scope of the school's purposes. Some also wanted to install creationism in
the MUSD curriculum. But most importantly, conservative citizen groups
were arguing that the reforms pressing for critical thinking undermined
religious and parental authority. Teachers at Mission reported that one board

member at the MUSD campaigned for more phonics instruction in the
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schools. Some parents saw the new direction in curriculum and instruction

as trespassing on parental rights and family privacy. The call for educating all
children to high intellectual standards was, according to some, an
infringement on individualism.13

Thus, Laura Mather's concern over the just-emerging parental
resistance to the (CLAS) in the fall of 1994 reflects pervasive disagreements in
America over what should be taught and tested. The CLAS in particular
became the center of a great deal of controversy and some popular resistance
in southern California. The fledgling instrument was California's attempt at
developing a more authentic statewide assessment in alignment with their
curriculum frameworks. It included open-ended problems that pressed
students to engage in considerable writing and thinking, and that sometimes
required them to justify their answers through reasoning. But some parents
in the MUSD whose children attended Mission Elementary were worried that
the CLAS was an instrument for violating family privacy, undermining
authority, a means of stamping out individual achievement and academic
excellence. Though Laura Mather and others had been reassuring parents,
Mather reported being unable to convince some of them. The district hired a
conservative Christian teacher to act as the "parent liaison" for concerns
about the CLAS.

But that wasn't the only conflict in the air surrounding the CLAS: The
MUSD required schools to give their students the California Test of Basic
Skills (CTBS), a standardized basic skills test, as well as the CLAS. One reason
was that federal programs--Title 1 of the ESEA, for example--still required
such a measure of student progress until the 1994-1995 school year. By that
time, the CLAS was under attack for everything from invading family privacy

to producing statistically invalid results. But very different assumptions
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about teaching and learning inform the CLAS and CTBS. For example, the

CLAS requires complex performances aimed at demonstrating students'
understanding of subject matter, critical thinking, and analytical or problem
solving abilities--"advanced thinking skills." The CTBS expects rapid
selection of "factual" answers which draw on more basic levels of cognitive
functioning--rote learning and reproducing the "facts" as they have been
specified by others. The CTBS and the CLAS represent only one example of a
clash in policy ideals--assumptions that competed or were in conflict at the
MUSD and Mission Elementary. They capture some of the disagreements
teachers at Mission had with themselves or with others; and they embody
aspects of a broader, more long-standing debate over the goals and methods of
American education (Darling-Hammond 1992a; Newmann and Wehlage
1995; Cohen and Barnes 1993b; Cohen and Barnes 1995).

So the reform ideas didn't eliminate older, more traditional ideas
about curriculum or teaching--in the state, the district, or the school. And,
those traditions and inherited ideas sometimes competed with reforms. The
assumptions informing the CTBS represent one set of inherited ideas. Strong
norms of teacher autonomy represent another tradition that competed with
reforms. Where instructional preferences are at stake, teachers have long
been committed to a culture of individualism, not collaboration, (Little 1990;
Sykes 1990; Lortie 1975). Thus some of the school-level conflict that erupted
at Mission was rooted in Laura Mather's attempt to forge mutual
responsibility for student learning. That conflict at the school centered on
Mather's press to open her kindergarten through second grade teachers'
previously unexamined, personal instructional choices to collegial scrutiny.
Such norms conflicted quite dramatically with traditional norms of teacher

autonomy. And, the press for new school norms uncovered teacher
y
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disagreement as well as charged public debate over instructional goals and

means. Meanwhile, two third grade teachers who had been working as a
team for some time were arguing over the assumptions in the CTBS and the
CLAS, even before the school's attempt to reach some agreement on school-

wide goals.

Conflicting opinion over educating Mexican immigrant children in
California schools confounded the instruction and assessment debates, and
added to the political turmoil in the state as well as the school. At Mission,
teachers held conflicting opinions about the district's "late exit" bilingual
policy, and they disagreed over the meaning of equitable standards as those
standards were entangled with language. One teacher accused another of not
holding high-enough standards for Spanish-speaking children and of using
"developmental” as "an excuse for not teaching." Laura Mather worried that
language was creating conflict between Spanish-speaking children and
English-speaking children. At the district level, several Maracas school board

members told a large crowd at one of their meetings in the Spring of 1994 that

funds for bilingual education should be used for the "real" Maracas students--
that is, those who speak English and who were born in the United States.
Such controversy reflected in part the state turmoil over educating
immigrants. For example, in an unusual move, the state Senate challenged
one of Governor Pete Wilson's state board of education appointments.14 The
reason for this challenge provides a glimpse into a long-standing conflict of
opinion over educating California's Spanish-speaking and immigrant
children.

Frank Light, Wilson's state board appointee and the president of Sun-
Maid Raisin Growers, had supported an assembly bill that would have

prevented undocumented migrant children from attending public schools.

e
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The bill had drawn much testimony, both pro and con. For example,

Hispanic lawmakers accused the legislation and the Republicans of
"immigrant bashing."l> But a parent told the Assembly committee that his
children's education was in jeopardy because the Spanish-speaking children
of undocumented migrant workers dominated their school. A teacher
testified that English-speaking teachers with years of seniority were losing
their jobs, while junior bilingual teachers remained at theirs. Supporters said
it would save millions of dollars; opponents said it would punish innocent
children. The Education Committee rejected the bill by an 8-3 vote,16 but a
statewide referendum with similar intent--Proposition 187--passed by quite a
majority in November, 1994.

Meanwhile, in the fall of 1993, the Los Angeles school district was
redesigning its bilingual program because the California State Department of
Education had criticized the district for lacking qualified bilingual teachers.
The state's review process, derived from the state department's interpretation
of state and federal law, required districts to provide limited English-speaking
(LEP) students with an "equal opportunity for academic achievement" as well
as teach them English. School officials interpreted state policy rules to call for
LEP students to be taught core subjects--that is, mathematics, science, and
language arts--in their native language until they could succeed in the regular
classroom. A group of parents, Learning English Advocates, was fighting the
changes, arguing that Spanish-speaking students ought to be taught through
immersion in English only.1? These kinds of arguments--over new forms of
assessment; curriculum and instruction; over bilingual education; and the
education of immigrant, mostly poor children--contributed to the political

turmoil in southern California and in the MUSD during 1993, 1994, and 1995.
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Not only were Mather and her staff trying to make sense of reforms, in

this context of conflicting traditions and political controversy, but they were
doing so with dwindling resources. For example, the arguments staff at
Mission were having in the fall of 1994 over badly needed categorical
resources were in part a reflection of the problem of repeated budget cuts at
the MUSD. At Mission, burgeoning enrollments, transportation cuts,
reductions in funding for building improvements, and funding cuts for
personnel had created large teacher-pupil ratios, traffic congestion, and time
consuming administrative tasks for Mission's staff. One result of Proposition
13, a ballot proposal enacted in California in 1978, was to quite dramatically
reduce funding for education. First the proposition restricted funding by
capping local property taxes, thus shifting the funding burden to the state.
Then, a year later, an amendment limited the growth of state spending and
mandated a "refund"” to taxpayers.

These simultaneous limits on local and state spending for education,
along with a state recession, left many California schools--Mission
Elementary among them--with high pupil-teacher ratios, overcrowded, and
in need of repair. Laura Mather's relentless early morning efforts to see that
her school building and grounds were presentable and a source of pride for
her staff and students were also in response to this problem.1® So dwindling
resources and political controversy, along with disagreements over
instruction and assessments, contributed to the environment in which staff at
Mission Elementary School were trying to work out new ideas about
organizing their school and teaching diverse, but mostly poor, students

toward high academic standards.
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An Historical Vi

The reforms at Mission Elementary were also unfolding within a larger
historical context of debates and political action: a competition of ideas over
the goals and methods of public education. Many of those ideas have been
rooted in theory, social science, and political or public debate. The set of
complex, sometimes contradictory, assumptions underlying policies designed
to remedy the effects of disadvantage interacts with competing assumptions
about teaching, learning, and assessment.1® Thus, long-standing debates
about the nature of cognition, the problem of low achievement among poor
and language-minority children, and the place of diverse languages or
cultures within American society are salient here.20

For example, in 1985 the National Academy of Education published a
report surveying at least two decades of research on reading. The report, A
Nation of Readers, called for higher standards of literacy and declared reading
to be a matter of making sense of "rich" texts. The report made a

"constructivist" argument:

Text comprehension depends upon a reader's prior knowledge,
experience and attitudes; meaning is constructed as a reader links what
he reads to what he knows (p. vi).

The California curriculum frameworks drew on the premises and evidence
in A Nation of Readers, as well as those in other documents put out by a
series of standards projects. The comments just above are in part a reflection
of the growing number of cognitive scientists who took learning to be an
active matter of making sense of the world, rather than passively responding
to it.21 Those ideas were rooted in part in Jean Piaget's pioneering studies of
cognitive development. Piaget argued that children make sense of their

world by constructing their understanding over time, building on what they
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already know (Gardner 1991; Wadsworth 1989; Tryphon and Voneche 1996).

Children as biological individuals do this work of making meaning through
interaction with their environment. The groundbreaking work of Lev
Vygotsky placed culture and social interaction with others--not the
individual--at the center of human development, but maintained the idea
that humans construct meaning (Tudge and Winterhoff 1992; Gardner;
Tryphon and Voneche). In America, John Dewey had also long argued that
learning was a matter of active engagement with others and with important
ideas. These men were followed by American developmental or cognitive
psychologists--Jerome Bruner, prominent among them--who reinforced the
importance of "meaning" and culture to mind and learning (Bruner 1983;
1990).

But these arguments about the nature of learning and mind contrast
quite dramatically with the premises of the educational psychology that held
sway in America for almost a century. Edward Lee Thorndike shaped the
practices of a majority of teachers and school staff for decades during his years
at Columbia University's Teachers College (Joncich 1962). Thorndike cast
learning as behavior, not as an active mental process of making sense. The
learner was a responder, not a creator, of meaning. And motivation for
learning was external, not internally located in the questions and experiences
of the learner.

For years Thorndike had also argued that curriculum ought to be
specialized, based on differences in the inherent capacity of children, and that
attempts to bring all students up to one standard were inappropriate, if not

impossible.

It would be wasteful for a man of a certain original nature and training
to be taught to manipulate logarithms . . . Here, as everywhere . . . the
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persons to be educated--decide in part what the proximate aims of
education should be (Thorndike 1912, p. 40).

In Thorndike's vision, academic goals were far from standard; rather, social
engineers would construct them based on individual differences. In the
fifties, sixties, and seventies, Robert Gagne, Benjamin Bloom, and other
theorists expanded on some of Thorndike's themes--about the importance of
practice and learning hierarchies, for example--and they argued for sequential
instruction based on differences in student "pace,” as opposed to inherent
capacity. Both men argued that the hierarchical structure of learning ought to
be the organizing principle for instruction, and that simple concrete skills
formed the foundation for increasingly more complex, abstract ones (Gagne
1965/1970; Bloom 1956; Bloom Hastings and Madaus 1971). The reform ideas
that had made their way into Mission Elementary competed with this
conception of teaching and learning. The big ideas in the new wave of
reform--unusual in recent history for its insistence that all students could
learn to intellectually rigorous standards--grew in part out of cognitive
conceptions of learning: Subject matter complexity can be reduced through
social interaction. Basic skills and complex thinking can be learned
simultaneously. Indeed, the purpose of any genuine learning is
understanding, which requires complex thought, including critical thought,
based on prior experience and new information.

But as Title 1 of the ESEA was taking shape in the sixties it followed
from the prevailing arguments about the nature of learning and poverty that
poor children should compensate for learning deficits through remedial
work; that is, they should begin at the bottom of the skills hierarchy, with
isolated bits of information and discrete, low-level tasks. Title 1--the heart of

the federal government's educational reform effort at that time--was
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informed in part by theories which defined the problem of persistent, low

academic achievement by poor children as a matter of "cultural deprivation”
(Riessman 1961; Bloom, Davis and Hess 1965; Deutsch 1964; Ausubel 1967).
Researchers studied the early social environment of poor children and argued
that the effects of such "deprivation” amounted to "learning deficits" which
the children brought with them to school. Thus, advocates for the education
of poor children, Allison Davis and Benjamin Bloom among others,

recommended:

not equality of access to education, [but] a system of compensatory
education which can prevent or overcome earlier deficiencies in the
development of each individual (Bloom, Davis and Hess 1965, p. 6).

And in Title 1 of the ESEA, "compensatory education” was born. But it was
also resisted by local education agencies because the ideal of local control was
still strong in America (Passow 1971; Murphy 1971/1991). Thus districts who
were required to show that federal dollars were spent on poor children
responded with the "pull-out” as a tracking mechanism. Children receiving
Title 1 help were "pulled out” of classrooms to receive their special
"compensatory instruction" which, following the logic of the arguments just
sketched, was most often drill and practice in basic skills (Allington 1991;
Odden, 1991).

Some social scientists and minority activists, as well as local
communities, resisted the assumptions underlying compensatory education,
albeit for very different reasons. Baratz & Baratz (1970) argued the reason
compensatory programs had failed to raise achievement levels was because
they had been created to prevent deficits that just were not there. The
Baratzes blamed social scientists and the Title 1 advocates for failing to meet
the needs of poor children: "Ethnocentric liberal ideology under girding

social intervention programs denies cultural differences"” (p. 30). They
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wanted schools to use "multi-cultural” materials, including tests and

instructional strategies that used the child's existing culture and language to
teach them new ones. Community activists were making similar
indictments and calling for similar strategies (Church and Sedlak 1976). Here,
cultural difference rather than deficiency was the key assumption explaining
the problem of low achievement among poor, minority children.

After congressional hearings during which the idea of validating
cultural differences was a powerful theme, Lyndon Johnson signed the
Bilingual Education Act into law in 1968. Diane Ravitch (1983) argues that
the purposes of bilingual education were hugely controversial. Support for
cultural and language maintenance came from bilingual educators and ethnic
group leaders, while members of Congress and federal administrators wanted
to help students adapt to the mainstream of American life by teaching them
to speak English. Public debates over language sketched here have been
prominent in California, at least since the Progressive Era when the West was
opened up by the railroads in the 1880s. At that time, non-Spanish-speaking
"immigrants” began pouring in from the Eastern US, setting off a long-
standing argument about the "official" language of the area (Raftery 1992;
Acuna 1981).

3 o O Ok o o 3 o o o 3 % % 3 3 3 3 o O O O X 3 O O O o o O o ¥ 3 3 % F

So the current call for intellectually rigorous instruction for all
children is unprecedented in recent history. Opinion is divided over what
sort of instruction is most effective for all children, but especially children
disadvantaged by the effects of social and economic circumstances. Opinion is
divided over whether or not there are effects. Nevertheless, for years the
remedies have most often included remedial instruction of basic skills. The

new curriculum policies not only challenge the assumptions informing
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remedial education, but they contradict many of the big ideas in a long

tradition of teaching, learning, and knowing in this country.

In California, conservative groups and some parents have opposed the
ideas and assumptions in recent policies aimed at improving the intellectual
quality of instruction for any children, not just disadvantaged ones. They
have opposed the press for critical thought in subject matter content areas.
They have criticized the move away from more "basic skills,” and especially
the assessment of the new curriculum and instruction--that is, the CLAS.
These people criticize the CLAS for its open-ended questions; for allowing
multiple interpretations; for assessing students reasons for their answers, as
well as their answers; and for requiring group or cooperative problem
solving. Some parents and citizen groups, in the tradition of Thorndike and
Progressive era social engineering, even have opposed the assumption that
all children should learn to high standards. These parents are part of a long
tradition of Americans citing competition and individualism as their reason
for such opposition. Both groups are quite vocal about what they believe to
be the purposes of schools: that is, to teach children basic, "factual” content
and the basic skills of reading, spelling, and arithmetic computation. These
kinds of skills are most often measured by standardized tests such as the
CTBS.

Parents, citizen groups, and educators are also divided over the
purposes of bilingual education--some consider assimilation to the
mainstream culture the goal, others consider cultural maintenance the goal,
still others suggest equal access to understanding subject matter is the
purpose--and there is some popular antagonism over educating immigrant

children such as those enrolled in Mission Elementary.
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Given this context, in California, any response to the recent call for

intellectually demanding instruction for all children would be set in this sea
of diverse and conflicting opinion. And any response would also likely be
within the context of multiple and sometimes conflicting policy ideals that
have accumulated in schools over the decades. How does one school staff
respond to curriculum reform calling for rigorous standards of intellectual
instruction for all children in this environment? How do such policies and
their response interact with the way other programs in the school work; that
is, those designed to remedy the effects of social, economic or linguistic
disadvantage--specifically Title 1 of the ESEA and Bilingual Education? What
happens when these policy and program ideas meet in a school enrolling

many poor, limited-English-speaking children?

CENTRAL THEME AND CONCEPTUAL FRAME

The staff at Mission Elementary responded ambitiously to curriculum
and instructional reform ideas. But the process of adapting those ideas to
their situation entailed coping with considerable conflict: personal
ambivalence, social clashes, and tensions in reforms--between competing
ideas or ideals within the reforms as well as between the reforms and other
notions of appropriate practice. They also had to manage the tension between
reform ideals and the practical realities in the school. How people managed
in the face of all those external or internal conflicts with only modest,
sometimes insufficient resources for the task at hand is the central theme in
my data.22

Mission Elementary school's response suggests that the staff there had
embraced the curriculum and Title 1 reforms in varying degrees across

several subjects. I observed elements of the curriculum reforms--in
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mathematics, science, and language arts--on some occasions, across all six of

the teachers in my subset at Mission Elementary. All six also talked about the
reform ideas in their interviews. Generally, both the principal and her Title 1
coordinator had made an imprint on the school that favored equitable
academic expectations for students--a rich literacy, and reformed vision of
instruction, though this last competed with other ideas about best practice.
The staff's choices around categorical resources sometimes complemented the
idea of school-wide curriculum reform; for example, they used Title 1 funds
to develop a writing laboratory for all students, and a science laboratory. By
the time this study opened in 1993, the Mission Elementary staff had
responded to the 1988 amendments by eliminating most pull-out instruction,
and by trying to integrate their Title 1 instruction with the regular
curriculum. To do this last, the staff sometimes pooled categorical funds to
hire special teachers. One such teacher , Monique Ponds, the bilingual Title 1
teacher, is featured in this study. Ponds' practice tended to integrate multiple
program goals. Finally, teachers sometimes collaborated in small teams in an
effort to coordinate their instruction. The school's "Compaiiero bilingual

project” is a key example here.

Coping With Confl

But managing in the face of conflict with only modest resources was
the key aspect in the process of adapting ideas or precepts in the reforms to the
context of Mission Elementary. That process was a steady attempt by staff to
balance various ideas or ideals with the situation at hand, for which there was
often no "solution." (Lindblom and Cohen 1979; Lindblom 1959; 1990).23
Rather, the process called for managing trade-offs or balancing contradictory

commitments in the face of dilemmas (Cuban 1992; Lampert 1985). First, the
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-riculum reforms in their broadest sense--described earlier to include the

als of staff collaboration, coherence, and rigorous intellectual achievement
all students--not only tended to compete with other programs or ideas

but appropriate practice,24 but to compete (sometimes) with themselves as
1. Further, the staff at Mission often seemed to embrace the competing
als. So, for example, aspects of curriculum reforms, in practice, tended to be
tension with some of the means and aims of the bilingual education
bgram (English as a Second Language instruction (ESL) for instance, or
glish proficiency for another). The reforms calling for high standards of
ellectual achievement by all children interacted with bilingual education
als, which in turn seemed to be contradictory themselves at times. There
re tensions within and between reform ideals in the case of Title 1 as well.
e staff's choices around tensions--between the complexity in ambitious
tructional reforms and the ideal of clear, specified goals, for example, or
ween commitments to both clarity and collaboration for another--created
de-offs, losses, as well as gains.

Second, aside from the problem of policy goals competing, teachers
agreed with each other over what particular programs and policies meant
1 what to do about them (though until a significant decision to restructure
 schools” work norms, such disagreements were not generally made
blic). And even when they did agree, they sometimes agreed for very
ferent reasons. Teachers at Mission Elementary held conflicting beliefs
yut teaching and students, and those beliefs interacted with the meaning
y made of various ideas. Third, teachers and school leaders were
bivalent; not only did they disagree with others about the meaning of
icy ideas and what to do about them, they disagreed with themselves about

at to do. They were pulled in more than one direction at once. Finally, as
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noted at the onset, the policy and program ideals often were in conflict with

the practical realities of life in this school as the staff at Mission worked to put
those ideals into practice. The staff had to balance ideas or ideals with the
situation at hand, for which there was often no one or final "solution." A
very transient student population and only modest resources are two

examples of the "practical realities” this school, and many like it, face.

apacity, an Potential "Peda " of Poli

In this study, "resources" are conceptualized as financial, social,
personal, and print or other media. Financial resources include funding to
reduce class size, to purchase more support personnel, more time for staff
conversations or other sustained learning opportunities related to reform.
For several reasons--conflicting priorities, laissez-faire professional
development norms, political controversy, budget cuts, the special needs of
students, and so on--financial resources at Mission allocated to reform were
thin when compared to the task of enacting them. Nevertheless, resources,
from categorical programs especially, helped build capacity for reform--at the
school level, and at the level of instruction.

The term social resource is informed by a "pedagogy of the policy"
metaphor, and includes, among other social relations, scaffolding for learning
about reforms through sustained instructional discourse with knowledgeable
others—"teachers" of the policy--or mutual goals for student learning, and
collaborative conversations focused on how to achieve them (Cohen and
Barnes 1993; McLaughlin and Talbert 1993; Ball and Cohen 1996; Cohen and
Ball 1997; Newmann and Wehlage 1995; Darling-Hammond 1992; Lieberman
and Miller 1992; Peterson and Barnes 1996). Coleman's (1990) social capital

theory also informs the idea that social resources reside in relationships
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where there are shared goals, understanding, trust, and so on. These kinds of

resources helped to build capacity for reform at Mission, but they too were
only modest when compared to the difficulty of the work of enacting reforms.
And, in the case of individual teachers, social resources for learning tended to
be invented ad hoc, without official incentives, rather than available as an
integral part of the district system. When the staff began to build capacity for
change through mutual understanding and goals, those social relations,
while a potential resource for reform, also became a source of conflict. Social
conflict was embedded in the social relations that had potential to build
capacity for school-wide reform.

Print or other kinds of media resources include those that would
provide specified curricular guidance as a means for educators to learn from
the policy--using the pedagogy of the policy construct, a "curriculum of the
policy." These too existed at Mission Elementary, because California had
developed several elements of an instructional guidance system aimed at
teacher learning related to reform. The CLAS was a potential "curriculum”
for reforms, as were chunks of reform-oriented student curricula designated
as "replacement units." The district and state curriculum frameworks served
as a curriculum for teachers as well as administrators at Mission Elementary
on occasions. And the state school improvement process that was centered
on the task of aligning student work with the reform frameworks helped
teachers at Mission specify the meaning of reforms for their particular
classrooms. This process had the potential for becoming a very rich resource
for learning at Mission Elementary. But these resources, though more than
many states offer, were set within a competition of ideas and priorities,
conflicting messages--from the state and the district--and "shopping mall"

professional development norms. So, at Mission Elementary, these resources
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were also thin when compared to the challenges of enacting the

intellectually-rigorous reforms.
: Finally, the term "personal resources"” is a lens for considering the
prior understanding, experience, education, and predilection that enactors
bring to their work. Personal histories contribute to the set of factors in the
reform environment that sometimes complement, sometimes compete with,
but often complicate the reforms. The concept of "personal resources” is
informed by both human capital theory and constructivist, cognitive theory
of development. The latter--drawing on the work mentioned earlier by
thinkers such as Piaget, Vygotsky, Dewey and Bruner--holds that people
interpret new information--new ideas in policies for example--by building on
existing cognitive structures; that is, they interpret new information based on
what they know and understand. By using the pedagogy of the policy
metaphor, one can imagine how the personal histories of enactors can inform
the reformers' understanding of the "learners" of the reforms--the reform's
end of the line, and likely most influential agents. The personal histories of
the enactors are part of the reform environment (Cohen and Ball 1997).

The staff's personal histories can contribute to a school's capacity for
change, but they are also a source of potential conflict. For all the
commonalties in their roles and environment, educators are still individuals.
And, for the most part, in schools where autonomy is the reigning norm,
personal histories, different sources of information and understanding,
different educational backgrounds and different convictions create differences
in their practices. One assumption in a pedagogy of the policy construct--a
construct that brings together cognitive theory, social theory, and policy
implementation research--is that collaborative norms among educators have

the potential to transform the differences in knowledge and understanding
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among teachers into sources and "scaffolding” for their learning (Ball and

Cohen; Peterson and Barnes). But these differences can also be a source of
social conflict and disagreement, as they were at Mission Elementary.

Mission's story is important because it can tell us something about the
"implementation” of the "high standards" reforms in California, a state that
was in some ways ahead of the federal government's Goals 2000 and Title 1
reforms. The reforms in California are without clear indicators of goals
accomplished (though debate over their effects continues to rage). But
accumulating research evidence--since the post-sputnik curriculum reforms--
suggests that how an education reform fares depends upon those who put it
into practice. The individuals at the end of the policy line are key to the
policy implementation process (Lipskey 1980). One reason planned change in
education fails may be because planners do not recognize the situation of the
those who implement the change at the level of social interaction (Elmore
1979/1980; Elmore and McLaughlin 1988; McLaughlin 1976; McLaughlin,
1987). Thus, policies aimed at changing practice need the "essential
contribution of teachers’ perspectives" as informal guides (McLaughlin 1990).
And understanding the "realities" of major participants in reforms is
essential to understanding the feasibility of any change as it exists at the time
of the planned reform (Fullan and Stiegelbauer 1991).

The recent reforms require not just any sort of change, but rigorous
intellectual work by administrators, teachers, and students alike. Thus,
understanding the recent reforms' feasibility in light of responses from
people who have to interpret and enact them seems especially important. My
study has grown out of The Education Policy and Practice Study (EPPS). EPPS
research has focused in part on the importance of sustained learning

opportunities for teachers, administrators, and others as a policy lever for
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changing practices (Cohen and Ball 1990; Peterson 1990; Wilson 1990; Weiss

and Cohen 1991; Jennings 1992). So in this study, policy implementation is
examined for its pedegogical potential. In spite of generally weak and
fragmented instructional guidance in this country (Cohen and Spillane 1992),
and in spite of most policies' historically weak "pedagogy"” (Cohen and Barnes
1993), if one indicator or prerequisite to "successful" implementation of
reform is taken to be a process of learning and relearning by enactors, then

Mission's story offers insights into that dynamic process.

RESEARCH ORIENTATION AND DATA%

Generally, my empirical research orientation emerged through my
work as part of the Education Policy and Practice Study (EPPS). EPPS was a
team of researchers investigating reforms aimed at improving the intellectual
quality of instruction by looking at the mathematics and literacy instruction
in a set of classrooms in three states. My work with EPPS generated some of
the broad analytic categories in my data--categories such as teachers' beliefs or
attitudes, as well as their practices around mathematics reforms, literacy
reforms, and so on. That research orientation is part of a long tradition of
qualitative research with theoretical underpinnings in the symbolic
interaction of the Chicago School of Sociology, and the phenomenological
approach in which a researcher attempts to understand her subject's point of
view on a topic (Bogdan and Biklen 1992).

In the tradition of the theories that emerged from the cognitive
revolution sketched in the opening to this chapter, these research traditions
assume that people are actively engaged in creating their own world.
Humans interpret and negotiate the meaning of that world in interaction

with others and with the help of their past experiences. Thus, the position of
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teachers and administrators as "learners” or "interpreters" of various reform

policies is parallel to the conception of student learners portrayed in the
curriculum policies themselves. This study is embedded in a larger research
tradition that is intellectually consistent with the big ideas that emerged from
the cognitive revolution and that informed the reform policies considered
here.26

And, as sketched earlier, the intellectual history of competing ideas
about the nature of cognition, the best kind of instruction for "disadvantaged
children,” and the education of immigrant children all interacted in the
meaning that teachers and administrators constructed around policy. Those
ideas and ideals have long been debated in the broader contexts of society.
Within those broader contexts, this study focused on the "situated action"
(Bruner 1990) in one school.2? That action lies on the intersection of
biography and social context: It includes the individual reports and practices
of a subset of educators, as well as a view of social interaction and the school-
wide environment. I explored multiple perspectives--school, classroom, and
small group Title 1 instruction--on three key policies in one school. "Auto-
biographical” sketches which unfold in each data chapter stand for a portion
of the "prior understanding" and experience each of the subjects brought to

the school culture as a whole.28

The Data

I observed and interviewed staff at Mission Elementary from January
of 1993 to June of 1995.2° But I first observed teachers at Mission Elementary
in spring of 1993 as part of the EPPS wave of data collection that sought to
learn about categorical programs and the instruction received by

"disadvantaged" children in our study's schools. Among other questions we
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asked the following: "How do programs and policies intended to remedy the

effects of social, economic, and linguistic "disadvantage" work in the schools
in which we observe? How do teachers think about the education of students
who are from disadvantaged circumstances and/or racial, ethnic, and
language minorities?30 How do efforts to dramatically improve the
intellectual quality of instruction in literacy and mathematics interact with
the patterns of thought and instruction that we observe when we pay
attention to issues concerning children who come from different racial,
ethnic, or linguistic groups or from different social class origins?"

For two years, I used interview and observation instruments
developed by a subset of our EPPS group--those researchers who were
especially interested in the education of "disadvantaged children" or in
"diversity" issues.3! Though I strayed from those some, and developed new
questions in order to investigate particular issues as they arose in the context
of Mission, the diversity instruments served as the foundation of my
interviews and observations.

In year one I observed a Compaiiero bilingual team of second grade
teachers: One taught mostly Spanish-speaking children, the other mostly
English-speaking children, both had many Title 1 students whom they taught
core subjects in their primary language. I also observed and/or interviewed a
cluster of support staff and school administrators who were in various ways
involved with the categorical programs--especially Title 1 (then Chapter 1)--at
the school. The Title 1 bilingual teacher who worked part-time in the
Spanish-speaking room was one key subject, because she worked with the
handful of students whose instruction I was focusing on in that room.
Meanwhile, near the end of the first year, the staff made a significant

collective decision to restructure their Title 1 program by narrowing and
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clarifying the school-wide vision, then by working more collaboratively and

coherently toward that vision. One important aspect of the plan was to
concentrate the school's Title 1 resources in the early grades. That staff

decision evolved over time--almost a one year period--and the conflict

described in the opening vignette was only a portion of what they had to
manage during the second year of the study.

So, after a year in the second grade Compaiiero classrooms (observing
the Title 1 instruction), the set of Title 1 children whose instruction I had
been observing were off to another Compaiiero team for the 1994-1995 school
year. I followed the same subset of children to their new third grade teachers-
-another Compaifiero bilingual team--in order to compare the instruction they
received that year with the year before. I continued to observe their
instruction as well as interview and "shadow" the school's principal and Title
1 administrator. But I added one additional first grade bilingual teacher to my
set of subjects the second year--Juan Ramirez. His room gave me a view into
one classroom where three adults were working with first grade Title 1
children. This was a "resource rich" classroom because of a new Title 1 plan.
But the "neediest" Title 1 children I followed to third grade lost most of their
resources because of the new plan.

In all, I focused on eight people: Two second grade teachers, two third
grade teachers, a bilingual Title 1 teacher who instructed the Spanish-
speaking children in both second and third grade classrooms, a first grade
bilingual teacher, the school's principal, and the principal’s Title 1 assistant.
Writing field notes, reflecting on my visits to Mission Elementary, analyzing
data, and writing a paper for presentation clarified and reinforced two
impressions I had after my first several days in the school: The competition

of program and policy ideas floating around the school was fierce, and "how
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these programs worked" depended in part on whom I was observing and who

was reporting.
R

The need to manage or cope with conflict--internal or external--is likely
part of any reform environment in American education, given the long
history of debate and controversy, the fragmented system, the nature of
change, and the nature of the work (Lampert; Cuban). But I found little
documentation of the meaning such conflict holds for people working in
schools--that is, in light of the enactors’ lives, attitudes, understanding, and
practices. Furthermore, while conflict may seem predictable given the
literature, its significance has not been made especially clear to school leaders
or staff by any of the reform documents. I found only one, somewhat cursory
reference (noted earlier), to the potential for conflict and contradiction in the
reform process. Nor do researchers who write about it make clear the
significance of conflict to the people in schools who have to live with it.
Finally, little has been reported about how recent reforms are faring in the
case in "high poverty" schools, and/or schools that enroll many children who
do not speak English.32 So this study's view, from various perspectives in
such a school, not only helps explain how policy goals and methods intended
to help such students might interact, but also how conflict figures into
enactors' response to the call for "high standards.” While we know that
conflict of various sorts occurs in the process of adapting reforms, this study
sheds light on how it might happen, on some of the reasons for it, and on
when it may be productive or counterproductive--all from multiple views of

one school.
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1All names used in this study—people, school, and district—-are pseudonyms.

2L M, June 1995, reporting on her thinking in the fall of 1994.

3LI, March 1995, reporting on the fall conflict. She reported again in June, 1995.

4California Learning Assessment System (CLAS).

S5The percentages for the school are from the 1994-95 school year.

6This information was reported in 1993.

7Al figures used in this section are from district or school records provided by the school's
principal or interviews conducted from 1992 through June of 1995.

8 For example, Mather handed one kindergarten girl over to her mother who was "quite
paranoid" due to various drugs she had consumed. The mother showed up at school screaming.
Though Mather called the police, the child still had to be released to the mother's care. A
fourth grade boy's anger is becoming unmanageable in the classroom. He was sent to California
to live with his maternal grandparents after suffering from severe beatings from his parents in
South Carolina. Another boy whose instruction I have followed for two years is living in a
foster home because his mother is in jail for murder.

9 Ideas about cooperative learning are important aspects of the curriculum and instructional
reforms in this state. They are rooted in cognitive research and theories that argue students
learn in social interaction with one another. These theories hold that collaborative groups can
create "scaffolding” for students. Children learn from one another. Those who watch their
classmates’ ways of attacking problems, for example, can learn about problem solving. In this
way, complexity is reduced. And, small groups of students working together also provide
opportunities for children to be actively involved in their own learning. For more on cognitive
learning theories informing the reforms, see Means, Chelemer, and Knapp (1991). See also
Resnick and Klopfer (1989).

10Lampert (1985) and Cuban (1992) argue that managing in the midst of competing commitments
is at the heart of the work that people in schools do.

1gee the California State Department of Education Program Advisory CIL: 88/9-2. Improving
educational opportunity for disadvantaged students: An advisory of programmatic ideas
derived from the 1988 reauthorization of Chapter 1.

12Memorandum from Delaine Eastin, California Department of Education. March 1, 1995.

13 Interview with the director of the Curriculum, Instruction and Assessment Division,
California Department of Education. January 18, 1994. Interviews with Laura Mather, the
principal of Mission Elementary and Louise James, the Title 1 Coordinator, 1993-1995.

14 For more on this story, see The San Diego Tribune, March 1, 1993.

lsﬁan_Diegg_'[r_im March 23, 1993.

16Ixib_ung, April 1, 1993. The bill had been co-authored by the Assemblyman representing the
southern California region covering the Maracas Unified School District. The MUSD
superintendent was interviewed about the bill and said the district does not identify
immigration status on school records. She said, "From my standpoint, the public schools should
be educating every child that walks through the door. I think it's to the advantage of
everybody in California to have an educated population.” (Quoted from the local Maracas
newspaper). This superintendent was at odds with her new conservative board and left the
district in the Spring of 1994. Immigration issues and other controversial topics related to the
debate among the conservative Christian board members, the superintendent and parents in the
MUSD were reported regularly by the local paper. I have collected most of these articles as
part of my data.

17 For more information on the Los Angeles district, see Education Week, September 23, 1993.
See also Organizing a compliant program for students of limited-English proficiency (1993).
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California Department of Education. Complaints Management and Bilingual Compliance Unit.
Bilingual Education Office.

181n 1995, only three states spent less than California per student—$4,307-a figure that is
$1000 less than the national average and $3000 less than New York, another industrial state.
For more on California's spending, see Education Week in collaboration with The Pew
Charitable Trusts (1997). See also (Picus 1995). In the 1993-1994 school year, the MUSD's
budget from state aid and local property taxes was $66,463,498 or just over $3300 per pupil based
on an estimated enrollment of 21,224 (calculated using average daily attendance). Categorical
revenues from the state—for such programs as special education, gifted and talented pupils,
transportation, vocational education, counseling, and so on—-represented another 18% of the
district's budget, or approximately $16,500,000. Federal categorical programs accounted for a
little over $3,000,000 of the total budget. Over 83% of the MUSD budget was used for salaries
and benefits, with small fractions of the remaining funds going toward capital outlay, books,
supplies, services, and other operating expenses. Mission Elementary received funding from
federal and state categorical programs--Title 1 and VII of the ESEA, special education (PL 94-
142) and so on. The reauthorization of Title 1 in 1994 had a positive effect on Mission'’s Title 1
budget. The district reduced the number of schools designated to receive Title 1 funds by two.
Thus Mission stood to gain approximately $74,000 in fiscal year 1995-1996. But, during the two
years of this study--1993/94 and 1994/95--the principal and Title 1 coordinator at Mission
reported the school's Title 1 budget to be approximately $160,000 and $ 182,000 respectively.
This federal money was important to Mission Elementary according to its leaders, because of
state and local cuts. The small discretionary budget Mission received from the district for
supplies and other expenses had been cut repeatedly according to Mather, and was cut another
10% in the 1993-1994 school year. Mather reported that Mission finally had air conditioners
installed, but likely would not be able to afford to run them with the latest cut in funding. "It's
the dawning of the era of austerity," Laura Mather commented wryly during her report on the
cost of the air conditioners and the cost of running them.

19The key policy categories that this study considers are Title 1 of the ESEA, Title VII of the
ESEA (Bilingual Education) and curriculum reforms instantiated in the California curriculum
frameworks and other documents or policy instruments such as the CLAS. For an overview of
key elements in these three reforms see Appendix B.
2050me of the material in this section was informed by work I did with David K. Cohen
supported by the Carnegie Corporatlon of New York. Our paper, High Standards, all children,
was presented to Carnegie's Task Force on
Learning in the Primary Grades at their February meeting in 1995. We expanded on the
research informing our paper for a book chapter about the history of Title 1 (in preparation). I
also drew on an unpublished paper I wrote entitled Progress on trial.

21Here I use some of the history of psychology to stand for a broader, more long-standing strand
of thought about human nature, the nature of learning, and the nature of mind. See for example,
Jean-Jacques Rousseau's Emile, translated by Barbara Foxley. Everyman s Library. Dent:
London and Melbourne, 1974/1986. During the French Enlightenment, in his treatise on
education, Rousseau argued that children are born "good" as well as "free" and are therefore
active agents in the world. The ideal student would "exercise his mind and judgment” (p. 165)
by actively exploring the world. Learning during childhood would be a matter of taking part
in a thinking apprenticeship. Rousseau argued the student should not be passive, but a
"worker" and a "thinker."

221 take up the multiple meanings of the term "resources” below in the sub- section titled
Resources, Capacity, and the Potential "Pedagogy” of Policy. The description "insufficient"
does not refer simply to more funding. Iuse a conception of the term resources that is much
broader than the conventional sense. Based on my work with the EPPS group, I argue
throughout this thesis that the very ambitious nature of the reforms will require a
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transformation in how we conceive of resources: new social relations, a closer look at personal
resources, more opportunities to learn, new roles for policy documents, and so on. Because much
of what I treat as resources do not now exist in many schools, we don't know what "sufficient" or
adequate resources might be. More funding would have provided Mission Elementary with
more of the resources they had. But what they had varied a good deal depending on how they
used it, how personal resources contributed to inventing more social resources, and so on.
23Charles E. Lindblom and Lindblom and Cohen (1979) argue that some social problems are not
"solvable,” rather problem solving is an ongoing process. Problems that policies seek to address
are redefined over time, after people understand a bit about "what happens"” as a result of their
choices. In this view, a policy idea may be tried, revised, or altered based on new information,
tried again in it's new form, revised again, and so on (Braybrooke and Lindblom 1963).

24Eor example, ideas in the basic skills or effective instruction movements and the CTBS as
described in the historical context section. Or, ideas about developmentally-appropriate
education, for another example.

25For an expanded version of my research method, see Appendix C.

26]ohn Dewey, one of the seminal thinkers in the "constructivist” tradition, was at Chicago
during the formative years of the theoretical perspective known as symbolic interaction. He
contributed to its development through his writing and personal contact with people like
George Herbert Mead (Bogdan and Biklen 1992).

27Bruner's concept of "situated action” distinguishes between agency and effect, between action
and behavior. Action is replete with intentional states: conviction and belief, desire,
commitment, and intention. (pp. 9; 19). Action is situated in particular cultural settings and in
the interaction of participants "intentional states." So while I was an outsider and took pains
to represent a broader context than individual lives and one school culture, I also attempted to
understand and plausibly represent the meaning of ideas and events that staff reported.

28For more on autobiographical method, what I mean by "perspective" and the "perspectives” I
used, see Appendix C.

29For an overview of the subjects in this study, see Appendix A.

30 Though the characteristics of the children and families discussed are debated, I draw from
Natriello, McDill & Pallas (1990) for meaning of the term disadvantaged. See especially
chapters two and three in Schooling disadvantaged children: Racing against catastrophe for a
detailed discussion of indicators and their interaction. Not all children living in poverty do
poorly in school, and racial as well as ethnic groups vary greatly. However, I use the term
"disadvantaged" educationally or socially to denote broad categories often used by policy
makers to plan programs, especially the categorical programs in this study. The categories are
racial/ethnic minorities, poverty, and language background. Often one or more of these
categories overlap.

311 worked with a small group of graduate students from EPPS and two project directors-—-David
Cohen and Suzanne Wilson--to develop the questions and instruments for this particular wave.
32But these kinds of schools are becoming increasingly common the US. In California, for
example, approximately one out of every four children attending school lived in poverty in
1995. At the same time, one in four did not speak English (Education Week in collaboration
with The Pew Charitable Trusts 1997). And California, with 1.2 million limited English-
speaking (LEP) students is not the state with the highest number: seven others have more LEP
students.

k.




M

reform
ideals
Ameri;
Balangi
and pre
and oth
Thus, n
Ugeniz
19). Lj
Mssion
theiy ch:
many: st
I&P Bug i
0'hyg g
rﬁSOu[(eS
before th
Sigmﬁ an
g Staff 1

Cltyy,



CHAPTER 2

MISSION ELEMENTARY SCHOOL: HIGH STANDARDS, COMPETING
COMMITMENTS, AND COMPLEXITY ]

For Mission Elementary staff, the key aspect in the process of adapting

reform precepts to their context was managing in the face of competing policy

o

ideals and conflicting commitments with only modest resources.! Like many
American principals, Laura Mather faced challenges inherent in her practice:
Balancing conflicting educational goals is one example; managing competing
and pressing priorities for the allocation of limited resource is another. These
and other tensions pose dilemmas that are endemic to the work in schools.
Thus, not only teaching, but also managing instruction and school
organizations requires uncertain, complex judgments (Lampert 1985; Cuban
1992; Lipskey 1980; Lortie 1975; Little 1993). But the principal and teachers at
Mission were coping with competing interests in a school that compounded
their challenges; they were working out the reform ideas in a school where
many students were at risk for academic failure--either because of poverty or
language barriers or both. Further, they were responding to reforms in an era
of budget cuts with only modest traditional resources, and with too few social
resources for learning from the reforms. Thus, in the first year of this study,
before the federal standards reform initiative was in full swing, and before a
significant staff decision to "restructure” their school mission, the leadership
and staff were responding ambitiously to an incredibly difficult reform--the

California curriculum standards reform and Title 1 reform. But they were
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doing so in circumstances that made it even more difficult because they were

coping with conflicting interests, with only modest resources to help them.

During the 1993-1994 school year and for some time prior, at least a
fraction of the teachers at Mission were responding to the curriculum reforms
with some enthusiasm, adapting the ideas to their classrooms in varying
degrees across several subjects--to some extent mathematics, to a greater
extent science, and to a still greater degree language arts.2 Further, the Title 1
program in some respects resembled a model of the organizational reforms
pressed in the 1988 Hawkins-Stafford amendments to the ESEA. Mission's
staff had rejected "pull-outs" that focused on remedial instruction for Title 1
students, for example, and they were trying to use strategies that gave Title 1
students access to coherent instruction emphasizing thinking and
communicating about important subject matter content in "regular
classroom" settings (Public Law 100-297).3 The staff at Mission were using
categorical resources in ways that supported both curriculum and
organizational reform.

But working out the ideas in these very ambitious curriculum reforms
was especially challenging because of their weakly specified nature, and
because of a context replete with competing notions about "best practice.”" The
principal, Laura Mather, and her leadership team--Louise James, the Title 1
coordinator, among others--were responding to the curriculum reforms in
the midst of multiple, competing policy and program ideals, most with
accompanying, sometimes contradictory, instructional methods. For
example, the CLAS was aligned with the state's reform-oriented curriculum
frameworks as part of Superintendent William Honig's systemic strategy to
improve coherence in California's education system, as well as improve the

intellectual rigor of instruction (Webb 1993). But as noted in chapter one, that
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strategy did not eliminate older, more traditional, ideas about curriculum,

assessment, and instruction: The school district in this study also required
schools to give their students the California Test of Basic Skills (CTBS), a
standardized basic skills test, as well as the CLAS. Mission staff used the latter
test to identify Title 1 students, and to measure their progress from one year
to the next. These two tests--CLAS and CTBS-- are informed by competing
assumptions about teaching and learning.

Matters were complicated further by a large Spanish-speaking student
population. While the school district pressed their schools to teach Spanish-
speaking children the district's core curriculum--a curriculum consistent with
the state frameworks--in their primary language, they also expected students
to become English proficient. In practice, the bilingual policy goals--primary
language instruction and English language proficiency--were sometimes at
odds, not only with curriculum reform, but with themselves. The
assessment clash and the tension between bilingual and the reform are only
two of many ways in which policy ideals at Mission seemed to conflict.

Thus, before a significant staff decision to restructure the school
mission (which began to evolve at the end of year one), the district and school
provided some reform-oriented instructional guidance to teachers through
the PQR process, workshops on the CLAS, and so on. Likewise, the district
and school culture encouraged teachers to try out new ideas and work
together to some degree, and they encouraged innovation in the direction of
high, complex, academic standards for all children. Instruction for Title 1
students was less fragmented than it had been in earlier years. But at the
same time, an under-specified school mission, multiple instructional leaders,
and a somewhat "laissez-faire" culture (teachers worked and learned quite

independently), combined with very mixed messages from the district to
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create some intellectual incoherence in the school. Reforms competed with

an array of ideas about educational aims and means even as staff seemed to

embrace them, albeit with some ambivalence.

SPRING 1993-SPRING 1994: TITLE 1 AND CURRICULUM REFORM

Laura Mather inherited Mission Elementary School when it was
considered by some accounts to be the district's worst. She reported the
school having had a series of rather passive principals, and most teachers
there were not interested in innovation or reform. But Mather was
determined to turn the school around and set out to do so.4 Over the past few
years, she has been quite remarkable in her indefatigable campaign to
improve Mission in the direction of equitable, high academic standards, to
keep it running smoothly and to create a nurturing community for the
school's children.

Mather seemed to have taken the call for high standards for all
students to heart. She had worked to hire staff who generally shared her
belief in children, then worked to focus their commitment around it. She
was able to do this in part because several teachers left when the former
principal did. By 1993 when this story opens, Mather had hired 24 teachers,
approximately four-fifths of the faculty at Mission.> Though she shared her
authority for hiring personnel with a team of administrators and teachers,
Mather had managed to hire a generally interesting group of reform-minded
teachers--though they varied in how they interpreted "reform"--who seemed,
for the most part, dedicated to Mission's students.

Mission's staff had responded to organizational and instructional
reform ideas embodied in the 1988 Hawkins-Stafford amendments to Title 1

almost immediately--by 1989--and in many respects the Title 1 program in the
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school was a model of that reform when this story opened. For example, the

staff tried to integrate Title 1 instruction with the regular classroom
instruction. Further, the Title 1 plan was developed collaboratively and, to
some extent, with a school-wide focus, in conjunction with Mission's School
Improvement Program (SIP).6 Louise James, the school's Title 1 coordinator,
is also the School Improvement coordinator. She commented on those two
planning processes: "We don't have a separate Chapter 1 Plan; it's all in the
SIP [School Improvement Program] site plan” (LJ 8/93). That sort of
coordinated, school-level planning and coherent instruction for students,
while allowed by the 1988 amendments to Title 1, was about to be encouraged
in the new Title 1 reforms--those initiated in the 1994 reauthorization.

As part of their school-wide improvement plan, the staff and
leadership used their Title 1 resources to hire aides and Title 1 teachers, to pay
for professional development for Mission's teachers, to buy materials, to fund
"extended year" and "extended day" Title 1 "academies," and to sponsor
special parent nights. They created the computer and a science laboratory.
Using a teacher's truck, Laura Mather and Louise James picked up several
computers donated from area businesses, then found a parent volunteer to
have them repaired. Title 1 funds helped pay for some. It appeared that the
school's children were growing adept at using the computer lab for such
purposes as honing writing or problem-solving skills. And all of the
children--Title 1 included--were spending time in the science laboratory, paid
for in part by SIP funds, "doing science.”" These strategies--parental
involvement, extended days and school years, encouraging students to
practice problem solving skills, "authentic academic tasks" such as those
found in the science laboratory--were all encouraged in the 1988 amendments

to Title 1, or in the curriculum standards reforms. And they were about to be
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pressed further, in the new 1994 school-wide approach to Title 1 as it was

aligned with Goals 2000.7

While staff employed a variety of strategies, most of the Title 1 funds at
Mission were used to hire personnel.8 The staff shared in the decision to
allocate these human resources--paraprofessionals and some special "hourly"”
Title 1 teachers--as equitably and evenly as possible, across all grade levels and
classrooms. Nine instructional aides--one for each of three tracks at each
grade level--worked in grades kindergarten, first, and second grade. Three
English-speaking hourly Title 1 teachers--one per grade level--worked in
grades three, four, and five, for an hour a day. Two bilingual hourly Title 1
teachers--one for each of two Spanish- speaking tracks--worked in first
through fifth grades in the Spanish-speaking rooms. So the Spanish-speaking
rooms had one teacher three hours a week. But thus allocated, resources
were thin in many classrooms--Title 1 teachers worked for approximately
three hours per day--and some teachers in the fourth and fifth grades reported
that having one teacher less than three hours a week didn't provide the kind
or amount of help they needed for their students.

Aides and hourly teachers worked for the most part in the "regular
classroom.”" Mission had not used "pull-outs"” for their Title 1 students in
four years--not since the 1988 amendments discouraged such arrangements.

As Louise James put it in January of 1993:

Our Chapter 1 program is not a pull-out program. Many years ago it
was, and I think people liked it because it made it easier on them . ..
But it didn't allow for children to be a part of what's going on in the
regular scheme of things . . . The law, the recommendations, changed . .
. the focus is . . . to support these children during their regular
curriculum and their regular instruction in the classroom, and so
that's what we strive to do (L] 1/93). °
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So the instruction that most Title 1 students received in this school was

generally integrated into regular classroom curriculum. Mather and James
understood the plans to reauthorize Title 1 as confirming what they had been
doing for some time in the way of moving the program in the direction of
curriculum reform and high standards of intellectual achievement for all
children--that is, in the direction the California frameworks and systemic

reform efforts had been pressing. In the fall of 1993 Louise James explained:

... these ideas [in the proposal to reauthorize Title 1] go right along
with It's Elementary! and the direction of our state framework. For
example, it says this is a proposal to 'have the same high standards for
all children . . . performance-based assessment, rich instruction, and
support in the regular classroom, not a pull-out program. . . ' For a lot
of schools and a lot of places, that will be a big adjustment. But we've
been working on that and we [Mather and James] have been
hammering away at that here for a long time (L] 8/93).

Thus, Title 1 instruction had been organized around the "regular classroom"
and "the regular curriculum” for some time. And, in this school, the regular
curriculum was in the general direction of the standards-based reform ideas.
James' reference to the California Elementary Grades Task Force Report, It's
Elementary! (1992), and the frameworks is an example of the sort of standards

she and Mather were trying to set in the school. A key recommendation of

It's Elementary! is "Make a rich, meaning-centered, thinking curriculum the
centerpiece of instruction for all students . . . " (p. iii).

So Mission Elementary's leadership and staff were generally
committed to the curriculum reforms for all students. In language arts,
children for whom one might hold low expectations were reading good
books; speaking in public; writing stories, letters and reports; taking part in
interesting discussions. Many children who could not yet read, were
provided with one-on-one tutoring and conversation with thoughtful

teachers or aides.10 In science, teachers at Mission were pressed to examine
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their students' work in that subject matter to reflect on how they were

teaching in conjunction with the framework. The science framework asks
that the students be workers--that they do science, not just read about it. It
asks that their work not simply be activity, but also "minds-on" work which
leads to new understanding.!! Finally, there were signs that teachers had at
least accepted some of the big ideas in the mathematics reform and were
trying them out.}2 The proposed new mathematics curriculum adoption at
the district level seemed quite aligned with the most recent framework ideas,
and most teachers in this study reported "liking" the new program. With
Laura Mather’s and Louise James' support, some teachers at Mission were
trying a few of the new ideas via "replacement units"-- that is, special
curriculum units designed in alignment with the reforms. They were

attending workshops, consulting mathematics mentors, and so on.

R rces for Buildin acity: "Teachers and Curricula" of th ici

An important example of Mission's response to curriculum reform is
related to resources for teaching and learning from the reforms. These
reforms, calling for a "rich, meaning-centered, thinking curriculum . . . for all
children," are complex and require fundamentally new ways of thinking
about teaching, knowledge, and learning. Understanding them requires a
good deal of learning, "unlearning" and "relearning” (Cohen, McLaughlin,
Talbert 1993; Wilson, Peterson, Ball and Cohen 1996; Cohen and Ball 1996).

Several of California's instruments for pressing the reforms coherently
were potential resources for teacher learning. Those mechanisms--
"replacement units," the PQR process, the learning assessment system
(CLAS)--were more than many states have employed to build local capacity

for the reforms. And Mission Elementary was taking advantage of those
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resources for learning. For example, the school had been engaged in

improving science education for at least two years through their PQR process,
which was part of the School Improvement Program (SIP) in California. And
Mission's "CLAS action plan” suggests that Mission was using the CLAS as a
teaching tool more than many of the other schools in the MUSD.13

While Mission's principal Laura Mather did spend some time in
classrooms observing instruction with follow-up conversations, generally she
pressed the reforms in her school by delegating instructional leadership to
lead teachers (in science and reading). This was especially so in the case of
Louise James, who was generally quite knowledgeable about the Title 1 and
language arts reforms, as well as a very trusted friend and assistant to Mather.
In this regard, James and Mather's relationship was a source of "social capital"
(Coleman 1990/1994) , supporting Mather's leadership and curriculum
reform in the school. Much of the organization of Title 1 in the direction of
reforms, as well as elements of literacy and science reforms in the school,
were in part, a result of the social resources located in that relationship.

Louise James was on the "leadership team" that led the PQR process
which was instructional in nature--a potential resource for learning about
curriculum reform in science. The leadership team, including the school's
science mentor, created a professional discourse of sorts by collecting student
work samples from all teachers, once each track cycle. The teachers selected
these samples as "evidence . . . that students’' work each year represents a
well-balanced treatment of earth, life, and physical science in alignment with
the district science matrix." There were additional "essential questions” the
leadership team asked during their inquiry. Those questions were given to
the teachers in advance so they could think about their practice in light of

them, and about selecting work samples. During "walk arounds,” the
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leadership team questioned students and talked with teachers. As part of this

process, Laura Mather reported creating time and resources for grade-level
groups of teachers to meet and talk about their science instruction, and to
develop curriculum that would help produce student work of the sort the
leadership in the school was pressing.14

The CLAS is another example of a resource for learning from reform--a
potential "curriculum" for the reform, and one that Mission used. Laura
Mather seemed to understand the difficulty of the learning task for teachers.
She talked about her teachers' understanding as well as their need to learn in
light of the CLAS and a "thinking curriculum” for students. Regarding

mathematics, she said:

CLAS is . . . testing exactly what we're supposed to be teaching kids how
to do . . . as more and more teachers understand that . . . some kids are
going to learn to [multiply with one digit numbers] earlier, some later.
But that doesn't mean that we stop giving them opportunities to think.
And that's the hardest part (LM 1/94).

Here Mather is pointing out the importance and the difficulty of teachers'
understanding a big idea in the curriculum and Title 1 reforms: that
"thinking opportunities” are important for all students, not just some.
Mission's leadership used the CLAS as a "curriculum” of sorts. They
developed a "CLAS Action Plan" in order to focus teachers' attention on that
assessment, and to help them understand what it expected of students. But
for the most part, the focus was literacy, not mathematics, in part because
Louise James’ and Laura Mather's expertise was in literacy. Teaching teachers
about the new assessment's expectations related to student work in the area of
literacy was a key aspect of the plan. Mather reported that "[teachers] need to
understand what students are expected . . . to do" (1/94). In May of 1993 the
MUSD had piloted the new assessment. Shortly thereafter, Mather, together
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with James and the vice principal developed the "action plan" for Mission,

then they met with the teachers--grades two through four--about it. Mather

reported:

... We have a plan . . . We met with teachers; we've sent them to
workshops. Each group of teachers has . . . had an opportunity . . . to do
some of the literature [scoring] . . . to read [the prompts], to read the
story [item] . . . they've all had an opportunity to do . . . writing prompt
for example (LM 1/94).

Some of the "workshops" Mather refers to here were taught by Louise James.
Mather sent James to an intensive four day training on scoring the reading
and writing CLAS. James reported feeling "battle fatigued" when she
returned, but nevertheless organized a "mini-version" of the training she
had received for teachers at Mission. For example, she had them develop
their own rubrics--samples of student responses they might categorize as
better or worse than others. Mather shared Mission's CLAS action plan with
her principal's group at the request of her district supervisor.
N

So, from the view just sketched, it seems clear that Mission
Elementary's leadership was committed to curriculum and Title 1 reforms.
Mather, James, and others were responding to the call for high standards for
all children much in the direction of the 1988 reform amendments. When
the Title 1 and curriculum reforms are considered, in some ways this school
was ahead of the federal curve. Before Goals 2000 and the reauthorization of
Title 1, the school had embraced many of the precepts contained in those
reforms, and many staff were trying to put them into practice. The staff was
trying to use Title 1 resources in a way that complemented curriculum reform
for all students. The Title 1 plan was integrated into the school improvement

plan, and the staff had managed to create a situation in which Title 1
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instruction was much less fragmented than it had been before the 1988

amendments.

Further, Laura Mather and the school's instructional leadership--
Louise James, the science mentor, and so on--supported the staff in their
reform efforts and even provided some instructional guidance related to
literacy and science reform. With Mather's support, Louise James appeared to
be learning from the CLAS, then teaching other teachers at the school.
Likewise, James was learning the principles and methods of "Reading
Recovery"-- a reform- oriented, language-experience intervention for first
grade students who have difficulty reading. James was in turn teaching some
of the teachers at Mission what she was learning. Finally, the PQR process
was providing some instructional discourse for teachers in the domain of

science curriculum reform.

A COMPETITION OF IDEAS AND COMMITMENTS

But the principal and her leadership team were responding to the
reforms in the midst of conflict: political controversy over goals, competing
commitments, and competing ideas. So while the leadership and staff in this
school were clearly committed to the organizational reform in the 1988 Title 1
amendments, and to focusing attention on the curriculum standards reforms,
those weren't the only ideas in the air around Mission Elementary. In fac,t
the competition of ideas about educational aims and means was fierce in the
MUSD and at Mission. For example, during this same year Mather was very
concerned about Mission's low CTBS scores, and expressed uncertainty over

what to do about them. Mather said:

I think we are on the right road by looking at the bottom quartile . . .
And saying those are the kids that are in the worst shape. What can we
do for them? Unfortunately what we're finding is that . . . Even with
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that [all we are doing for chapter 1 children] it's really not enough. We
still need to do something else. And I'm not sure that I know what
that something else is (LM 1/94).

As noted earlier, the CLAS and the CTBS expect quite different responses
from administrators, teachers, and students. For example, the CLAS tends to
press for the effective use of language by students--varied, purposeful writing
and student understanding of complex issues. The expectation here is for
students to be workers--for example, that they think and actively construct
their understanding of subject matter in the tradition of Dewey, Bruner,
Piaget, and Vygotsky. But the CTBS tends to reward the rapid selection of
answers to basic, "factual" questions. Here rote learning in the tradition of
Thorndike is consistent. The CLAS assumes that a curriculum should be
"meaning centered" and thus presupposes fewer topics, or big ideas, each
considered in more depth for longer periods of time. But the CTBS assumes a
more rapid coverage of a greater number of topics, in less depth. The CLAS
asks students to think critically about the material they read and requires
quite complicated academic performances; the CTBS does not. Rather it
encourages reproducing the "right" answer to problems, and authority for
"knowing" that answer is with others. But for many people at Mission
Elementary--especially the principal, her Title 1 assistant, and to some degree
the staff--both of these tests seemed to represent "high stakes." And, there is
evidence from several studies that high stakes tests can influence both
teaching and the content of students’ work (Madaus et al. cited in Darling-
Hammond 1992). These competing policy aims at Mission Elementary mirror
some of the big social arguments about the goals of instruction in the US.15

Another example of competing commitments at Mission was in the
pull between a child- centered "developmental" approach to educating

children in the early grades, versus the idea of curriculum, grade-level,
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standards. There were district committees and school-level committees with

recommendations and possible courses of action for both of these reforms at
Mission. One Mission teacher who sat on the district developmental
education committee expressed her concern over the fervor of district

advocates and multiple reform strategies:

It’s almost like a religious experience for the people who created that
[developmental] report card . . . If you don't like the report card you're
going to hell because you don'’t believe in . . . how they interpret the
scripture . . . It was a good thing to do. But it’s just like everything else.
Like this new math . . . [Some teachers feel] . . . it takes a lot [of effort] . . .
[Some teachers said] I'm really pressured this year and . . . this is just
one more thing . . . I just can’t do it (RL 6/94).

Laura Mather talked about both standards-based curriculum reform and
changing the school based on developmental education. She sent several
teachers to a conference on developmentally appropriate instruction and
others reported attending professional development activities focused on that
idea. Classroom teachers talked about both. For example, one second grade
teacher, Anita Lorenz, struggled with dilemmas in this tension between
individual differences in "development” and high common curriculum
standards for all children. Another teacher expressed confusion in a staff
meeting while teachers were grappling with how to create a "non-graded”
pilot which emphasized accepting individual differences in pace and content,
and still hold high common standards for all children. She exclaimed:
"Aren't we at odds with ourselves by trying to do both of these things?" They
had been talking about subject matter standards, then switched to
developmentally-appropriate instruction.

So while the PQR process and the CLAS had the potential to be quite
powerful curricula as well as guides for teaching and learning from the

reforms, they were competing with other district and school priorities.
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Because of limited resources--time, personnel, and so on--that competition, as

well as the large size of the school, contributed to reform-oriented
instructional guidance that was thin, especially when compared to the
difficulty of the task of enacting reforms. For example, the PQR team visited
classrooms only once each track cycle.l6 Had they done so once each week,
the process might have produced quite a rich instructional discourse focused
on science reform. Likewise, the CLAS workshops had potential for teaching
and learning from the literacy and mathematics policies. But those learning
opportunities too were situated within a professional development culture
that encouraged teachers to choose from an array of options ranging from
Egyptian art to building self-esteem.1”

James explained how professional development funding from the SIP

or Title 1 was allocated at Mission:

We have not been strict [or] precise regarding exactly what a teacher
[does] as long as . . . the professional development that they get is
something that . . . can and will benefit their Chapter 1 children in the
classroom . . . we keep teachers informed of the current [workshops]
available [from the district, and county] and . . . if they see something
they want to go to. . . they pull that brochure down and let me know . . .
We need to . . . spread . . . [professional development money] around.
So if . . . we haven't paid for them to go to anything and they would
like us to, then we do (L] 8/93).

So generally, the rationale for professional development activities was
teacher predilection. Teachers could choose from a range of options offered
by the county, state, and district, which were posted in the lounge. While
there were a number of content courses focused on curriculum reforms--
especially mathematics and language arts--there were also a good number that
were unrelated to reforms and thus competed with the reforms for the time
and intellectual energy of teachers. Several of the latter focused instead on yet

another of the MUSD's policy priorities—-bilingual education .
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Matters were further complicated at Mission by a large Spanish-
speaking population and the multiple goals of the MUSD's bilingual
education program. Generally, the ideal of bilingual education, promoted by
the MUSD, and to some extent by the California Department of Education
(CDE), was based on, among several others, three key goals: First was high
curriculum standards, second was English proficiency, and third was
integrated classrooms which promote cross-cultural respect and
understanding.18 The staff at Mission seemed committed to these goals and
made a creative attempt to address all of them.19

Though the CDE's bilingual compliance manual notes in very small
print "compliance is not mandatory,” the document does list among the

many "purposes” of bilingual education the following:20

to develop in each child fluency in English . . . [to] provide equal

opportunity for academic achievement . . . including instruction
through the primary language . . . [and to] promote cross-cultural
understanding.

Here "equal opportunity for academic achievement,” in principle, seems
quite complementary to curriculum reform--that is, the idea of "high
standards” for all children. Another state document makes this relationship

between the curriculum standards reform and bilingual education more

explicit. The authors in the Bilingu ion h k: Designi
instruction for LEP students (1990) argue that an effective program holds

bilingual students to "the same high standards" as the mainstream
students.2l That document emphasizes rigorous content-based instruction
including "thinking, communication and problem-solving skills" (p. 17) in

students' primary language.
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Referring to these state documents, the MUSD bilingual coordinator

reported that both primary language instruction and English proficiency are

the "basics of any bilingual program.” She explained that in the MUSD:

... schools are given the freedom to develop the structure of the
program [but] we have basic guidelines: all the children should have
access to the core curriculum in their primary language [for example].
[That is] basic. And, they need to get English as a second language; this
is right out of the compliance manual. These are things that we know
happen [in this district] (Interview 1/93).

In this district the "core curriculum" as instantiated in the district curriculum
guide is reasonably consistent with the state frameworks. So the two goals of
equitable academic standards--that is, learning challenging subject matter and
advanced thinking strategies for understanding, and English proficiency for
all students--are important matters of policy in this district. The goal of
"cross-cultural” understanding through integrated classrooms is pressed by
the state to some extent, and was a goal at Mission Elementary as well.

But these goals, perhaps complementary in principle, tended to be in
tension when the staff at Mission tried to put strategies into practice to meet
them. For example, according to Mission's principal, several bilingual
staffers, and some researchers, the first goal--high standards for all students--
involved teaching students a core, reform-oriented curriculum in their
primary language to promote conceptual understanding and to develop
advanced thinking skills. Laura Mather explained her reasoning (and the

district's) related to this goal:

Well, as research says, [Spanish-speaking students] will learn in English
as long as they have that conceptual foundation for language arts and
math . . . in their primary language. Then they can learn . . . other
subjects--science and social studies [and so on]--using lots of sheltered
English techniques . . . I think they learn [to speak] English by listening
to English. [But] I do truly believe . . . that they [Spanish-speaking
students] are going to be in much, much better shape to attain at higher
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levels in a second language [if they have a conceptual foundation in
their own language.] I really do (LM 6/95).

In Mather's comments there are at least two important points that scholars of
bilingualism have argued for some time: thinking skills acquired in one
language can transfer to a second language, and making sense of academic
content is a much different matter than simply listening or speaking in a
second language. Au (1993) and Hakuta (1986) both reviewed the salient
research on the issue of primary language instruction. Based on bilingual
research and language acquisition literature, Au concluded that literacy skills
in a student's first language "can have a powerful effect” on the student's
literacy ability in a second language (p. 145). Hakuta citing bilingual,
linguistic, and language acquisition research similarly concluded "there is
considerable transfer of skills across languages"” (p. 225). So transferability of
thinking skills is one key piece of the argument used by bilingual advocates.

A second aspect of the argument is related to types of skills and
language. Snow (1984) and Cummins (1974, 1980) both make the case, based
on their own research, that language skills needed for academic discourse--
thinking skills--take considerably longer to develop than simple
conversational skills. The former are "decontextualized" while the latter are
"contextualized" so that speakers have visual and other kinds of clues to help
them. This research converges on a key argument of bilingual advocates:
academic discourse of the sort encouraged by curriculum reforms requires
language skills that are not only more nuanced, analytic, and specific, but
must be used "without signals from an interlocutor” (Snow, cited in Hakuta
p. 135).

Thus, bilingual advocates argue, second-language students should be

taught a challenging curriculum for conceptual understanding, especially core
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academic subject matter, by methods that center on making sense of "rich

content" in their primary language. They argue these kinds of "higher order"
thinking skills are best learned in students’ native language, then
"transferred” to the second language. The principal, and many of the staff at
Mission referred to this research when they argued for such primary-language
instruction and many seemed generally committed to teaching children a
core curriculum for conceptual understanding in their native language.

But the second key goal of the bilingual ideal at Mission and the MUSD
is to teach Spanish-speaking children to be English proficient. These two
goals--primary-language instruction and English proficiency--can be
contradictory in practice, because when children are grouped by primary
language in order to teach them subject matter for understanding--that is, the
reform-oriented curriculum--they are not exposed to much English, thus
perhaps frustrating the important goal of teaching them to be English
proficient. Both Laura Mather and Ruth Linn, the bilingual mentor teacher
at Mission, reported some parents’' concern that their children were not
learning enough English. And district policy as well as state law requires that
students be taught to speak English.

Matters were complicated further by staff interpretations of civil rights
laws, concerns about segregation, and cross-cultural respect--a third goal of the
bilingual program at Mission. Staff, but especially Laura Mather, worried that
grouping children by primary language amounts to a form of segregation.
Several teachers as well as Mather reported that segregating children by
ethnicity was unlawful as well as morally repugnant to them. Mather
explained:

. . . it’s section six or four of Title Six of the Civil Rights Act ... I'm [not]
sure, but  have It . .. Basically, you cannot segregate kids for more
than [a certain] percentage of the day. And ... I'm going to ... integrate
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the kids more because there are two things going wrong here. First of
all, there’s this class distinction thing that is occurring. There are the
Anglo kids and there are "the other" kids. The "others" are Spanish-
speaking kids. And because we have so many, it becomes a real
problem. I mean, even the safety patrols . . . it becomes Spanish-
speaking kids versus English-speaking kids . . . [The Anglos say] those
kids are not as good . . . So that the Mexican kids become even worse off
... That’s an issue. And that’s something that I don’t want to have
happen; I want to erase that (LM 6/95).

Thus, grouping by language to teach for understanding can be in tension with
other important goals of bilingual education in Mission Elementary--
integration, cross cultural respect, and understanding. Early in 1994, Mather
reported her "biggest” concern with Mission's bilingual program was that
there "wasn't enough integration of Spanish speakers and English speakers."
She reported the current situation of segregating for primary-language
instruction was contributing to conflict among the two groups of students.
Angry Mexican-American parents had recently accused her of being "racist"
and of allowing Anglo children to "beat up" and "call Mexican-American
children names" (interview, 2/94). Mather had worked all one weekend at
school facilitating a special parent meeting to address the ethnic conflict
problem. She was considering changing to "mixed rosters" the following
year--that is, putting Spanish speakers and English speakers together in
bilingual rooms.

But Mather was torn. There was a dilemma here for her. She even
reported the situation as such: "So now we have this big dilemma about
mixing rosters . . . " she said. As a former bilingual teacher with a masters
degree in bilingual-bicultural studies, and (according to her earlier comments)
Mather believed that children do learn for conceptual understanding best,
more powerfully, in their primary language. That idea is also sprinkled

throughout the frameworks, as well as other CDE policy documents. And the
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social science research evidence underlying that assumption was just

reviewed. But Mather's earlier comments are also evidence that she believed
segregating children by language was wrong. She said so on several occasions.
So choosing to provide optimal instruction in primary language based on her
understanding of the research and policy arguments seemed to cause Mather
problems on two fronts: The students were not picking up English (some
teachers like Ruth Linn and some parents said it was because they didn't have
to); and, according to Mather, because they didn't socialize, hostilities were
developing among students of different ethnic, language, and socio-economic
backgrounds.

A final issue that Mather considered here in this cluster of potentially
competing concerns around bilingual education and "high standards for all
students” was the issue of when to begin teaching children in English. The
timing issue was a matter of district policy. Both Mather and Mission's
bilingual liaison reported that the MUSD bilingual policy was based on
research findings. For example, Ruth Linn, the bilingual mentor at Mission,
said:

Our school district [refers to] specific research—it’s Dr. Ramirez's. And
his research showed that . . . it . . . took maybe five to seven years to
acquire the academic English. And so that why our school district
adopts a late exit philosophy based on his research . . . (RL reporting on
the bilingual program 6/95).

So here, the problem for Mather and her staff becomes even more untidy.
They had to manage the conflict between a commitment to the principle of
equity--interpreted as equitable instruction consistent with the high
curriculum standards--and at the same time meet the goal of ensuring that
children would become English proficient. They also wanted to ward off

conflict and promote mutual respect among students. But Mather's
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interpretation of these goals at Mission was complicated by her own, quite

nuanced understanding of the issues. Though she felt somewhat bound by
the district policy, Mather seemed ambivalent about it and about the findings
from research that informed it. Citing both research and some of Mission's

parents, she said:

.. . it takes [students} five to seven years to acquire the academic
English, [but some students'] . . . parents, want them to learn the other
language [English], sooner. They should have a right to do that I think
(1/94).

Here Mather's dilemma, informed by a mix of moral and practical concerns as
well as by research knowledge, includes yet another question; not only is
there the question of what to do, but when to do it.

But the research evaluating bilingual program effectiveness is itself
contradictory and difficult to interpret as a guide to school practices. The most
influential study, the American Institutes of Research evaluation of Title VII
programs,?2 generally found that bilingual programs ". . . did not appear to be
having a consistent significant impact on student achievement" (AIR; Danoff
1978, cited in Cziko 1992, p. 11). Critics argued that the study did nothing to
show the impact of quality Title VII programs. The study did not distinguish
among kinds of programs.

The National Research Council (1992) reviewed two major studies of
bilingual education initiated by the Department of Education: the
Longitudinal Study and the Immersion Study. They concluded that the two
studies did converge in suggesting primary-language instruction might
improve achievement under "certain conditions." But, the studies did not
"warrant conclusions regarding differences in program effects, in any

direction" (p. 104). Like the critics of the AIR study, the council argued that
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this lack of warrant was due in part to the studies not distinguishing the kind

of instruction students were receiving.

Gary Cziko (1992) surveyed the results of seven major bilingual
evaluation projects, including the two just noted above. He also concluded
that such studies can't possibly demonstrate whether bilingual programs
"work" or not--that is, whether they lead to higher achievement--because of
the tremendous diversity in their findings. But, despite the general lack of
definitive information about bilingual programs, Cziko argued that one study
of the seven he surveyed did provide some evidence for what bilingual
education could be: the Longitudinal study noted earlier by Mission's
bilingual mentor and Laura Mather, often called the Rameriz study after its
principal investigator.

While (Ramirez, Yuen, Ramey, & Pasta, 1990) found no difference in
the results of English immersion and "early exit" bilingual programs-—those
that provide less than an hour of instruction per day in students' native
language for two or three years--they did find differences in the mathematics,
English reading, and language skills of "late-exit" bilingual students. Ramirez
found that students who received much of their content instruction in their
native language while only gradually being introduced to English (after five
to seven years) were catching up with their majority-language peers--an
uncommon trend among minority students.

So while the official MUSD district policy was based on this recent
research that seems to at least suggest "late exit" bilingual programs are more
effective than most others, this notion too is hotly contested among policy
makers, educators, and researchers alike. Meanwhile at Mission, the multiple
bilingual goals--English proficiency, primary language-instruction, and

integrated classrooms to foster respect--sometimes competed with one
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another, as well as with the curriculum reforms. But these were not simply

competing program goals imposed by outsiders. They were competing
commitments on the part of many staff at Mission. While district and state
policy documents pressed some of the arguments Mather and her staff
seemed to embrace, in part their commitments were also rooted in this
particular school, its children, and the confounding factor of their variable

English-language ability.

re of k: Fr nted D n ltipl

Competing pressures from assessments and various program ideals
were not the only worries vying for Laura Mather's time during the 1993-1994
school year. Inherited conceptions of principal's work, expectations from her
district supervisors, and her own construction of the role combined to create a
situation in which Mather spent much of her time coping with competing
commitments. She has always given long hours to her school and continues
to be involved in activities ranging from parent relations, funerals, fund-
raising, and budgets to bus schedules, birthdays, and instructional reforms.
Like many school leaders, she wore many hats, was subject to constant
interruptions, and felt overloaded due to a long list of programs or directives
from her school board, state, parents, and community groups. (Fullan with

Stiegelvbaurer 1991; Peterson 1986). Of her reform agenda, Mather quipped:

... I have a list of about 16 major things that are innovative kinds of
things that we're supposed to be working on . . . just doing it as it
happens . . . Trying to stay one step ahead of the flu and everything
else. (LM 1/94).

Thus, like many principals, Mather was trying to manage competing

priorities: The Title 1 and curriculum reforms--entangled with her bilingual
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education dilemma--were only two among many others (Dwyer 1986; Fullan

with Stiegelvbaurer).23

Any given day might find Mather observing a teacher's instruction, in
battle with district administrators over hiring practices, meeting with parents,
or dispensing pencils--often in Spanish--to a small, dark-eyed child in honor
of his birthday. One week she raised funds for a family so they could bury
their child—-one of her students--who had accidentally drowned. Another
week she had to manage a community group who appeared at Mission--along
with the local press--to plant the trees they had donated to the grounds. At
the same time, a student from the next-door junior high school was
reportedly armed and looking for one of Mission Elementary's staff because of
an earlier altercation. Meanwhile a boy had wet his pants and was waiting for
attention from the office staff. Another week obscene graffiti--again the work
of neighboring junior high school students--had to be removed from the
school. Mather supervised more than one early morning to be certain the
school was clean when children arrived. Between scheduling transportation,
looking at test results, studying dwindling budgets and spread sheets filled
with the abstract representations of her diverse students, Laura Mather called
these children in, one by one, to reprimand them for fighting. Then she
talked to them about how they might learn to "get along," in the spirit of the
school'’s conflict resolution project and her own aversion to conflict between
ethnic groups.

The nature of Mather's work days at Mission Elementary is no
exception to the general image constructed by researchers who have studied
such work. Inherited conceptions of the principal's role press school leaders
to be everything from administrator to lead instructor. As Cuban, (1986)

points out, there has long been a huge literature that calls for principals to "do
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it all.” Mather's daily activities and comments are consistent with what

(Fullan with Stiegelbauer) found after surveying research on principals--that
is, principals are torn in multiple, competing directions and generally feel
overloaded. Fullan also comments on inherited conceptions of principals'
work by noting that they are expected to be experts in at least six areas: school
law, community relations, human resource development, student relations,
administration, and instruction. Using results from a comparative field study
of principals, Burlingame (1986) argued that potential school leaders should
be well versed in political theory (p. 126) as well, because their "work
structure” contains so many competing positions, values, and preferences.
Dwyer (1986) and his colleagues found that among other work characteristics
successful principals possess (having a clear vision, for example) they also
"stand at the vortex" of competing forces (p. 15) as they attempt to guide their
organizations. Given the sketch of Mather's work and inherited conceptions
of such work, it is easy to see that curriculum and Title 1 reform were not
only competing with other ideas about best practice (and other reform
priorities), but the fraction of Mather's role devoted to acting as instructional
leader of the reforms was also competing with other work priorities.
Managing conflicting commitments and competing priorities then was
at least one key aspect of managing reform at Mission Elementary. When
reforms are as intellectually challenging as the call for curriculum reform for
all children, another key aspect of enacting reform is providing instructional
guidance to teachers. Such work is uncertain by nature. All of the untidy
problems Laura Mather had to contend with at Mission support the notion
that the "technology" of managing schools and instruction, as well as the
technology of instruction, are unspecified and uncertain (Lortie 1975; Little

1993). Goals are difficult to specify, prioritize and measure (Wise 1979;
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Lipskey 1980). And the work environment in and around schools is also very

uncertain: It includes shifting political climates and changing student
populations, as well as competing reforms (Dwyer). Thus, much of the work
of principals lies outside the territory of technical rationality (Cuban 1992;
Greenfield, 1986). And many of the problems school leaders like Laura
Mather face are dilemmas; that is, they are "complex, untidy, and insoluble"
(Cuban, p 6).

But despite the uncertainty and complexity of the work, there is some
agreement in the literature that what principals do is important to any reform
or school change (Berman and McLaughlin 1978; Dwyer; Fullan with
Stiegelbauer; Newmann and Wehlage 1995; Smith and Purkey 1983, 1985).
For instance, many studies in the effective schools literature (Smith and
Purkey) have found that strong instructional leadership on the part of the
principal is a key feature of academically-effective schools. This literature
often does appeal to a kind of technical rationality in the form of principles;
key among these principles is coherent school-level planning, which includes
clear, shared goals and measures. More recent studies on school
"restructuring” (Newmann and Wehlage) also point to the effectiveness of
leaders who build "professional communities" characterized by staff
agreement on clear academic goals and collaborative work toward those goals-
-in essence, clarity of vision, consensus, and collaboration among staff
regarding that vision.2¢ While the effective schools literature tends to argue
for strong instructional leadership and a clear vision on the part of the
principal, others suggest that teacher leaders, or shared leadership with
teachers, is just as powerful if not more so (Sykes 1990; Darling-Hammond
1992; Lieberman, Wood, and Falk 1994). Still, most of this research converges

on the notion that staff collaboration on clear shared instructional goals



66
(teachers and principal alike) is a social resource for learning, accountability,

and improvement.

The School and Mather's Leadership Before the Big Decision to "Restructure”

At this point in the story of one school's response to curriculum and
Title 1 reform, staff at Mission Elementary did not seem to share a clear or
specified goal, even though Laura Mather's leadership style might be
characterized as "collaborative” in some respects, and democratic. She shared
her decision-making authority and leadership responsibilities with staff,
delegating much of the instructional leadership to teachers. Louise James, for
example, was the reading mentor as well as Title 1 Coordinator. She was also
on the Program Quality Review (PQR) leadership team--one key group that
provided instructional guidance, and engaged teachers in curriculum
reforms. A fifth grade science teacher took the lead in a committee of teachers
who were working on science reform. He also led the development of
Mission's garden, which was used school-wide as part of an "integrated”
curriculum for science, mathematics, and language arts. Finally, Laura
Mather delegated some instructional and other duties to her vice principal.
He also was on the PQR leadership team, for example.

This team of teachers and administrators was a social resource for
Laura Mather; their relationship was a source of "social capital” (Coleman
1990), supporting reform and her leadership of the school. Mather trusted
them and believed they were in agreement on a general vision for Mission

Elementary. For example, she talked about her vice principal this way:

If I need a problem solved, I know that he could either do it or help me.
And I rely on him a lot . . . As far as we're concerned, every kid [who
needs help] . . . should have as much attention paid to them as
somebody [in special education] . . . we agree on a whole lot of things
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and we have the same philosophies on [education and children] . . .
He's like a mirror . . . but he also keeps me honest . . . I wouldn't be able
to face him .. .if I.. . forgot why I was here. Looking at him reminds
me . . . He's like my conscience . . . And I couldn't sleep at night if I
thought that I had . . . let down this . . . unspoken pact that we have
[about] what our mission is here (LM 3/95).

Mather trusted her vice principal, and that trust was a resource for her. His
rapport with Spanish-speaking children and their parents, as well as his sense
of equity, complemented Mather's values and priorities. James was also a
trusted friend to Mather. She and Mather spent time together inside and
outside of school.

So generally Mather trusted these teachers and administrators to press
a vision of the school similar to her own. That vision included an emphasis
on equitable treatment of Mission's students, including academic expectations
as they were bound up in bilingual issues. It included the notion of a
democratic community in which trying out new ideas was encouraged,
authority was shared; and it included a deep respect for the power of good
books.

Moreover, staff at Mission Elementary had developed a school mission
together. And they often made decisions about resource allocation and
organization collectively, generally spreading resources evenly, albeit thinly,
across grades. Mather had encouraged the staff to work together in other ways
as well. This entailed planning together and considerable interaction. Some
teachers had been talking in groups across grade levels for at least a year--
Mather had encouraged this conversation--in order to develop multi-age,
developmental, instructional strategies. So in some respects the staff had a
collaborative relationship.

But generally, that collaboration and shared leadership at Mission was

filtered through inherited conceptions of school organization and work
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norms. For example, the staff at Mission were not collaborating on a clear,

common, school-wide goal, (something the Title 1 reform as it was tied to
Goals 2000 would be pressing more vigorously by the end of this school year).
As in most schools, teachers in this school had quite a bit of latitude to "do
their own thing" (Little 1990; Cusik 1983; Lortie 1975). Despite sharing ideas
and collaborative decisions about resources, teachers were more independent
than interdependent when it came to specific teaching goals and means. This
was especially so across grade levels, and according to Mather, especially in
the lower grades--kindergarten through second (Little).2> For instance, the
school-wide mission that the staff developed collaboratively was vague,

especially as it related to specific instructional goals:

. . . To educate all students in an environment that nurtures individual
potential, fosters positive self-esteem and promotes mutual respect . . .
Our mission can only be accomplished through a shared responsibility
between and among our students, families, staff and community.

That underspecified school mission allowed a wide range of interpretations of
the various program ideas in the school. Further, neither Mather nor James
reported using their authority to forge a clear, common vision across grade
levels at the school. Nor were there any reports of the other instructional
leaders doing so. One exception was the PQR process which did interject itself
to some degree into teacher autonomy, as well as stimulate thinking and
learning around a coherent vision of student work in science. But the staff,
including leadership, appeared to treat the PQR process as one more project in
a long list of projects the school was undertaking. So while the leadership
team was committed to reform, and generally seemed to agree on the ideas of
equitable academic standards, democratic leadership, and the importance of
literacy centered on good books, those themes were not translated into clear

or specific school-wide goals in the school mission.
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Thus, during the first year of the study, before a significant staff

decision to "restructure" the school mission, the district and school culture
seemed to have encouraged teachers to try out new ideas--those in the reform
among others--and to work with others to some degree as they did so. The
culture at MUSD and Mission did encourage innovation in the direction of
the complex curriculum reform and "high standards" for all children to some
extent. Moreover, the broad nature of the school mission and Laura Mather's
leadership style--characterized as democratic, often by consensus--seemed to
minimize staff conflict: First the staff could disagree with one another
without much need to confront those disagreements.26 Second, because
categorical resources--Title 1 aides, materials, Title 1 teachers, bilingual aides,
and so on--were allocated equitably, there were few open disagreements about
their use.

But at the same time, a rather vague school mission, multiple
instructional leaders, and a somewhat "laissez-faire" culture, combined with
the mixed messages from the district and state, also seemed to contribute to
some intellectual incoherence in the school. Teachers could choose from a
long list of professional development opportunities, some of which competed
with reforms. So learning was somewhat fragmented. Teachers could--and
did--hold conflicting interpretations of reforms without much need for
negotiating some common sense of purpose. Thus, an array of ideas about
educational aims and means in the school competed even as staff seemed to
embrace them, albeit with some ambivalence and struggle.

While the school's leadership did not create the competition of ideas in
the school, it also tended not to constrain that competition. In that respect,
the school culture at Mission was typical of norms in many American schools

(Little; Lortie; Sarason 1982; Goodlad 1984; Cusik; Powell, Farrar and Cohen
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1985). So Mission's leadership team was in many respects responding

ambitiously to a very difficult reform, and they were doing so before a new
federal initiative would renew the press in that same direction for all
American schools. But by embracing multiple competing ideas about best
practice, they were responding by mixing the new ideas with inherited
conceptions of roles and school organizations--grafting new ideas onto old
rather than subtracting old practices or fundamentally transforming the

school culture.

THE EDUCATION AND TIMES OF LAURA MATHER

In addition to inherited conceptions of work norms, school
organizations, and the role of principal, Laura Mather's personal outlook--
including the experience, knowledge and convictions she brought to the
school--were a filter on the competing ideas and goals in and around Mission
Elementary. Thus the competition of ideas at Mission (and the commitments
Mather constructed around them) were charged with meaning that was
deeply personal as well as richly historical--meaning informed by Mather's
education, life, and the context in which she came of age in America. Laura
Mather is just over fifty years old, of medium height, somewhat stout, with
short brown hair, glasses, and a ready smile. She is divorced and has no
children. Raised in the American West, Mather came of age in the sixties, an
era that tested democratic processes with social conflict and political
polarization. She has a masters degree in bilingual-bicultural education, and
has studied bicultural issues in Mexico under the auspices of the University
of Arizona. Her education has exposed her to considerable research evidence
and theory related to native language instruction. But social action, especially

on behalf of Chicanos, was also a central feature of her young adulthood and
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education. From an early age, the power of books and a passion for the

equitable treatment of people have been important themes in her life .

The Power of Books

From an early age, the power of books was an important theme in
Laura Mather's life. Libraries and books, even more than formal schooling,
were critical to Mather's learning as long as she can remember. She says,
"They were my way to [really] learn about things."?? Mather remembers
always having a burning curiosity. At a young age, she set out to read all the
books she could manage in the library next to the American Legion Hall
where her mother worked as a bartender. After reading every book of interest
in the children's section of the library, Mather managed to get special
permission to read from the adult section. She remembers the importance of
books: "The public library saved my life because . . . there was nothing I
couldn't read [there] . . . I literally read the shelves . .. "

Reading, in addition to quelling her curiosity, took her to times and
places quite distant from West Texas were she was born and raised: "...
Reading always really did take me away . . . " she remembers. Reflecting
further on why she read so much as a child, she invokes the words of a
character in a movie about C. S. Lewis: "We read to know we are not alone."
As a young girl, Laura Mather's library card was her ticket--via an informal,
"self-education"--to a larger community of people, and to places she longed to
see.

Literature remained an important touchstone; it played a
transformational role in Laura Mather's life. As a young adult, for example,

Mather discovered a body of literature while designing a high school course
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on female authors. She remembers the process as one that changed her

perspective on her formal education:

I designed that course by picking out an anthology . . . an annotated
bibliography of books by and about women and reading all those books
... As I read I just became angrier and angrier that I had never read any
of these women before. I didn't even know who they were . . . Art--I
took an art course, but I never knew who Georgia O'Keefe was until I
found out about her [when designing this course] and then began to
read about her. So I [began] wondering how did I miss that . . .

This was a powerful learning experience for Mather. She began to feel
skeptical about some aspects of her education. Mather had "double majored"
in English and Spanish in college. The contrast between her college
coursework and what she learned through her own research project on
women changed her outlook: she became a feminist.28

Mather has also had a longtime mentor who has helped keep her
interest in literature vibrant. A high school English teacher whose passion for
literature matched her own remains a good friend of hers, even today, and
their relationship is an important social resource for her learning. She
reported having had regular conversations with him--when she was teaching
high school and now as a principal-- about literature, theater, film, and so on.
Her friend spends each summer in London or New York City specifically to
immerse himself in the hubs of the literary world. He still teaches high
school English and he visits Mather regularly. Their relationship is an
important source of intellectual stimulation for Mather--a sustained resource
for learning that she brought with her to the MUSD and to Mission
Elementary.

Further, her longtime passion for books has not abated. That too is a
resource that Mather brought to Mission--one that she draws on often as she

talks to parents, greets students in the halls, or meets with teachers. Laura
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Mather is on a mission to engage people in the joy of reading books. She
models that behavior for her staff and students. She summed up her

penchant as it is manifest currently:

Books are important to me and it's interesting that I used the public
library so much. Now I have to own them; they have to be mine. And
look in here [her office at school]. See children's books in the basket
and over there and over here and here are books here and then behind
me there are more books there and I've had two sacks of books and just
took them home. Loaning books to people, reading books; you know
it's just real important to me.

So when it came to matters related to literacy, Mather brought her knowledge
and enthusiasm--a personal resource for teaching and inspiring others--with
her to Mission Elementary. She also brought or created resources for her own
continued learning. Thus, in some respects Laura Mather was well situated

to lead the reform in the subject of language arts.

hy With the "Underdog" and the Principle of Equi

In part, Mather's long hours at the library as a child grew out of the
economic status of her family.2? Middle-class security and the affluence of the
post-war era stood in contrast to her family life in Texas. Mather's was a
working class family, and though many of the images of that time reflected
the prosperous, consumer-oriented, middle-class life--mother at home with
shiny new appliances, father at work--such was not the case for Mather. She
identifies these working-class roots with her early sense of being "different”
than--having fewer advantages than--many of her classmates in school. Her
father had only a fourth grade education; her mother had one year of college.
Mather was known as "the smart one . . . the one who was going to make

it..." among her parents' friends; still, she felt different, at a disadvantage,
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like a bit of "an underdog." Despite her life-long love of books, she

remembers her education living in a house without them:

... at my house we were lucky to have a dictionary. We had a
dictionary someone had given my parents. They didn't value books at
all. The only magazines we had were the American Legion magazine;
my dad was a member . . . Nobody bought magazines, we didn't have
books at home . . . I never saw my parents reading a book--ever.

The feeling of disadvantage seemed to grow when Mather began high school.

She remembers:

... I'll never forget my freshman English class. These kids are all
talking about going to MIT to be doctors and lawyers . . . these people
were just destined to be . . . successful. I was in class with them because
I was smart, but I didn't have the same frame of reference they had. I
hadn't been on the trips they had been on . . . I was really out of my
league and I felt badly . . . about myself.

In these comments, we hear Mather's sense of growing up at a disadvantage
with a home life different from the one at school; it was perhaps "deficient"
when compared to that of classmates and teachers. It is here that another
strand in the story of her education and professional life--in addition to the
importance of books and reading--first emerges: Her commitment to the
principle of equity and to the underdog.

Laura Mather remembers experiencing racial prejudice--aimed at her
friends--first in junior high school, then in high school. She remembers
going to school in Texas "with brown, but not black students; they went to a
separate school." Her Mexican-American friends were often the targets of
racial bias in the schools she attended. She says, "I saw some things I didn't
like and I think my social consciousness was raised a great deal." What
Mather saw was likely not atypical for the place and time in which she was
living, for until 1954, segregation held sway in American schools. Though

the 1954 supreme court Brown decision made racial segregation illegal in all
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American public schools, "defacto” segregation continued. Not as strictly

segregated as black Americans, many Mexican American's lived apart. In
Texas, "No Mexicans Allowed" signs were common (Acuna 1988, p. 312). So
Mather went to elementary and high school in west Texas during an era
when segregation was accepted by many as the general order of social life.

In April of 1963, just before Mather graduated from high school, the
country saw black picketers in Alabama protest the fact that they were not
allowed to sit down at the same lunch counter with whites. Martin Luther
King led a march to gain national attention. In the ten weeks following the
Birmingham riots--the spring and summer of Mather's final year at home--
the Department of Justice counted 758 demonstrations across the nation.
Almost 14,000 protesters were arrested (White 1978, p. 527). That fall, Laura
Mather enrolled in a university-- formerly a state teacher's college--located
near the Rio Grande where it cuts a border between the US and Mexico--136
miles from her home. She remembers the year vividly as a time that
influenced her greatly, changed her. She remembers especially the death of
President John F. Kennedy:

.. . Suddenly my world was a little different I think . . . I began to read
about the things that he said . . . And I think it made me more of a
champion for the rights of the so-called underdog. I think I had a
propensity for that anyway . . . But after [Kennedy's death, I thought] I
have to do what I can do to make this [country] . . . a better place to live.

By the time Laura Mather was in college, the country had also seen the
murder of white and black civil rights workers in Mississippi. Mather herself
remembers her terror when she and a young black man were followed by
men with guns in a pickup truck on a trip home from college. The incident

convinced her to leave Texas. But there was also by then The Civil Rights Act
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of 1964, pushed through Congress by President Johnson after Kennedy's

death.

So not only did personal experience raise Mather's consciousness about
the "underdog," but her transition to adulthood coincided with an era of
history characterized by political polarization and skepticism directed at
authorities of all sorts. When the baby-boomers reached college campuses,
anti-authoritarian feelings were flourishing (Gitlan 1993). Claims to
authority were called into question on all fronts--scientific, political, religious,
and so on (Dickstein 1989; Gitlin; Toulmin 1990). Ideas such as participatory
democracy and equal rights mingled with images of a polarized public--
violence and jubilation, outrage and hope. Those images made their way
into homes across the country by television (Gitlan; White). Much of the
conflict was over the principle of equality and the practice of segregation.
Laura Mather remembers; she was paying attention.

Mather's early experiences with racial prejudice and segregation, along
with her memories of class identification and her personal reaction to the
death of JFK, seem to form a cluster of memories which are the antecedents to
a principle she has tried to live by as an adult: that is, the ideal of equity
among the many ethnic, economic, and racial cultures that make up the
American heritage. That ideal informs the issues Mather systematically
studied after graduating from college and that she reflects on still--issues that

by the seventies had been labeled "multi-culturalism.”

Multiculturalism
Equity was a central value that informed Laura Mather's leadership--
one she talked about often at Mission Elementary, and just as often related to

bilingual or "bicultural issues"-that is, to a regard for students no matter their
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ethnic background, race, or language. She repeatedly said her primary goal at

Mission Elementary was to build a community where children were not
penalized in terms of academic opportunities or treatment "because of the
color of their skin or their language." So for Mather, curriculum reform and
Title 1 reform were bound up in the principle of equity and in bilingual
education. Mather's vision began to take shape in the sixties, but was
completed in the seventies and eighties.

Rooted in the sixties, the multicultural movement expanded in the
seventies, and Laura Mather was in the middle of it. She had paid for her
college education (she was a Spanish-English major) with a National Defense
Education Act (NDEA) loan which she repaid by working in an impoverished
New Mexico school district as a bilingual teacher. After teaching for a year,
Mather began to aggressively pursue'in her formal education what has
become her lifelong professional interest: "multi-cultural” issues. In 1969,
Mather headed to a "bicultural institute” in Mexico, through the auspices of
the University of Arizona, to begin a masters program in bicultural and
bilingual education. In Mexico she became an activist on behalf of Chicanos.

‘The kind of traditional, disciplinary knowledge that the academic
standards reform movement the 1980's would draw on was not a central
concern when Mather was educated for her leadership at Mission Elementary.
Note that the institute she attended falls into a category of university
programs that would not have existed in another historical period. These
programs were characterized by an emphasis on advocacy, group values, and
cultural maintenance; they were generally lacking in historical analysis or
other such traditional methods of scholarship and research (Glazer 1985).
Often the programs were not linked to traditional academic fields, for their

purpose was to change, not maintain, traditional bastions of influence in
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American institutions. So Mather's masters program, unique in the

university context, grew out of an activist ethos in the era in which she came
of age, an era that included political and economic goals related to the
principle of equity.30

Shortly after Mather returned from the bicultural institute, she left for
California and a teaching job in one of the large agricultural valleys laying
inland from the Pacific ocean. There she worked for several years as a
bilingual teacher in a school enrolling many children of migrant workers--
mostly Mexican American, Spanish-speaking children. After earning her
masters degree, she changed jobs again, moving to the area of California
where she now works, to take a job as an adult educator at a junior college. It
was after this last move that Mather set down roots again and worked her
way to her current position as elementary school principal: first as a bilingual
resource teacher, then as a middle school Spanish teacher, then an

administrator of the district's migrant program and the dean of students.

Learning on the Job

The key themes in Mather's personal history--the importance of equity;
a passion for literature; knowledge of her students' language, culture, and
learning needs--gave her only part of the frame of reference she would need
to lead the new, disciplined-based reforms in the context of Mission
Elementary. Further, she had few if any on the job opportunities to learn
about what she should be trying to do as either a learner or teacher of reform.
She and her leadership team, though responding energetically to these
reforms, were doing so with too few resources for making sense of them.
First, the district's instructional guidance strategy was aimed at teachers, not

school administrators.3! Next, like many districts, their professional
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development combined reform-oriented workshops with an array of other

options. And, as noted earlier, the district required schools to use the CTBS as
well as the CLAS with quite high stakes attached: pressure to raise scores.
Thus, the district sent conflicting messages to schools. Viewed as "pedagogy”
such messages created quite inconsistent, fragmented instruction about "the
policy” and the meaning of reform to Laura Mather and others who were
expected to lead reforms at their schools.

Finally, like most district administrators, those at the MUSD didn't
construct their roles to include instruction, and in interviews, they didn't
raise the idea that school leaders--as potential instructional leaders--would
require opportunities to experience the kind of teaching and learning that
reforms were pressing for students. So, for example, Mather met with other
principals regularly under the auspices of her district supervisor's office.
Those meetings might have been a source of learning, an instructional
discourse for making sense of reforms. But a look at the agenda items
suggests the discourse did not center on reformed teaching, student learning,
or even school work norms. Rather, a long and wide-ranging list of items

had to be covered. Occasionally reform was on that crowded list. Laura

Mather explained the nature and format of the meetings:

All the elementary principals meet for at least three hours [each
month]. We have an agenda. And we talk . .. for example . . . about
next year maybe having two district minimum days . . . for staff
development . . . And then . .. school-based whatever and the
management retreat the last two days of the month . . . Then there's
CLAS and then technology plans. We each have a technology plan.
And . .. performance agreements . . . [Also] bilingual teacher needs . . .
we have to figure out how many teachers we're going to need for next
year . . . Then, people from departments come to explain stuff to us. It's
a good place for us to let our hair down (LM 2/94).

Mather continued specifically in response to the question of using these

meetings as professional development opportunities for principals:
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.. . usually some person . . . brings [some topic] to our attention and
does a little overview . . . But many times it's one of us who went to a
workshop, [or] was sent to a workshop and we do a [presentation] . . .
Highscope, for example. [A principal] came back and did a whole thing
on Highscope for us. When the developmental report card came out . .
. one principal went to [a] kindergarten [conference] where they were
just doing . . . all developmentally appropriate stuff. And she came
back and did a whole in-service for us on that. So we do that for each
other also (LM 2/94).

While the monthly principals’ meetings were a potential resource for
learning about curriculum reforms, they tended to also be a source of
priorities or ideas that competed with reforms. And reform ideas tended to be
transmitted in a presentation mode rather than used to engage principals in
thinking about such ideas in order to understand them. So not only did the
content of the meetings include ideas or commitments that competed with
curriculum reforms for principals' time, but the "pedagogy" was counter to
what curriculum reforms were pressing--that is, principals as students were
assumed to be passive absorbers of information rather than active
constructors of meaning.

What is more, Mather reported that most district-organized
professional development opportunities were of little help to her: " ... my
management problems are not the same as the guy who's in charge of
transportation . . . you tend to be forced to [attend] . . . (2/94). Most of Mather's
interactions with the district related to reform ideas--loosely construed as
"pedagogy"--might be characterized as inconsistent, contradictory, or didactic:
District officials in essence "transmitted" various policy messages to Laura
Mather and Mission's staff, nearly in the form of mandates, often clustered
with other priorities.

As for her annual experience with conferences designed by one of the

principals’ organizations, Mather reported:
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They [the organizers and presenters] don't know what we do [at schools
such as Mission Elementary]. They don't have a clue--[for example,
some principal] from some little old village . . . in the East [will
present]. [Even my friend] ... a principal in Seattle . . . She has 200 kids
and [operates on] a traditional calendar. What does she know about 950
kids on a year-round schedule (LM 2/94)?

So according to Laura Mather, much of the professional development
available to her was not especially helpful. Nor did it relate to her learning
needs related to curriculum and Title 1 reform.

The kind of opportunity Mather found most interesting and relevant
to her work was about curriculum. For example, though she was a member
of several professional organizations, she cited the Association for
Supervision and Curriculum Development (ASCD) annual conference as her

most important source of learning because,

. . . of the variety of people represented there . . . who have something
to do with supervision and curriculum development at all levels (LM
2/94).

She found the ASCD conference and her membership in that association to be
very helpful in teaching her what she was trying to learn. But her official
opportunities to interact with this professional community was generally
limited to once a year. In the interim, she frequently read further on topics
she encountered and found interesting at these yearly conferences or
elsewhere, even at district organized workshops on some occasions. For

example, she reported:

... I'm re-reading a Roland Barth book about improving schools from
within because I got interested in that at a workshop that we went to . . .
about change agents, leaders, shared decision making--[that kind of]
stuff. That was a district retreat ... (LM 2/94).

Roland Barth (1990) writes about schools in which staff are "interactive

professionals” continuously learning from others. That is a fundamentally
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different work norm from the inherited view of workplace autonomy; it is

related to the kind of organizational reform that presses for new relationships
and roles for school staff--for example, relationships that include continuous
discussion and mutual responsibility for goals; or roles that require self
reflection on practice, serious learning and critique of others. Mather also was
reading other material that informed her about the big ideas in reforms:

several journals, including Phi Delta Kappan; a book about thematic

instruction; and a book entitled Endangered Minds: Why Children Don't
Think and What We Can do About It.

Thus, while most of Mather's on the job "curriculum and instruction”
related to reform was fragmented and episodic or even contradictory, she had
found and was using some sources for learning about them. But she was
doing so with too few social and practical resources for making sense of them:
without a "teacher" per se, without a consistent "curriculum," without much
time, and without much instructional or professional interaction with others
(though she did report talking to some of the MUSD's principals about these
matters).

5050505322 606000

Laura Mather's story, filled as it is with the history of civil rights
causes, integration movements, and Chicano activism, would not have been
likely had she lived in another historical era; nor would it have unfolded as it
did without her sense of growing up different than her wealthier classmates.
Her story has no doubt been fostered by the particular places in West Texas
where she attended school, came of age, left home, and attended college.
Growing up and growing older, she has seen changing sensibilities around
issues of race, language, poverty, and educational achievement. Brandishing

a library card as a key to opportunity, and her personal standard of equity,
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Mather interacted in unpredictable ways with numerous individuals and

ideas at Mission Elementary. By the first year of this study, Laura Mather had
made a definite imprint on the school. That imprint was informed by her life
history and learning, centered on the principles of equity, democracy,
multiculturalism, and on the power of books in overcoming personal
experience (Buchman and Schwille 1983). So Mission Elementary's response
to new ideas about curriculum and instruction was, to some degree, bound up
with this particular principal--what she brought to the school or what she

managed to learn about the reforms while on the job.

THE SCHOOL, THE PRINCIPAL. AND THE PERSON

The leaders at Mission Elementary were not only coping with
competing messages and conflicting commitments, often in the face of
"unsolvable problems,"” but they were trying to make sense of extremely
complex instructional reforms that required fundamentally new ways of
thinking about leadership, teaching, and learning. And they were trying to
respond to such reforms with very little coherent instructional guidance
themselves--no "teacher,” a weak "curriculum," and so on--in an era of
budget cuts.

Nevertheless, Laura Mather and others were committed to curriculum
and Title 1 reform. Mather had created "social capital” for the school by
hiring like-minded, reform-minded teachers--Louise James, the vice
principal, and others--then delegating instructional leadership to them. The
leadership team generally agreed on Mather's vision for Mission (sometimes
tacitly, sometimes explicitly) that included equitable academic standards for
all children, and Mather trusted them to help her lead reform. In this sense,

Mather had created some of the individual and social resources the school
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needed. She also had, and made use of some of the instructional resources

needed to enact reform--the PQR process and the CLAS. Both of these policy
instruments held potential for teacher learning and are more than many
states provide. So in some respects she did have "curriculum" (the CLAS and
frameworks), and the teacher leaders who could serve as "teachers" of the
policy.

Moreover, drawing on her history and the predisposition she brought
to the school, Mather was ,in some respects, reasonably well situated to move
the curriculum-reform agenda in language arts forward: She had extensive
knowledge of the students in her school--their culture, theory about how they
learned, their language, and so on. She brought her passion for and
considerable understanding of literature--including Spanish literature--with
her to Mission Elementary, as well as a source for sustained learning in the
form of her mentor. Further, Mather had some experience in teaching
adults, and was also quite an aggressive learner: She read widely, based for
the most part on topics she learned about at ASCD conferences.

All of the personal resources--sketched just above--for leading the
reform, together with traditional categorical resources available to her, as well
as the social resources Mather created at Mission, likely account for some of
the reformed practices in this school. For when ideas and precepts in the Title
1 and curriculum reforms are considered, in some ways this school was ahead
of the federal curve. Before Goals 2000 and the reauthorization of Title 1, this
school had embraced many of the precepts contained in those reforms, and
many staff were trying to put them into practice. When it came to
interpreting Title 1 organizational reforms--called for in the 1988
amendments--this school seemed to have responded very sensibly: They had

managed to integrate Title 1 curriculum and instruction into the regular
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classrooms' core curriculum. In many instances, that instruction was much
less fragmented that it had been before the amendments. And it was
generally aimed at a high standard: "a thinking, meaning-centered"
curriculum for all students.

But the principal and her leadership team were responding to the
curriculum reforms in the midst of competing ideas and commitments with
too few resources for making sense of the reforms in the context of Mission
Elementary. For example, in the midst of political controversy over the
reforms, the MUSD was pressing competing high-stakes tests--the CLAS and
the CTBS--and potentially corﬁpeting innovations--developmentally-
appropriate instruction and grade- based standards. Ambitious bilingual
education goals sometimes competed with each other and with the reforms
when Mission tried to put them into practice. Deep budget cuts exacerbated
the repercussions of those competing priorities--one of which was to dilute
resources for reform. Likewise, inherited conceptions of the principal's role
(and Mather's construction of that role) exaserbated the situation by creating a
myriad commitments vying for her time.

Thus, while the PQR, the CLAS, and the curriculum frameworks had
the potential to provide quite powerful instructional guidance for the
reforms, they were only modest resources for learning at Mission, in part
because they were competing with other district and school priorities. So, for
instance, using limited professional development funds, teachers could
choose from a large array of topics, some of which competed with the
reforms. And teachers as well as administrators received "mixed messages"
about what was important. Thus, reform-oriented resources for learning
tended to be diluted, especially when compared to the monumental task of

enacting curriculum reform. If all professional development funds had been
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concentrated on reforms, and if the PQR and CLAS had been the central focus

for the school leadership and staff, then the "pedagogy" and "curriculum" of
the reform policy might have been a more powerful intervention.

But the staff faced a considerable number of practical problems that
clashed with reform ideals as well, the largest of which was only modest
financial resources compared to the challenges of the context. So in part the
resource thinness was also due to the dwindling budgets, burgeoning student
enrollments, and thus the lack of personnel in relation to the size of the
school. Budgets at Mission had been steadily cut since Proposition 13 capped
funding for education in California. Classroom size had grown: At Mission
the average class size was thirty-two to thirty-three students, and modular
aluminum classrooms were sprouting up around the school grounds. The
instructional leadership team had multiple responsibilities, including
classrooms of their own, and thus very limited time for instructional
guidance. So the reforms were very challenging, class size was large at this
school of 950 students, and the number of children who needed help great.
The large student enrollment of poor, limited- English-speaking children
definitely multiplied the challenges of enacting ambitious curriculum
reform. Even the nine instructional aides and five special Title 1 teachers the
staff purchased with categorical funds, were spread thinly across six grades--
two of each on two tracks, plus one of each on a third track. Many teachers
complained that such help, though welcome, was not sufficient to do the
intensive tutoring and provide the kind of support they believed their
students needed.

Finally, the fragmented nature of the principal's role--inherited
conceptions of that work as well as the way Mather constructed her role--

created competing priorities for Mather and the school, thus diluting
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potential resources: Mather's time and expertise as an instructional leader,

for example. A principal today is expected to be administrator, lawyer,
organizer, disciplinarian, systems analyst, community/parent liaison, fund-
raiser, as well as instructional leader (Cuban; Fullan; Council of Chief State
School Officers, Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium, 1996). Such
super-human performances are likely impossible just as implementing all
the innovations that make their way into schools would be impossible.
Nevertheless, when reforms are combined, even well synthesized or
prioritized, they seem to assume school staffs will muster such superhuman
capacity. And so did Mather's supervisors. So her role was co-constructed
based on inherited visions of leadership and it would have demanded
considerable professional risk for Mather to reconstruct it without guidance
and support.

But in Laura Mather's case, education and background also tended to
complicate the manner in which she made sense of the reforms, especially
her construction of details around potentially competing goals, as she tried to
put the big ideas in the reforms into practice. For example, perhaps because of
her continuing study of bilingual issues, and her quite sophisticated
understanding of the research about how children learn in a second language,
Mather embraced competing program ideals and found dilemmas where
others might not see them: One instance is the problem of teaching all
children for conceptual understanding, teaching them English, and fostering
an integrated learning environment. Finally Mather's education did not
provide her with the kind of disciplinary knowledge of subject matter that
might have helped her lead curriculum reform (with the exception of

language arts).
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Thus, not only did inherited conceptions of the principalship

complicate Mather's job, but the prior understanding that she brought to the
task of enacting curriculum reform for all students gave her only part of the
frame of reference she needed—especially when it came to the teaching and
learning of mathematics. For example, she had an interest, considerable
understanding, a mentor, and ongoing conversations--with her mentor as
well as with teachers at the school (in a book club)--in the realm of literature.
Mather had many of the same kinds of personal and social resources in the
domain of bilingual or bi-cultural issues. But she had no such conversations
in mathematics or science, nor any guidance or experience in leading
organizational change (that she reported)--managing conflict or reducing
priorities, for example. Furthermore, the instructional leader Louise James,
as well as most of Mission's teachers in my set, seemed to understand more
about language arts reforms than mathematics reforms. So generally, literacy
reform may have found a better environment in which to grow.
Nevertheless, Laura Mather was expected to lead mathematics, science, and
organizational reform at Mission. In doing so, she not only had competing
commitments and complex reforms vying for her time, but she had few
resources in the way of "instruction" or coherent "curriculum."

For most of what Laura Mather learned about, or from, all aspects of
the various reforms in this study was similar to what most teachers learn
from the fragmented, laissez-faire, instructional guidance "non-system":
Basically Mather taught herself by attending a few workshops, sending her
assistant to workshops, reading the frameworks, some books and journals--
all the while working in a demanding job. So, even though the reforms
required a great deal of professional learning, Mather had to be her own

teacher. Paradoxically, she would thus have had to take the huge professional
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risk (for one assigned the task of "leading" reforms) of admitting she was a

learner--to her staff, her supervisors, and so on. She would also have had to
confront her supervisors at the district with the multiple competing demands
they placed on her school--another professional risk as noted earlier. Or, in
making her own and her staff's learning a priority, she would have had to
ignore some of the many demands. For example, Mather might have learned
from the science mentor at the school had she immersed herself in the PQR
process. It would have taken a good deal of her time, but it likely would have
also provided learning opportunities and professional discourse focused on
science reform. The PQR process seemed to be doing so to some extent for
James, who was meeting and talking about student work, instructional goals,
and curriculum with the science mentor (a teacher) and a few other teacher
leaders.

But the sort of behavior sketched just above demands a new
conception of the role of principal as instructional leader--i.e. the image of
principal would include learning from teachers in some circumstances, as
well as from other "teachers" of the reform. In this view, knowledge is
distributed, social, and leaders learn from multiple sources as well as "teach."
But "leader as learner" is not something generally accepted in the inherited
view of such work, just as "teacher as learner” is not part of the inherited
view of teaching. The press for more "site-based management” in
conjunction with new rigorous curriculum standards requires that both
teachers and school leaders recast their roles. For professionals to admit to
being serious learners is risky but crucial if reforms are to grow. Reformers
should consider how to create "safe” contexts for such learning on the job,
even as they are raising the standards for preparing a new generation of

leaders.
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New conceptions of roles and relationships aside, at Mission

Elementary in the 1993-1994 school year, the school culture was typical of
norms in many American schools: While some teachers worked in small
teams planning science units and coordinating their instruction in the
bilingual program, for the most part teachers across grade levels, school-wide,
worked quite independently--especially, according to Mather, in the lower
grades--kindergarten through second. Teacher learning was somewhat
fragmented and based for the most part on teacher predilection. A vague
school mission allowed for multiple interpretations of aims and means (with
science the possible exception). Finally, Mather had little time available for
reflecting in a systematic manner on "the sixteen innovative things" the

school was undertaking, curriculum reform among them.

CONCLUSION

Though Mission's leadership team was in many respects responding
ambitiously to a very difficult reform, they were doing so by mixing the new
ideas with traditional conceptions of school organizations--grafting old onto
new rather than subtracting priorities or fundamentally transforming the
school culture. Moreover, the school's leadership had few if any powerful
enough learning opportunities to transform inherited conceptions of leading,
teaching, and learning. District administrators at the MUSD didn't construct
their roles to include instruction, nor did they raise the idea that school
leaders--as potential instructional leaders--would require opportunities to
experience the kind of teaching and learning that reforms were pressing for
students. Further, the district sent conflicting messages to schools. Viewed as
"pedagogy," such messages created quite inconsistent, fragmented instruction

about "the policy" and the meaning of reform.
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Still, the district and school culture encouraged innovation in the

direction of high, complex academic standards for all children. By 1993, the
Mission staff had responded to the 1988 amendments to Title 1 by eliminating
most pull-out instruction, and by integrating their Title 1 instruction with the
regular curriculum--a "meaning centered” curriculum, aimed at high
academic standards. But at the same time, an under-specified school mission,
multiple instructional leaders, and a laissez-faire culture (teachers often
worked and learned quite independently) combined with the mixed messages
from the district to create some intellectual incoherence in the school.

Though the leadership at Mission did not create the competition of
ideas in the school, it tended not to constrain that competition. Multiple
instructional leaders did not seem to assuage the competing intellectual
priorities. In this school, collaborative, democratic processes seemed to
function smoothly for staff when competing ideals and their conflicting
points of view about teaching, learning, or the meaning of policies were
allowed to co-exist behind closed doors and a hazy school mission. At this
point in the story, while there seemed to be collaborative decision making
and consensus over goals at Mission Elementary, just behind their vague
agreement and thinly-allocated resources, conflict was brewing in the details.
For good or ill, a momentous, "by consensus” decision to "restructure” their
Title 1 curriculum would soon bring that conflict to the fore of staff

interactions. I take up that decision and the ensuing conflict in chapter five.

IHere, as described in chapter one, "resources" are conceptualized as financial, social, personal
and print or other media. Financial include, among other resources, funding targeted to smaller
class size, more personnel, more time for reflection, conversations, and other learning
opportunities. The term social resources is informed by a "pedagogy of the policy" metaphor,
and includes among other relations, scaffolding for learning about reforms through sustained
instructional discourse with knowledgeable others--"teachers" of the policy--or mutual goals



92

for student learning, and collaborative conversations focused on how to achieve them. (Cohen
and Barnes 1993; McLaughlin and Talbert 1993; Ball and Cohen 1996; Cohen and Ball 1997;
Newmann and Wehlage 1995; Darling-Hammond 1992; Lieberman and Miller 1992). Coleman's
1990 social capital theory also informs the idea that the social resources reside in
relationships where there are shared goals. The term "personal resources” provides a lens for
considering the prior understanding, experience, education, and predilection that enactors bring
to their work. That concept is informed by both human capital theory and cognitive theory,
the latter of which holds that people interpret new information (or learn) by building on
existing cognitive structures--that is, what they know and understand. Print or other kinds of
media resources include those that would provide specified curricular guidance as a means for
educators to learn from the policy--a "curriculum of the policy."

2] observed elements of the reforms--both mathematics and language arts, on some occasions,
across all six of the teachers in my subset at Mission Elementary. All six also talked about the
reform ideas in their interviews. But their practices ranged from instruction that was in some
respects quite traditional, with a bit of the rhetoric and few of the accouterments of reform
"tacked on," to instruction that seemed quite reformed, albeit an interesting mix of "old" and

new.

3See also the California State Department of Education Program Advisory CIL: 88/9-2.
Improving educational opportunity for disadvantaged students: An advisory of programmatic
ideas derived from the 1988 reauthorization of Chapter 1.

4Mather reported this information during a 1988 interview with David K. Cohen.

SThe school is open year round and employs thirty classroom teachers (sixty-two staff in all) on
three overlapping tracks.

6School level planning was one focus of the reauthorization of Title 1 in 1994. For details on the
press for school-level improvement strategies see the school-wide program requirements from
Federal Register, July 3, 1995, p 6 (B).

7See for example the USDOE "Ideabook" for school-wide projects by Pechman and Fiester
(1994).

8And for staff development activities. In August of 1993, James reported that she, Mather, and
the staff were trying to set aside approximately 10% of their Title 1 funds, or from $12,000 to $
16,000 for professional development that school year--1993-94. That was a change for Mission.
Prior to the 1993-1994 school year, they had allocated about $ 3300 from Title 1 funds, for
thirty-three teachers. They used School Improvement funds to double that amount. So each
teacher had approximately $ 200 for professional development. But this school year that
would increase to approximately $360 to $450 per teacher—all from Title 1 funds. James
attended a year-long course on Reading Recovery methods, and that was funded by Title 1 as
well.

The only exception to James' comment is the Reading Recovery program that James teaches.
She works with a small number of first grade students tutoring them. She was taught the
methods of Reading Recovery in a year-long course of study at the county education office,
which was paid for by Titlel funds.

10These literacy tasks and practices are generally consistent with recommendations in the
English-Language Arts Framework for California Public Schools (1987) and with the English-
Language Arts Model Curriculum Guides (1988).

1gee, It's Elementary! (1992).

12while I have observed mathematics lessons in all of my classrooms, this subject has not been
a focus for Title 1 students in small groups.
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13A memorandum from Mather's supervisor at the district office complimented Mission on its
plan, and encouraged other schools to develop similar strategies. Mather reported making a
presentation to her principals group on the plan at the resquest of her supervisor.

141 did not observe these, so I don't know how much time was devoted to them, or if these
meetings occurred. But Mather reported she was supporting them. And her written "Goals for
1992-1993" as well as 1993-1994 included: "continue to provide grade level meeting time to
share and build units based on science; continue to support staff development; continue to
provide information."

15For example, nationally, educators and social scientists have argued over "whole language"
methods and phonics, complex problem solving skills versus mastery of basic math facts. For
decades learning was understood by many as a hierarchy of skills in which simple, basic skills
had to be mastered before complex skills were tackled. Many educators have considered
beginning with low level skills especially important for children at risk for failing in school.
The new policy ideas challenged those notions, suggesting "higher order" thinking skills could
be taught to all children. See, for example, Means, Chelemer & Knapp (1991). Part of the
intellectual history of this debate was taken up in chapter one.

16This was due in part to the size of the school--they had to visit 30 classrooms per year and
that number created time constraints. Further, the instructional leaders in this school had full-
time classrooms of their own. Even Louise James was a half-time Reading Recovery teacher as
well as the Title 1 administrator.

17These were two in a long list of available options in the county professional development
handbook. Furthermore, while the district and county offered some mathematics reform
workshops, no one at the school among the leadership team of principal, vice principal, or
Title 1 administrator appeared to be taking the instructional lead in mathematics.

18Those goals have also long been the topic of heated debate in California as I sketched in
chapter one and will take up again below.

19Based on a "cutting edge" model of bilingual education, the staff developed the "Compaiiero
project,” a version of team teaching in which a Spanish-speaking teacher and an English-
speaking teacher would work together, sometimes mixing their students in order to promote
bilingualism as well as "cross cultural” understanding. Mission's Compafiero is taken up in
detail in chapters three and four.

imi i iciency. Complaints
Management andi Bﬂmgual Compllance Umt Bllmgual Educahon Offlce, Cahfomxa
Department of Education. September, 1993.
21The handbook was prepared by the Bilingual Education Office, Categorical Support Program
Division. California Department of Education. ISBN-8011-0890.
22 1n 1968 Title VII of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, amended the 1965 ESEA to
establish the federal role in bilingual education.
23 Gee especially pp. 144-164, Chapter 8, "The Principal.”
24This research literature informed, in part, some of the ideas in the reauthorization of Title 1-
-ideas such as coherent school-wide planning, for example.
25judith Warren Little (1990) diagrams a helpful continuum of collaborative work among
teachers which I have drawn from here. Teacher's work can range from complete independence
to complete interdependence. See page 512. Collaboration can sometimes entail work that does
not demand much in the way of "mutual obligation” for specific goals.
26 Across all interviews, there is a pattern of contradiction or staff disagreement over
instructional and policy matters. But there was no overt social conflict either reported or
observed across grade levels. Further, by all reports the school-wide staff decision to
restructure the school--the subject of chapter five--was collegial, by consensus. But after the
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Title 1 program was "restructured,” hostilities mounted, conflict was reported in all accounts,
and emotional distress.

27This and all other quotations in this section were taken from interviews with Mather
conducted in January and February of 1994.

28As did many women at that time--the early seventies. Dickstein points out that literature
played a role in transforming personal goals as well as informing political agendas. He argues,

for example, that "Betty Friedan's The Feminine Mystique and Millett's Sexual Politics had
real impact on how individuals thought about their lives. Furthermore, " . .. thanks to mass

media, feminism touched many . .. women." (ix). Laura Mather was one such woman.

29 Her mother's work, outside her home as a bartender at the American Legion, may have
contributed to Mather's informal education. She spent long hours at the library reading, in part
because her mother worked next door.

30When Mather was attending the bilingual institute and later continuing work on her masters
degree, the federal regulatory role expanded in the direction of cultural maintenance and
mandatory bilingual programs. Congress extended Title VII of the ESEA in the Bilingual
Education Act of 1974, and it stressed bilingual instructional techniques as the principal means
by which limited English-speaking children learn. When Laura Mather was solidifying her
professional path and extending her knowledge of bilingual education, the federal role
expanded toward the maintenance goal. This expansion was especially the case after the
Supreme Court's Lau Decision (1974), which ruled that local school districts had to provide
special language programs for limited- English-speaking children.

31 Based on interviews with the curriculum director and other district officials, the strategy for
a "pedagogy" of the curriculum policy in math and language arts seemed to consist of convening
committees on curriculum reform in order to develop a "trainer of trainers" scheme for teachers.
Lead teachers who were reform converts would sit on the committees; they would learn about
and develop reform-oriented strategies, then hold regular workshops for other MUSD teachers.
The district also organized district level workshops or professional development opportunities
for teachers using the CLAS.



CHAPTER 3

MANAGING COMPETING COMMITMENTS: ANITA LORENZ, MONIQUE
PONDS, AND RUTH LINN

Inventing a reform-oriented practice while coping with multiple,
compelling though often competing commitments, with little guidance and
practical constraints, is not only extremely difficult, it is uncertain and
demands complex judgments. Like many teachers in this study, the two
featured here were ambivalent: Conflicts of conviction, competing ideas, and
uncertainty over both pulled them in more than one direction. But generally
the unspecified nature of curriculum reform, the lack of traditional resources
to support their practices, thin instructional resources--a consistent "teacher
and/or curriculum" of the policy, for example--together with the competition
of ideas in and around both the MUSD and Mission Elementary, heightened
the uncertainty and the complexity of these teachers' work.

Nevertheless, on some occasions they managed to teach in the
direction of the reforms, in the face of complex uncertainty and "unsolvable"
problems. They did so in part from a general predisposition toward using
enormous reserves of effort and energy: They were aggressive in seeking out
collegial relations and other opportunities for learning. And they managed
in part because of their personal histories--both were in teacher education
programs when reforms had gained ascendancy in California, and both
reported learning about the reform ideas during teacher education programs.

Finally, they managed with the help of the school and district, neither of
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which opposed the reforms and both of which supported the teachers' efforts

to some extent.

Like many American teachers, Anita Lorenz and Monique Ponds were
faced with challenges inherent in their practices: balancing competing ideas
about instruction for one example; managing conflicting ideals for the
education of their students for another. These tensions pose dilemmas that
are endemic to the practice of teaching (Lampert 1985; Lipskey 1980; Lortie
1975). But these two teachers contend with competing interests in the context
of a school which significantly compounds their challenges--including the
challenge of trying to work out the ideas in the curriculum reforms with
students considered at risk for academic failure because of poverty, language
barriers, and other factors. Thus, the Title 1 program and the bilingual
program intersected in their classrooms, forming the Compafiero Project, a
complicated organizational model of team teaching used in an attempt to
address the needs of a rapidly growing, poor, Spanish-speaking population in
the area. The goals and means of the Compaiiero were sometimes in tension
with each other or with curriculum reform.

Not only did they have to cope with competing ideas about best practice
and multiple commitments to sometimes contradictory ideals, but another
sort of conflict was embedded in their work: that is, the clash between the
reform ideals and the school's practical problems, the largest of which was
insufficient resources.! First, for example, these teachers were responding to
reforms in an era of budget cuts, with too few traditional resources to support
the work they wanted to do. At this point in the story, Title 1 resources were
thinly, but equitably, dispersed across the school; classrooms were

overcrowded; support staff was meager when compared to the instructional
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problems; funds for professional development, in part because of the

equitable distribution, were sometimes not available to support reform.

On a second but related point, they were responding ambitiously to
reforms with some, but only modest social resources for learning what the
reforms required in the context of Mission. While Mission offered more than
many US schools in the way of a "curriculum and instruction" for the
reforms, still these resources were inadequate when compared to the
challenging nature of the reform, and they were provided within a culture
that did not constrain competing notions of best practice. As in many
American schools, instructional guidance was taking place in the midst of a
somewhat laissez-faire professional development culture--in both the district
and the school--which included competing ideas and commitments. So
learning was somewhat fragmented and episodic, and learning focused

specifically on the reform was thin.

RE X T

Anita Lorenz is one of the energetic, reform-minded teachers Laura
Mather hired in her attempt to improve Mission Elementary. An ambitious
teacher, Lorenz was educated in the era of standards reforms and reported she
"couldn't imagine teaching another way." By that she seemed to mean in a
manner different from an integrated, whole-language approach, very much
in the direction of California's language arts framework. She also reported
using math journals, as well as teaching centers which focused on various
strands of mathematics in the framework, including "logic and probability."
According to Lorenz, her second grade students were sorting, counting, and
representing on graphs every manner of object and opinion in the room.

These activities too were in the direction of the science and mathematics
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frameworks, and it was clear during a year of observing her that Anita Lorenz
held very high standards for all of her students. But she also struggled with
competing notions of what that might mean in a classroom of diverse
learners. Lorenz’s language arts practice illustrates how curriculum and Title
1 reform interact from the view of a classroom teacher. Lorenz's ambitious
practice also offers a window into how the reforms and the commitment to
high academic standards for all children looked in classrooms (especially for
the "neediest" Title 1 students) before the school-wide decision to restructure.
In essence, during the 1993-1994 school year, Anita Lorenz was
inventing a challenging instructional program, trying to manage the tensions
between the sometimes opposing ideas in light of her students' needs: She
struggled to balance whole language curriculum reform and phonics
methods--that is, notions about interactive learning; authentic, integrated
language use; and "higher order” thinking skills with ideas about direct
instruction of basic word attack skills. And she worked at balancing her belief
in high common standards with her belief in individual learning
"modalities” complicated by the range of students in her classroom. These
are not easy tasks and they required complex, informed judgments rooted in
Lorenz's knowledge of her individual students, the subject matter, pedagogy,
and learning. Balancing competing commitments required that she manage
in the face of dilemmas (Lampert) and make difficult decisions often in the

action of her classroom.

Curriculum Reform

Given a panoramic view of Anita Lorenz's room, a visitor would first
be struck by the sea of small faces-—-from pale to deepest shades of brown-—

topped by hair ranging from straight blond to curly black. Her classroom is a
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microcosm of California's cultural and linguistic diversity. Next, Lorenz
would come into focus. Young and attractive, with dark eyes and long black
hair, Anita Lorenz is often a blur of motion in her room. I've seen her sitting
at her desk only once and that is when the children were out. But she often
comes to rest somewhere in the classroom by one or more students, most
often crouched by them in conversation, eye to eye.

Generally, Lorenz's language arts practice included a reform-oriented
core curriculum of authentic language approaches for all 31 or 32 of her
students: She expected them to read the same literature, complete the same
writing assignments, and take part in the same literacy community within
her classroom.2 The children in Lorenz's room read, wrote, or were read to
everyday. Anita Lorenz reported she believed in the writing process, and she
used writers workshop strategies--instruction very much in the direction of
curriculum reform in this state. The children and teacher spoke easily of
their writing and the various "stages” it was in; that is, a first draft, an edited
copy, and so on.. For example, at the end of the 1992-1993 school year, Lorenz

talked about her students' reading and writing assignments:

I have a pre-write which is always some sort of a brainstorm . . . then
they do a rough draft and we edit and then they do a final copy so
everyone is finally finished . . . I just want them reading every day. I..
. do a lot of writing because . . . [some students] couldn't even write
sentences . . . when they came in. .. (AL 5/93).

At the beginning of the next school year she reported:

Everyday they do writer's workshop for 45 minutes . . . they do reading
for 35 minutes everyday [or] a reading based activity [such as being read
to by tapes, other children or adults] . . . [they] are not doing writing or
art or anything else [in that 35 minutes]. [They] are reading . .. [They're]
. .. on the same story, but [doing] . . . whatever they can . .. (AL 8/93)

She explained how everyone could participate in writing:
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. . . the thing that's nice about writers workshop is it's for everyone . . .

it accommodates everyones’ level [of development] . . . your children

who are at the picture-book stage--you work with them to expand

[ideas] . .. and to write . .. you might choose the word balloon. Have

them . .. write the letter B at the top . . . so you're encouraging as much

writing as [any ]child can handle . .. [Or] ... they've told you more than
the picture illustrates, so you make them . . . go to a second illustration

based on what they told you . . . [for example they might tell you] . . .

'we're going to the store and we're going to a party.' [You respond]

'Well, I see that you're in the car and I see the store, but I don't see

anything about a party . . . [and] . . . why are you going to the store

before you're going to the party?' [They respond] ... we're buying a

cake...' (AL 8/93).

In this excerpt, Lorenz explains that "writing" in her classroom means
communicating effectively and expanding ideas for all her students, even if a
student is learning sound symbol correspondence at the same time. Here and
in many other examples, Lorenz pushes all of her students to think--about
connections between story details, about reasons for actions, about being
precise--no matter where they may be starting from, in their writing or
reading.

Often, students and Lorenz "brainstormed" ideas together and in small
groups. She used cooperative learning groups, another feature of the
curriculum reforms: In this instance the reform is informed by theories
rooted in the work of seminal thinkers such a Lev Vygotsky, who argued
learning is social. In Lorenz's classroom, children sat in groups of four and
were encouraged to talk as well as help each other with their reading and
writing. They told stories while others wrote them down; they wrote stories
using invented spelling or even letter sounds, as in the excerpt above; they
illustrated stories and "read" them to others. Lorenz reported often she had "
. . . kids read other children's work and edit for one another . . . (6/94)." But

according to Lorenz, this sort of collaborative work did not come

automatically to her students:
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Kids aren't going to be comfortable helping each other unless it's
required and you teach them how to do it . . . I give them a lot of
assignments that would be impossible to do unless they help each
other. So once they're, . . . used to that, then I think they freely begin to
help each other whenever they need it . . . They know that they're
allowed to talk and get help as long as their talking is about [school
work] and it's quiet (AL 6/94).

Observations confirmed Lorenz's explanations of her instruction and
classroom work, here and further above. Her students worked together on
factual reports, creative stories, and other projects. They talked frequently, but
seemed to be engaged in schoolwork during these conversations. When she
wasn't leading whole group activities--"group writes" for example--Lorenz
was walking around the room, stopping at various groups of four to observe,
question, or help. Her classroom walls were covered with samples of the
students’ writing and the writing of others; and there were tables, shelves and
cupboards filled with good children's books. Using literature as well as the
varied experiences of her students Lorenz often seemed to push her second

graders to read, write, talk, or listen carefully.

Building on "prior knowledge"

During class discussions, Lorenz often asked questions that drew on
what her students might already know or feel--their "prior experience."3
These questions were open-ended; her students responded with their
opinions and she encouraged multiple responses. It was not unusual to see
and hear a discussion of this sort in Lorenz's classroom take twenty or
twenty-five minutes. In the brief excerpt below, Lorenz explained that she
wanted the children to have thought about the story's themes before they

read it, and to have connected it to their own feelings and thoughts.
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Lorenz: L, how would you feel if you really thought everyone forgot
your birthday?

L: Mmmmm. Sad.

Lorenz: Sad. How would you feel Ch?

Ch: Mad.

Lorenz: Mad! L would feel sad and kinda down. And Ch would be
mad! (Here she evoked an angry tone)'You know, they forgot my
birthday. I can not believe. .. '

At this point one little girl interrupted to exclaim, "how rude!" And,
Lorenz picked up the beat with, "how rude!" Several others mumbled,
"how rude!" and the children began chattering about the awful
possibility of people forgetting their birthdays. Lorenz interrupted their
chatter by asking Cl how she would feel.

Cl: I'd feel sad. (and something not audible) then I'd throw my own
party (Fieldnote, 2/8/94).

Here, Lorenz's talk and practice are in the direction of curriculum reform and
they reflect cognitive learning theories--again reminiscent of the "cognitive
revolution” described in chapter 1--which argue successful readers use
strategies to guide their reading. One such strategy is "activating . . .
background knowledge" (Palincsar and Brown 1989). The idea is to encourage
children to become actively engaged in thinking about stories so they will
more readily understand it in light of their own experience. Implicit in this
strategy is the assumption that children come to school with "prior
knowledge" they use to make sense of new information and to actively
construct meaning.

The excerpt is also an example of Lorenz using her students’ ideas as a
source of information and knowledge for the group. She encourages her
second grade students not only to voice their opinions, but to listen to the
opinions and ideas of others in order to learn from them. Below Lorenz

explains:

I like the children to hear . . . what the [other children] think . . . it gives
them more ideas--a wider range of ideas--[about] how a person could
even feel on this day (AL 2/94).



103
Here she wants to challenge her students to move beyond their own

experience, to consider multiple opinions.

But not just any opinion will do in Lorenz's class. For example, at one
point in her language arts lesson, Lorenz said to the entire group nestled
around her near the front of the room, "can you think about what [the story]
might be about?” When a couple of children gave answers that didn't seem
to meet her standards, she pushed for more details, "try to be more specific"
and "two people have given really good specific examples. Can you think of a
specific example?" (Observation note, 2/94). Lorenz was encouraging
multiple answers to her question, but she did not accept just any answer. In
this particular exchange she wanted students to be clearer in their thinking, to

provide more concrete details so others might better understand them.

Academic subject matter and disciplined thinking

So Anita Lorenz does not give her students the impression that
"anything goes," even in their creative writing (in some instances telling or
drawing) which has as one purpose: to explore open-ended questions in
order to better comprehend stories. Lorenz is explicit about her expectations
for the second grader's stories. She expects some description and some detail
about who, where, and what happened. She asks why something happened,
or how events might be connected. She wants her second graders to include
these structural elements of a story in their writing and to think about what
they write. Lorenz seems to want her students to not only use language to
find meaning, but to communicate effectively with others. This too is in the
direction of curriculum reform that calls for "d<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>