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Shelley's Reading FiN experience conti nues. Since
the time we subnnrted our ori gina l manuscript and agreed
to partic ipate in thi~ exchange. the Pennsylvania Readin g
FiN Direc tor noti fied her that the dis trict wa .. awarded a
Readin g FiN gr•uu . Thi ....urpri-cd Shelley becau-e ..he had
not revi sed her initial proposal accordin g to the state's 15
concern .. fa xed IU her afte r her rejec tio n notice in Noveru­
ber t-ee Appendix ]. In our movt recent conversation.. with
Shelley, she com eyed her excitement about being funded
to ex pand the gu ided read ing libraries in et as..rooms and to
hire the reading coaches for clus..room pra ctice according
to the dis trict" .. vervion of the Oh io State Literacy Frame ­
work. We attribute thi.. change in the district's gran t ..un us
to one of two (lll!<..ibiluies.

First. Opuda and Arno ld cou ld be correct-trust the
Readin g First pol icies to meetthe needs of all U.S. public
school teac her.. and stude nts. Opuda and Arnold's func­
tio nalist view.. of Read ing Firs t policy place fai th in sci ­
encc. the ma rket. and ccnu ulizcd authority. and male the
ind ividua l district respo nsible when th ings do not turn out
a!< planned . Th at is wh y O puda and Arnold imply tha t
Sbclley was at fau lt when the fi r~t proposal .... a!< de nied and
that the sch ool board i!< 10 bla me for ..pending mo ney on
the unfun ded state mandates of charte r schools and full­
day kind ergarten . Thi s top-dow n view of poli cy absolve..
the Readi ng FiN sy~tem of blame because it is manage­
able and efficient. and because federal and state policy ­
makers and o ffic ials know better how to improve ..chool
readi ng programs than do the loc als. Opuda names this view
"the golde n rule"-money ..ig n i fie~ kno..... ledge and po wer .

Starting from a different vantage point......1.' unde rstand
policy as the aut horitative allocation o f \ aluc .. and not nee­
c..surily the result of a rat ion al , deliberative procc ..... The
Reading Fir..t values arc present ed in the ori ginal 15 co n­
cerns posed to Shelley' .. di strict. Science i.. mentioned in 3
JXlinh--t .... ice a.. criticivm tha t the Ohio State Frame.... ork
is nol s('ientifio: ac('ordi ng to the Kational Reading I'ane l' ..
Rqllln and once ,l~ a c urric ular sugge!<tion (l'Ml int!< 3, 10.
and Il l. The marke t i!< mentioned in six JXli nt~. all ha~ed

upon the di ..tri(·t con ..uming pri\'ate gcoh and 'oCn. ice!<.
Thre~ tim~s the di~trict i!< IOld to buy a ba!<al read ing serie!<
from an authoriled !<clect ion (po ints 5, 7, and I ~ J . T wo

COlTt'..pondcnce con..:eming Ihi"ankle ,hould ~ aJoJJ'C"~
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point s req uire the di..trier to pur chase co mme rc ial t~st s

(poin ts ~ and I::! l . Once the distr ict is told to obtain the
service.. of the author ized tra iners in orde r to q ualify fur
Readin g First fund ing (point M. Clearly. the original Read­
ing FiN adm ini..trators understood She lley 's d i..trict a.. a
market for pri vate hu ~incs'oCs as well as a compe tito r in the

mar ket place for Reading Fir..t and other grants. The two
successful rural di strict s in the first round bough t ba..als
from the approved li!< t. proposed to U\C standardized tc ..t-,

to det er mine ach ieve me nt, and sig ned a contract wi th
PaTrA N. the state's approved subc ontrac tor for profes­
siona l developmen t...It wa...obviou s .... ha t the state wanted,"
confided one teacher .... ho worked on a succcvsfut propos al
from a rura l di..trict.

We view po licy from the bottom up. and our method e
enable d us 10 escape the "tyra nny of the majority" in ways
tha i Opuda and Arnold apparent I) have not considered.
They explain to us that dis tinctive group.. of students re­
..po nd different ly to standards and policies. allu ding to the
fact that the Reading First po licy require s that dic tricrs di s­
agg rega te the ir rea di ng re..t scorev acc ordingly for public
view. Opuda and Arnold impl} that school di..triers re..i!<t
..uch pract ice.. and tha t ""-1.' are trying to hide public schooh'
di rty little sec ret that the poor, minority vtudcntv, and sec ­
ond language learners do k S\ well o n test s. t Notc that l'\CLB
d(IC" not ask for econom ic class da ta to he disaggregcred.)
Yet. Opoda and Arnold respond to ou r argument .... ith state­
ments from the State's, Reading FiN websue av if its gc n­
cralized data ex plained the particulars o f thi.. rural sc hoo l
d i..trict commu nity and its relation ships with state and fed­
eral agencie-, and policies. Our argument was an aucmprto
\ io:w Readi ng First from the bottom up hy looking at it-,
trea tme nt and co nsequence, for o ne sc hool di ..trier. and ou r
argu me nts articulate " hard dat a" on how Reading First' ..
"one size fit.. all" solution falls apart at the very poi nt w here
and .... hen it i!> expected to ~Iand solid. Efficiency. manage­
ability. and ('entral authori ty are not the criteria wi th .... hich
to judge R~ading FiN policies in this di ..trict at this time .

\Ve pro po se a se('ond ex pla natio n for the ('hange in
fOllune fo r Shelley' .. district. The :'>lovcmber ::!{J02 ~tatc

election brought a ne .... gu\cmur and political pany to the
adm in i ~tmt i v~ hranc hoft he Penn ..yhania ..t'l t~ govl.·rnmo:nt.
Governor Renddl replaced the admini!< tratn r!< o f the De­
~nment of Educati (lll. \Io ho in tum rep lac(oJtho'C in charge
of the Readi ng Fi~t pmgmlll in our !<Iate. The 'C ne.... offi ­
cials 'oCemed 10 recognize tha t Sheik) ' .. dis tric t' .. u..e of
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the Ohio State Literacy framework is producing positive
instructional results and rewarded their efforts with fund­
ing to continue and extend their efforts. This was Shelley 's
interpretation of her conversation with the new Reading
First State Coordi nator Corin ne Eisenhart . who informed
her that her distric t W:IS awarded $425.600 for 6 years (ap­
proximately $2.5 million) in order to implement its or igi­
nal plan to improve reading instruction. Because nothing
else had changed in the relationship between district and
the state, the change in governing party seems to he the
more reasonable conclusion than Opuda and Arnold were
correct.

Since the grant requirements that reading programs had
to he scientifically based did not change , the new Pennsyl­
vania Reading First administrat ion must deem the Ohio
State Literacy Program to be sufficiently scientific to war­
rant funding. Accordingly, they must have a broader or dif­
ferentdefinition of science than the previous administration.
And here is where the politics become most apparent. There
arc more than one reasonable defi nitions of science in both
the so-called "hard and soft" academic disciplines, and
education is not immune to the debates about the defini­
tions of science. In reading educat ion, the gauntlet was
tossed down during a federally sponsored public meeting
for the National Reading Panel (NRP) when Ed Kamc'cnui
stared that the basic task of the NRP was to determine the
single definition of science for reading education in the
United States. Since that time, the NRP and the officials at
the National Institute for Child Health and Human Dcvel­
opment have tried to enforce one defini tion. Despite their
best efforts, multiple definitions cont inue to circulate.

Finally, we appreciate Arnold's poetic tum, with which
he uncrnprs to claim the minori ty position for NClB poli­
cics in education. This is a rhetorical move which seeks to
finesse 100 years of measurement -drive n schooling in
America. The road or position not taken in the 2 Ist century
gtohalism is the one that attends to rural communities as if
they and the people in them matter. Nel B is not a change
in direction for business, science, and the govern ment in­
trusions into public school classrooms in rural and urhan
America. It's just a more intense, meaner version. Please
note that the previous federal interventions into public

schools that Opuda mentions were not attempts to dictate
curr iculum or instruction. Rather, they were efforts to en­
force the 14th Amendment to provide equal protect ion un­
der the law. The current federal adminis tration seems to be
discontinuing and even retracting many of these ef forts.

Granted, the new Pennsylvania Reading First admin­
istration seems more trusting of local initiatives, and they
seem somewhat less wed 10 the immediacy of the market­
place. They still, however, set up this rural district by not
recognizing its unique problems struggling agains t poor
funding, job nig ht. and diminishing prospects. The area
just lost its last large manufacturing plant. and with it 1,000
jobs. Yet. the distric t must meet the same standa rds during
the same time frame as suburban districts which face none
of these challenges. Moreover, the state has not revised the
costly steps of NClB school improve ment. However, the
current Pennsylvania administration has made statements
to distance itself from the oven privatization schemes of
our last two governors.

We draw three implications for rural teachers and ad­
ministrators from our experiences in this study: (a) Don't
fold ear ly in your struggles with Reading First officials
when your values and theirs do not seem to meet; (b) it
docs mailer who i ~ in control of the state government; and
(c) science is a political tool that policymakcrs and gov­
crnmcnt officia ls' use to hide their values.
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Appendix
Technical A~sistance Input

Foll owing arc the 15 points as they were faxed to Shelley from the tec hnical assistant ass igned 10 hel p her with the
grant application:

I . Number the pages of the grant.
2. On the first page, the first paragraph indicates sun;es~ with the current approach to reading. but the data

show otherw ise. T he district was selected on the bas is of the need 10 improve read ing performance. You
need to ide ntify the gaps in perfo rma nce and pract ice.

3. Oh io Sta te Li teracy Framework is not research based. scientific. systematic. di rect. ex plicit improv ing the
in..trucnon of large numbers of ... tudcnts.

-to Under the in..tructional assessments. page 2. all read ing first [sic) must be used to support ou tcome... . you
[sic] wil l need to put in another outcome assessment. ..uch a.. the Terra Nova. for in..tructional asse....men rs.
you need to select from the grid that .... as d istributed at the December in-e rvic e and actually name the tc...ts
for sc ree ning. prog ress monitori ng and d iagnostic at the grade level s and then provide for purchase in the
budge t page. Use the matrix prov ided.

5 . Page 3 - in...tructional strategic.... Reading First mon ies should be spent very soon on ac tually purchasing a
scientifically ba-ed reeding series from the 5 - 6 that are available. not to ...rudy the situation for a long period
of time .

6. Page -t - no mention o f the ParrAS to provide the professional development. Work provided in the IV
shou ld be do ne in co ncert with ParrAN trai ners . Link all professional development to slate, regional. and
local.

7, Page 6 - use this limi ted time to se lect and purcha...c a reading se ries so that you ca n use this year's monies to
pay for it

8, Page 7 - di ...trict leadershi p team. Doc ... this district have reading supervisors and reading ...peciali...ts? If so
they ..hould [be) considered for the team.

9 . Page 9 - it is only the ...chocls identified for reading first [... ic] fo r the gran t. Persons from other schools can
atten d professional deve lopment.

10. Page 10 - the [school's c urrent litera cy prog ram] is mentioned repeurcd ly. but it is not scie ntifically based
re...carch reading ins truct ion . It is not to be found in the literature with a re...earch base. Furthermore, the
purpose of read ing firs t [vic] i.. to implement new structure.. bccau...e the current ones are not ..uccc ...sful
enough. In the full paragraph on page 10. there need ... to be mention of how the di ..trict .... ill inst itute a new
approach to reading. rather than ju...t trying to enhance its current one .

II . Page 10· you need to specifically mention ho w the sc ient ifical ly ba..cd areas of read ing Instruction will be
implem ent ed . rather tha n just ment io n that ter m.

12. Page 12 · Eva luation ...trutcgic ... Too general. Need to descr ibe how the differe nt selected a.....c.... mcnt s will be
implemented and u...ed to guide in..unction. The ac tual asse....mcru grid From the December traini ng ..houl d
be evident.

13. Budget page 18 • are the five full time literacy coache.. new positions"!'! Or are they being used 10 fund
already existi ng positions? Thi .. mu..t beclear. For example. do you already have reading spcciali ...h and are
you propo-ing five addi tional coaches?

l-t. Core reading materials - how did yo u arrive at the figure?'.' Th ere is no me ntion in the grantthat you have
selected a readin g ...cries. and that is acceptable for the very short term. hut there ..hou ld be: some hasis for the
figure, ..uch a... the SO.Ix) - 1lX).lK) per student tha t it co ... ts 10 purc hase a readi ng wnc...

15. Budget doc ... not include payment of ...ub...titutes or of reache .... to attend inservice?" How will you arrive at
this point?


