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ntroddction

We can, whenever and wherever we choose, successfully
teach all children whose schooling is of interest to us
{Edmonds, 1979).

Schools are changing across the United States as educators,
politicians, parents, families, and coinmunities embark on a new
century. An emerging global economy, ongoing demographic shifts,
changes in both what “‘counts” as “knowledge” and who deter-
mines what “knowledge” is valued, and advances in technology as
well as the skills and abilities demanded by the businesses and
industries of the future afl combine to render much of what schools
have been obsolete (Spring, 2000). Further complicating this
picture are the political dimensions of school reform in which the
issues of school for what purpose, for whorn, and for whose
purpose coundinue to be debated (Asiuto, Clark, Read, & McGree,
1994). For some, the debate rernains one of equity in the pursuit of
excellence in education for all children (Darling-Hammond,
Ancess, & Falk, 1995; Freire, 2000). For others, the debate ceniers
on the preparation of a competitive labor force and service industry
as well as the social and economic siraiification that implies
(Gagnon, 1995). These debates permeate current discussions on
teacher preparation, quality, and practice as well as equity in school
finance and resource allocation, standards and accountability,
school safety, and curricula. The extent to which the professional
education community embraces and opens itself to dialogue and
partnership wiih families and communities is another important
dimension of the discourse on equity and access to excellence
(Haynes & Comer, 1996; Ferguson & Ferguson, 1992). These
dimensions of the discussion also hold the promise for the
transformation of American schools from 1 20* century educational
systetn dominated by 4 narrow cultural perspective to one that
reflects and values the multicultural nation that the United States
has become (Banks, 2001; Nieto, 1996). Nowhere is the need for
this broadening of cultural perspective more apparent than in the
hallways and classrooms of our nation’s urban schools (Fine, 1994).

The very nature of our system for funding schools has disadvan-
taged urban school systems since the Great Depression (Anyon,
2001). Consider that the Governinent Accouating Office reports that
80 percent of our nation’s urban schools are funded at a lower rate
than their suburban counterparts, in spite of the recent influx of
state funds o shore up failing urban systems. The lack of equitable
funding over an extended period of time has led to increased class
sizes, lack of sufficient books and materials, shortages of certified
teachers, and the deterioration of school buildings (Kozol, 1991).
The magnitude of these problems should be of grave concern given
the fact that urban schools comprise 4 percent of American school

districts that serve more than 44 percent of our nation’s students
(Federal Register, 1997).

Itis particularly in urban schools where resources are spread thinly
that the problems of the overrepresentation of students of color and
English Language Learners in special education is visible (Fusarelli,
1999). Yor instance, students of African American descent
comprise about 16.3 percent of the school-age population but are
more than 31 percent of the smdents classified as having mild
mental retardation and 23.7percent of the students classified as
severely emotionally disturbed, while Latino students are over
represented in the categories of learning disabilities and speech
and language impaired (Heward & Cavanaugh, 2001). Researchers
suggest that patterns of over representation are a result of the
narrow cultural preference for particular modes of communication,
cognitive schemas, affect, behavior, and knowledge (Artiles, Treni,
Hoflman-Kipp, & Lopez-Torres, 2000; Hilliard, 1992).

Proponents of inclusive education argue that the basic tenets of
special education that have led 1o separate programs and services
promnoie and support the over representation of culturally and
linguistically diverse students in special education because they
permit the exclusion of those students from general education
classrooms
(Artiles &
Trent, 1994;
Ewing, 1995;
Patton, 1998;
Pugach &
Seidl, 1995).
Further, the
inclusive education movement has focused on the poor outcomes
that students in special education have achieved as a result of their
limited access to the general education curriculum (Ferguson,
1993, Berres, Ferguson, Knoblock, & Woods, 1996; National
Association of State Boards of Education, 1990; Sailor & Skirtic,
1995; Skirtic, 1995; Teller. 1995). To expand this conversation
beyond the special educalion community, practitioners, families,
and researchers must engage in a conversation thal includes
multicultural perspectives on inclusion and disproportionality
(Artiles, 1998). If these often disconnected conversatious can be
joined, they will help to create a coherent vision for transforming
ihe current educational system so that the social and educational
inequities that currently exisi for students of differing ubilities,
ethricities, religions, experiences, and wealth are no longer present.

schools myg

All change in urban schools must address differences in culture,
gender, language, ability, class, and ethnicity (Delpit, 1995). As
James Banks (2001) recommends, schools need a true
muhicultural value system that encompasses simultaneously a
concept, a process, and a reform agenda. Multicultural education is
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bhased on the notion that all students must have equal access, and it
acknowledges that, in our current school system, some students are
advantaged by their socio-cultural and economic status, ethnicity,
and gender (Nieto, 1996). In a true multi-cultural education
system, the practices and climate of schools that convey privilege
associated with class, gender, language, ahility, cthhicity, and
culre are no longer present (Banks, 2001).

Qur nation canmot afford any longer to have
disposable childven. No longer can systems
and policies be built on practices that restrict
and restrain; that categorize and seek to Lind
and separate the children and youth who do
not “Gt” aur profiles of successful learners.
We must acknowledge that such practives amd
beliefs have actually done harm io children,
dispraportionately limiting and constraining
the spportunities for children in poverty,
children of coler, children with disabilities,
and children with cultural and language
diflerences (Draper, 1999).

The chaltenge is great, but educators throughout our nation and
other nations are actively engaging the opportunity to transform
education and how we go about the work of teaching and learning
in our schools. Proposed changes abound, addressing all aspecis of
schools, students, and teachers. While there are many different
ways to summarize these change agendas, the National Institute for
Urban School Improvement believes they share at least these six
key features: .
1. Creating viable family, community, and school partner-
ships (Epstein, 1995; Ferguson & Ferguson, 1992;
Haynes & Comer, 1996),
2. Establishing performance standards for students
(McLaughlin, 1995; Darling-Hammond & Falk, 1997),
3. Establishing performance standards for multi-cultural
teacher preparation and practice (Hollingsworth,
1994),

4. Aligning curricula and the established accountahility
system into a coherent multi-cultural framework,

5. Holding schools accountable for all students’ perfor-
miance results (Darling-Hamniond, Ancess et al.,
1995), and

6. Building capacity through an ongoing professional
development system (Smylie, 1995).

£

Teachers, particularly in urban schools, must understand and value
children’s differing experiences based on culture, race, ethniciiy,
disability, economic background, and gender (Briscoe, 1991,
Hollins, 1996; Lightfoot, 1983). Urban schools must draw on the
strength of student diversity and use that diversity as an asset to

\

foster creativity and leverage new interactions that support learning
(Nieto, 1996). The voices of diverse students, parents, and

" communities, then, become integral to the educational process and
may suggest changes in policy and practice that better support the
education and learning of all students.

The opposite of this positive scenario is a bleak one: lack of
culwral competence among educators and other service providers
can have devastating consequences (Ogbu, 1978; Ogbu, 1993;
Ogbu & Matutute-Bianchi, 1986). 1t can lead to discriminatory
identification and diagnosis, improper evaluation and placement,
and inadequate or inappropriate services, especially to children of
color, poverty, and limited English proliciency (Patton, 1998;
Reynolds & Wang, 1993). James Comer (Ben-Avie, Haynes, &
Joyner, 1999} discusses the ways that racism effects child develop-
ment, and in turn, education. Comer argues that teachers must have
an opportunity to learn ways in which their behavior can either
facilitate or interfere with child development, and that early
childhood educators in pariicular must be prepared io teach
children facing race-based obstacles to success. Comer also points
out the importance of creating a posiive school clitate to promote
children’s development and of addressing children’s social and
emotional needs.

Observing that racism is endemic and deeply ingrained in American
life. Ladson-Billings and Tate (1995) have called for a “critical race
theory” of education that acknowledges that our political and social
systems are based on property rights rather than human rights. The
relationship between ethnicity and poverty in this country present
an opportunity for understanding how property rights have
contributed to the increasing numbers of persons of color who lack
access to high quality educational opportunities that are so closely
related to higher paying jobs and economic power, This perspective
on the social and political nature of education has led t an
examination of the social and political issues that are replayed in
many urhan classrooms. According to Delpit (1988; 1995), many
of the academic problems typically associaied with children of
color are actually the result of miscommunications, inability to deal
with the imbalances of power in our society, and the complex
dynamics of inequality in our public school system.

Muliicultural education is a response to and an acknowledgment of
the context in which learning occurs in our nation’s public schools.
By adopting a multicultural lens for ieaching and learning, students
and teachers alike increase their knowledge and appreciation of the
rich and fluid nature of different culiures, and of differences and
similarities within and among different cultures and individuals
(Banks, 2001; Grossman, 1995a; Powell, McLaughlin, Savage, &
Zehm, 2001). Multicultural education is not merely a set of skills
and procedures learned at one point in time and applied over and
over again. [Lis a process through which educators and other
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service providers learn 1o interpret and adapt to their personal
encounters with one another. Through multicultural education,
teachers and students become culturally responsive and competent,
creating new pathways for communication and knowledge sharing
(Liston & Zeichner, 1996).

If a key feature of reform focuses on multicultural education as a
fundamental social and educational iransforination, then we can be
assured that the opportunities for ALL students to achieve
educational equity will be realized in our naiion’s schools. Indeed,
the National Institute takes the position that il is the embracing of
inclusive practices and muliiculturalisin that will support educa-
tional success for ALL students.

Yhy Transform Schools?

Recognizing that there continues to be considerable and legitimate
debate surrounding inclusive practices, there is considerable
evidence that exclusionary and categorical service delivery models
have poorly served students from diverse backgrounds (Artiles,
1998; Artiles & Trent, 1994; Patton, 1998). Traditional strategies

for referring, screening, identifying, and placing students into

specialized services and classrooms have resulted in:
1. Anincrease in negative stereotypes based on disability
labels,
2. A lack of learning outcomes for students with
disabilities that are comparable to their peers without”
special education labels (Pugach & Seidl, 1996),
3. Numbers of minority students in special education that
cannot simply be explained by co-varying circum-
stances of poverty (Artiles & Trent, 1994),
4. Families and children who walk away frown services
(Harry, 1992), and
A focus of blame for {ailure on the student while
virtually ignoring quality of teaching and learning, hoiht
before and after referral and placement in special
education (Grossman, 1995a4).

i

At the sane time, general educators continue lo struggle with an
increasing diversity of students who challenge the common
curriculum and ability-grouping practices long deminant through-
out the educational system, whether because of cultural and
language differences, differences in ability, or social and family

differences (Nieto, 1999). Add o this increasing diversity the
ongoing advancements in theories and practices of teaching and
learning that are leading to a renewed focus on students’ under-
standing and use of their learning rather than recall of facts or
isolated skills (Brown & Campione, 1998).

Even more challenging, students must demonstrate their learning
via application or performance. Such uses and performances may
vary according to students’ particular abilities, interests, and life
purposes as well as the requirement of state testing (McLaughlin,
1995). How, ther, do teachers respond to calls for higher
siandards of achievement and accommodation of the many
differences children and youth bring to school? In the face of often
conflicting messages and challenges, urban, as well as other school
professionals, are also facing rapid erosion of financial support and
public respect. Not only are they being asked to “do more with
less,” but they are also blamed as incompeteni for not accomplish-
ing such an impossible task.

At the same time, urban educators try io meet the new challenges of
more diverse studenis and the renewed focus on learning results,
they must also have the support ol reconceptualized and redesigned
opportunities for both initial preparation and ongoing professional
development. No matler how willing a teacher might be to meet new
challenges, developing the depth and breadth of capacity to do so
well can only be accomplished through ongoing support for teacher
learning and development that results in improved student learning
and achievement (Smylie, 1995).

Educators are realizing that the efforts of renewal and reform that.
seemed adequate to resolve the educational problems of the past
will simply not suffice. Doing better and more efficient schooling
work, or changing existing procedures, rules, and requirements to
accommodate new circumstances, will not quiet the need, or calls
for changes as we begin the new millennium. Instead, educators
now argue that schools must begin to engage in the activities that
will change the “fundamental assumptions, practices, and
relationships within the organization, and between the organization
and the outside world, in ways that lead to improved student
learning outcomes™ (Eliore, 1996). Since mauy of these funda-
menial assumptions helped 1o creale the very separateness betweeu
special and general education, it is just such fundamental changes
ihat might realize the vision of inclusive schools.

+. Nomatter how. witing o feacher might-beto meet:
" new challenges. developing the depthand -
breadth.of capacity 1o do so wet éan onlg be
accomplished through ongoing support for
- ieacherlearning and development thot resdlts in
improved stucent learning dnd achievement.
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Changing any school is both a non-linear and bi-directional task
(Fullan, 1994; 1997; Tullan & Miles, 1992). “Top-down™ policy
changes must be met by “‘bottom-up” changes in capacity;
commitment, and coherence among teachers, students, and
families if changes are to become more than superficial accommo-
dations. At the same time, there is no single road map for achieving
deeper change (Louis & Miles, 1990). Local events, resources, and
personal dynamics combine to create for any particular school or
district a unique choreography of change, characterized as much by
stepping back as by stepping forward. Students, parents, teachers,
and parents must become active co-constructors of new school
communities, collaborating with one another, with students, and
local community members (Berres, et al., 1996; Council of
Administrators of Special Education, 1993; Cohen, 1995; Darling-
Hammond, Ancess, et al., 1995; Ferguson, 1995).

A i . Thus, any school reforin effort must
- The basicpremise of - focus on assuring that all studenis
i : - are considered as changes are
made in instructional delivery,
curriculum, studeni groupings, and
school organization (Berres &
Knoblock, et al., 1996). This task is
daunting since there are mdny
tensions within education commu-
nities including special education
(Sarason, 1990). While the ongoing
reform discussion deals with many
different dimensions of the issues, a
common ground is emerging. Recent revisions of federal legislation

el S8 Hhat™
- schools are'aboat

longuage: abifify,
cluss-and ethnicity.

- include new language that focuses on ““access to the general
guag

education curriculum”™ (United States Department of Education,
1996). These revisions, coupled with initiatives in other countrics
around the world, suggests that the impetus to ensure that students
with disabilities are educated with their non-disabled peers is
receiving greater and greater validation both within and outside the
special education community (O'Hanlon, 1995).

Inclusive, multicuttural urban schools embody the concepts of
community, diversity, aud collaboration (Sailor & Skrtic, 1995).
The basic preniise of inclusive school connnunities is that schools
are about belonging, nurturing, and educating all children
regardless of their differences in culture, gender, language, ability,
class, and ethnicity (Saldana & Waxman, 1997). The challenge in
inclusive, muliicuttural school comnuunities is to provide a diverse
student body with access to these ovicomes and to ensure to the
masimum extent possible that all students have the opportunities 10
maximize their quality of life (Spring, 2000},

The National Institwte of Urban School Improvement's efforts are
demonstrating how urban school improvement and renewal

activities can help schools to more successfully meet the educa-
tional needs of students from diverse backgrounds and their
families. Of course, it is in the details of translating the vision to
reality that the complexity of this transformation is revealed.

ansformed Schools = Unified Systems

A unified educational system is based on the premise that each
student represents a unique combination of abilities and educa-
tional needs and deserves individual assistance at various times
throughout the schooling cycle in order to achieve important
ouicomes. Key to this approach are schools that are organized
around learning supports, not programs and services. Accountabil-
ity in this approach is based on the use of the sane effectiveness
indicators for all students—across culture, gender, language,
ability, socio-economic background, religion, and ethnicity— and
assurance that all students are appropriately and effectively
educated as defined by agreed upon standards.

In a successful, unified system, educators believe not only that all
students can learn, but also that they have the skills, knowledge,
and dispositions to teach all students. As a result, the lines between
general education, special education, Title I, bilingual education,
migrant education, vocational education, compensatory education,
and other categorical programs become blurred and eventually
disappear. Previously separate programs for specific groups of
students come together to form a new educational system (Conley,
1991). Such a school system anchors its work in curricuun
content, students’ performance, and learning assessnient sirategies,
all of which refllect Jearning outcomes that are valued by local
communities and families and informed by national and state
standards, curriculun frameworks, and assessment strategies
(Fine, 1994).

Hherti thely.

sitions to teach ol sto

hieving Transformed, Unified Systems

The task is complex and it is often made more complex by the
sheer number of demands for change that districts, schools, and
teachers must address at one time. Change tasks are often different
“sizes.” Some can be understood and mastered in a relatively short
time, such as changing to a block scheduling approach in an
individual building. Many others require a sustained effort to
understand and master, in part hecause they seck to change more
fundamental ways of thinking and working in schools (Evans,
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1996). Consider the complexity of redefining the way that practitio-
ners work together to support each other’s expertise and meet the
needs of diverse learners.

To do this requires bringing together all the practitioners within a
building and to openly examine how to best organize time and
people to deliver services and supports to studenis (Lambert,
1998}. The real challenge of school renewal is changing old
assumplions and practices to reinvent schools rather than simply
making additions or corrections to existing practice (Abrams &
Gibbs, 2000). Task overload and competing demands can turn
important and fundamental changes into small, quick fixes that
ultimately change littte more than what things are called. One way
to handle the number and variely of changes required 10 engage key
stakeholders in transforming schools is io have a way to organize
efforts in meaningful ways. In response 1o the complex and
sometimes daunting tasks of improving schools, the National
Institute has developed a tool to help frame and organize the
necessary discourse and the complex and interrelated dimensions
involved with transforming schools (Bellamy, 1994; Ferguson &
Kozleski, 1999),

he Systemic Change
Framework

Svstemic reform is the process of identifying the components of a
complex system and making strategic choices about levels of
change that have a high probability of improving critical outcomes
(Banathy, 1996). Using a systemic framework to approach the
reform of the educational system helps us to remenher that
inierventions that are seemingly innocuous at one level may
produce seismic resulls at anoiher level (Bapathy, 1996). Systeni
characteristics are often invisible to ihe people involved in them,
vet they have a life and dynamic of their own (Bateson, 1972).

As a reform is underway, there are elements that both reinforce
and balance change efforis. So, for every initiative that pushes the
system in one direction, another initiative may babble up to push
the systent in the opposite direction. This principle helps to
explain why large and complex urban systems are so difficult 1o
change. Indeed, systems try to maintain equilibrium in order to
sustain what has already been created. These principles from
systems theory suggest that change in a complex social and
political system like education must be made at multiple levels,
{rom national organizations and government to individual schools,

in order to create the intended results,

Achieving an inclusive, multicultural school system requires a way
to describe the work of districts, schools, and people so that
change efforts can be organized into meaningful and effective
elements. Intuitively, we know that urban schools have many rich
and unique contextual features. In order to guide the change effort
so that urban schools are inclusive for all learners, we must provide a
framework that encourages educators, community, and family
menbers to discuss their beliefs about schools, students and learning,
varions student outcomes, and maltiple family goals but still moves
schools toward an inclusive approach to each and every student.

If districis and schools were organized around the capacity to
change, their systems would look very different than the traditional
district and school bureaucracies that have heen organized for
efficiency and stability (Louis & Miles, 1990} In a change-oriented
organization, information is made available “just in time” so
practitioners can adjust and improve based on valid information. I
is this premise that practitioners, schools, and disiricts must be
unified, change oriented, and information rich that led to the
development of the Systemic Change Framework (Bellamy, 1994;
Ferguson & Kozleski 1999). The National Institute’s Systemic
Change Framework helps to structure and network change efforts at
the district, school, and classroom levels.

¥k sfmcf ;r‘nd schooiu wera cmamzeJ arouncf th

og anr:!. sfaou tg v

The Systemic Change Framework (see Figure 1) visually represents
the varying levels of effort that combine to effect student achieve-
ment and learning. The four levels of the Framework are intercon-
nected, as represented by the perineable lines that delineate levels
and efforts. What occurs at the district level affects the school level,
which in turn affects student learning. Of course all these focal
levels are constantly affected by the agendas, policies, and practices
that emerge {rom stdte educational organizations and national
governmental activities. The district generally mediates these siate
and national efforts as they are routed to schools and classrooms.
Thus, we have designed the Framework for use ai the local level
and emphasize the relationships that most directly affect students’
learning and effort. When the efforts ai the three outer levels of the
Framework are maximized or in sync with one another, then the
result is a healthy system that can better support student learning.




Figure |

Stuclent Effort develop tools for learning. lufanis use their senses to gather,

The Framework begins with student learning since student learning process, and predict events. Toddlers’ language accelerates their

is the heart of all school effort. Learning is defined broadly to access to learning because linguistic symbols can be used to store,
include sell, social, career, and academic knowledge and compe- retrieve, and share sensory experiences. Social interactions and the
tence. Learning is a ceniral, defining function of each human being. collaborative play of preschoolers provide other key ingredients

How infants, children, youth,
and adults learn is predicated
on the approaches that they use
to process, inlerpret, and make
meaning of the world around

for learning since socially constructed knowledge expands the
potential for knowledge acquisition. As children grow into
adolescents and adulis, their learning tools multiply. Utility,
functionality, and context are at the heart of learning rather than 4
psychological construct of intelligence. While learning is develop-

them in light of their own mental, functional, and socially constructed, it also requires effort.
cultural perspectives and norms (Ogbu, 1995). The learning Effort focuses and propels learning. Knowledge, skills, and

process is developmental since information processing, interpret- dispositions that are outside of any one person’s immediate [rame
ing, and meaning making become more sophisticated as children of reference require effort to learn. In order for learning to occur,

10 BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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students must act or
expend effort. Therefore,
the inner circles of the
framework represent both
student learning and effort.

While student learning is
the school’s most important
outcome, student learning
results from individual and
group effort that is only
partially accounted for by
faciors that urban schools and disiricts can influence (Epstein,
1993; Epstein & Dauber, 1991; Wang, Haertel, & Walberg, 1993).
As a result, both must focus atleniion on providing those condi-
tions, opportunities, tasks, role models, relationships, and
information that support and nurture student learning. To do this
requires thoughtful, caring, and
reflective practice in classrooms that is
supported by building-wide systems for
professional development and resource
stewardship. The transformation and
renewal work of schools becomes more
manageable by grouping elements
together to focus efforts. The Frame-
work provides a shared reference point
for diverse members of the school
community to support collaborative effort in pursuit of common
interests. Further, since these elements describe the work of

teaching students with differences in culture, gender, language,

ability, class, and ethnicity, schools can integrate inclusive,
multicultiral educational practices with other reform goals to form
a coherent approach to renew and transform educational processes.

Professioncl Effort

While student learning is the urban schoal’s most important
outcome, measures of learning are insufficient to guide school
improvement efforts since learning results from individual studeni
effort that is only partially accounted for by school controlled
factors (Wang, Haeriel, & Walberg, 1993). How learning environ-
ments gel established and maintained rests on the skills and
creativity of teachers and other praciitioners (Darling-Hammond,
2000; Sanders & Rivers, 1996). The Systemic Change Framework
identifies five core features of this learning environment: (1)
Learning Standards, (2) Learning Assessment, (3) Teaching
Design and Practices, (4) Group Practice and Professional
Development, and (5) Family Participation in Teaching and
Learning. Where these elements are well designed and imple-
mented, students thrive and their effort to learn is optimized.

11

Similarly, practitioners thrive and are better able to innovate and
support student effort and outcomes when their organization
supports and encourages their creativity and professionalism,
Organizational support for teacher learning and innovation must
also be supported by initial educator preparation and ongoing
professional developinent opportunities that enable educators to
acquire and build accomplished capacity to address the five core
features of professional eftort.

Each of the professional effort elements is a critical feature of the
learning environment. For instance, learning standards and
learning assessment are essential for identifying what must be
taught. Learning assessment helps teachers understand the
knowledge and skills of each student while defining goals for
learning. Assessment represents a complex set of concepts and
activities since it occurs both to inform instruction and to measure
the outcomes of the same event, How assessment occurs and the
degree of authenticity with which it is conducted is its own field of
study. Learning standards are critical to the learning environment
and support student effort in providing students with the knowledge
of “what it is
we need to
know and he
able to do” in
this classroom
and school.
Assessment
practices need
to be
complemented
by teaching
design and
practices that
also honor
and address
each student’s
particular learning. Thematic, integrated curriculum units that
flexibly accommodate students’ multiple intelligences, incorporate
cooperative learning practices, and offer flexible tasks and products
all provide strategies lor planning and teaching in inclusive ways
(Gardner, 1999).

As 0 1992, 50 of the largest 99 school disiricts in the US had over a
50 percent enroliment of “minority” siudents (Ballou, 1996). By
1995, 35 percemt of all students enrolled in grades 1-12 in public




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

schools were
considered to be part
of a “minority” group,
an increase of 11
percent from 1976. At
the same time that the number of students of color, students who
speak languages other than English, and students who live in
poverty has increased, the nation’s teachers have become more
monolithic, monocultural, and monolingual: the percentages of
white teachers grew from 88 percent in 1971 to 90.7 percent in
1996, while the number of African American teachers decreased
from 8.1 percent to 7.3 percent .

Many of these teachers tend to view diversity of student back-
grounds as a problem rather than as a resource that enriches
teaching and learning. Such attitudes manifest themselves in low
expectations that then get expressed in watered down and
fragmented curriculum for students of diverse race, culture, and
socio-economic backgrounds (Nieto, 1992; Oalses, 1985). Because
many eachers understand student diversity from a “cultural deficit”
or a “cultural deprivation” (Jensen, 1969) perspective, they
atiribute urban students’ low academic achievement to the students’
lack of ability, culture, and motivation to learn (Banks, 2001;
Herrnstein & Murray, 1994; Delpit, 1995). Students who have
diverse racial, ethnic, and socio-cultural histories may also put 2
strain on arban teachers who are often from different backgrounds
than their students. The problems that urban students bring to
school may also overwhelm urban teachers, therefore, making it
more difficult for them to successfully engage with pedagogical
issues. Adding to.urban students concerns, teachers seldom .
attribute low scores to teachers’ performance in the classroom
(Rego & Nieto, 2000), and, therefore, many educators continue to
seek the single approach to “good teaching” that will improve all
students’ achievement (Haberman, 1991). Yet, these teachers must
organize pedagogies that will engage and connect the classroom to
the urban student’s individual experiences.
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whether unbe shurban, oonune :
ideritifging spe acific aducator ,Jmchces. also high-
ghts thereed for Gollaboration czmo*xg cmd be v\éeer

enem! ant pe il ee‘*u\.a’rom

The literature on effective and inclusive schools — whether urban,
suburban, or rural - in addition lo identifying specific educator
practices, also highlights the need for collaboration among and
between general and special educators. Indeed, group practice is
the hallmark of inclusive schools. Educators must be able to
communicate using the same language and collaborate across their
traditional role and cultural boundaries. Given limited preparaion
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for group practice during initial teacher education programs, the
limited shared experiences across school professional roles, and
the range of new skills that are required to teach an increasingly
diverse group of students, school professionals need support,
training, and coaching in order to implement high quality,
inclusionary practices effectively. Yet, school professionals are
caught in a double bind. With declining resource allocation for
professional development and increasing teacher/student ratios,
educators are too often being asked to change without support.

Helping urban schools meet the needs of more and more students
and families requires not standardization of procedures, but a
depth of repertoire that permnits adaptations tw be made in response
to student differences and needs (Lareau & Shumar, 1996). This
accommodation requires
expertise in assessment,
creating opportunilies to
practice emerging skills,
providing assisiance, feedback,
and organizing classrooms to
maximize {ime spent in learning. Special educalors have used ihese
skills for many years in setiings with very low pupil-to-teacher
ratios. General educators have skills in managing large groups of
students, subject matter expertise, group assessment strategies, and
the ability to provide multiple levels of instruction.

Teaching multiculturally also requires skills and knowledge about
language, literacy, and cultural experiences that are so well
represented by teachers who come from bilingual, English as a
Second Language and multicultural teacher preparation, or
professional development backgrounds (Nieto, 1996). These
teachers have a rich knowledge of how language development and
literacy evolve within learning environments that support the
experiences and abilities that students bring with them. Putting the
knowledge base and skills of these varying traditions together will
enhance the education for all learners and create a new “hybrid”
educator that benefits from the best of all traditions.

One important aspect of group practice is the inclusion of parents
and other {amily members. (Epstein, 1995; Epstein & Dauber,
1991; Harry, 1992). Urban schools need families not only to
support school efforts
outside of school, but more
importantly, to contribute to
the ongoing mission and
operations of ile school
(Fine, 1994). For example,
parent’s often are the best
source of learning data;
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around the neighborhood, teachers can be more assured about the
meaningfulness and durability of what their students have learned.
‘feachers and school administrators are beginning to make their
schools accessible to family and community members in new and
innovative ways that extend far beyond the cupcake-bearing
classroom parents and PTA members of the past. Family participa-
tion takes on new meaning in restructured inclusive schools.

Parents and cominunity members now serve on building or
instructional leadership teams. They contribute to the school’s
instruction, public relations, and ongoing operations by offering
their talents and resources. Schools are also opening (heir doors
after school 5o thal family and community members can use the
school bhuilding and resources to continue their own learning
through adult courses, access io fiiness activities, and another
communily meeting place. Finally, some comprehensive inclusive
schools bring together a variety of other services and resources,
providing “one-siop-shopping™ for families whom need and use a
range of community services (Abrams & Gibbs, 2000).

School Organizational Effort

While the core features of the learning environment are most
directly linked to student performance, the school organization is
most directly linked to professional effort. That is, teachers and

other school personnel are able to engage in sustained, thoughtful,
continually improving, and reflective practice if the school
organization creates 4 milien or environment that supports
professional practice (Beyer, 1996). In recent years, many urban
school districts have implemented forms of school-based, shared
decision-making in their efforts to restructure schools (Bondy,
1993). The traditional bureaucratic, rational, authoritative
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leadership approach has been challenged and, as a result, many of
today’s successful schools are based upon shared inquirvand
decision-making. Such schools are moving towards a collective~as
opposed to an individual-practice of governance, teaching, and
learning. These collective practices describe the concept of learning
organizations or - AR
comiunities (Joyce,
Murphy, Showers, &
Murphy, 1989). Six
essential features of
the school organiza-
tion support profes-
sional effort: (1)
Governance and
Leadership, (2)
Culture of Change
and Improvement, (3) Physical Environment and Facilities, (4)
Structure and Use of Time, (5) Resource Development and
Allocation, and (6) School/Comununity Relationships.

The school organization, stafl, policies, structure, and resources
are the school, as most directly experienced by teachers and other
staff. By determining the staff’s responsibilities, interactions with
each other, and continued development, the organization influences
the amount of effort that educators are able to focus on their work.
Many urban schools lack the supports that are needed for teachers
to make changes in their work. An important focus of the National
Institute’s support of school reform efforts has been to help schools
organize leadership teams that include school professionals, school
board members, family members, students, and administrators.

One way to help urban schools manage the conplexity of change
and improvement is to form and sustain leadership teams that
represent the diversity of voices in a building. We find that
leadership for change must reside within the collective vision of a
learning community rather than within an individual such as a
principal (Elmore, 1999-2000).

Most of the conventional wisdom in school leadership research
places greal emphasis on the role of the principal. In our experi-
ence, reform and renewal built on individual leadership is difficult
10 sustain or to scale up because of the mobility of people in such
roles. The challenges of changing leadership are even more critical
in urban settings where ali school personnel seem to move to new
schools and districts at @ higher rate than is typical in suburban or
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rural districts. Further, as Miller (1996) points out, where vision
and drive rests with a leader, only about 25 percent of the commu-
nity typically mobilizes to carry out the agenda. The work of urban
school reform is too complex and must contend with so much
inertia that leadership must be shared.

If you accept that the most challenging students require the
combined expertise of many individuals including administrators,
teachers, mental health personnel, community advocates, and
students themselves, then it makes sense to create steuctures that
bring this collective resource together. The use of building-level
leadership teams for governance and leadership creates the
opportunity for shared decision-making resulting in two important
benefits for students with disabilities, as well as lor many oiher
students in urban schools who require additional learning supports
at sone time or another in their school careers. First, students
benefit from the increased use of diverse instructional procedures
in general education classrooms. Second, special educators and
related service providers are involved in general educaiion
curriculum decisions and classroom instruction.

A Building Leadership
Team (BLT) orchestrates
the work of families,
school professionals,
administrators, and
students engaged in the
school improvement
process (Lambert, 1998).
- Sometimes these teams.
have other names, but
regardless of the exact title, Building Leadership Teams work
together to review practices that work, identify areas that may need
improvement, and plan for progress, achievement, and risk. The
synergy of team leadership facilitates rapid and sustained change.
Leadership teams provide the needed context for shared decision-
making and create a climate of continnous school improvement.
These teams may already exist in buildings as site-based manage-
ment teans, site councils, instructional leadership tearus, account-
ability cadres, or school improvement teams. These teams are
important facilitators of another feature of professional effort: a
culture of change and improvement.

In a speech at an American Educational Research Association
Annual Meeting, Richard Elmore (1996) highlighted the impor-
tance of ongoing public conversations in schools and among
practitioners about how they intend to improve their practice. A
school must provide the intellectual and emotional climate to
support sustained improvement of practice. Teachers and other
practitioners must use the information that students provide about
their learning progress to inform curriculum and teaching
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decisions. The purposeful improvement of practice must be
supported by collective dialogue about practice (Lieberman, Sasl, &
Miles 1988; Lieberman 1994; Lieherman & Miller, 1991; Cochran-
Smith & Lytle, 1993). Such conversation is absent in many urban
schools. But without a collective sense of responsibility for student
learning, urban ieachers are left to their own resources for making
complex decisions about how to support learning for an increas-
ingly diverse student population.

There are
many urban
schools where
the staff and
faculty
understand the
urgency 10
reinvent their roles and redefine their craft. Yet, the way that tine is
structured and used prevents the planning and collaborative work
necessary (o achieve sustained change (Louis & Miles, 1990).
Without time during the work day to meet, discuss, and challenge
one another’s ideas and activities, it is difficult to imagine many
educators achieving the quality of dialogue and inquiry that Elmore
suggests is necessary for sustained, whole school improvement.
Some schools have managed to create more time for professional
interaction by thoughtful scheduling of physical education, the fine
arts, and academic blocks of time, for example. Others reorganize the
week in order to release students early one day each week. Still others
are generating other creative ways to create time for group practice.

Physical environment and facilities is another.essential compo-
nent of the urban educational experience. In addition to maintain-
ing school buildings that meet contemporary fire and health
standards, school buildings need to be architecturally accessible to
all students. Further, students’ learning preferences can be
supported through the way that space and time are used in

classrooms. Materials storage and access should fit the instruc-
tional goals and independence levels of the students. The noise,
temperature, and paint color in a room can contribute to or
distract from learning just as the sheer numbers of students in a
space can enhance or detract from learning. Furniture and seating
arrangements can also support or detract from learning, For
instance, in kindergarten and first grade, the physical cues provided
by carpet squares or chairs help students o monitor and regulate
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their movement. Furniture can be an important asset in learning. if
a child’s feet cannot reach the floor, the child is much more likely
1o squirm, get out of seat often, or be distracted by the discomfort.
Students with some kind of physical and mobility impairments also
need their chairs and desks to be thoughtfully selected and placed -
in the room. By using space and equipment thoughtfully, school
professionals can also reduce the amount of talking they do to
manage the group and so increase the time students spend learning
the explicit curriculum. In many urban schools, teachers, building
administrators, and staff do not have access to choice in materials,
desks, and chairs that their students use, so that organizing the
physical tayout of the class to match the kind of teaching and
learning needed is difficult to imagine. Yet, this feature of school eflort
can make a significant difference in learning outcomes for students.

The reality is that many urban schools are in extremely poor
condition. So much so, that in the fall of 1998, the District of
Columbia Public Schools could not open several of their schools
because they were unsafe to be in. The problems range from
e dilapidated and poorly maintained physical
[acilities to the need for careful monitoring
of hallways and entrances and exits to
prevent intruders and weapous from
entering buildings. In some urban systems,
the administration has made a concerted
attempt to refurbish school buildings,
insisting on ensuring that ashestos removal
is completed, broken windows are repaired immediately, paint is
available to keep the insides and outsides of buildings free of

.. graffiti, and that the basic-physical plant is kept in good repair. - .

These efforts are critical and visible symbols that the system cares
about and is responsive to its children and its teachers. The costs of
maintaining older facilities, planning for ongoing renovation, and
creating access to the Internet and other forms of digital communi-
cation are staggering in many of our nation’s urban school systems.
Yet, without significant investment in physical facilities, it will be
difficult for schools, facnlties, and their local community supporters
to provide access to the same quality education that students in
more affluent, suburban communities experience.

Resource development
and allocation are
difficult to reapportion
when most schools
receive 4 fixed allocation
of teachers with a very
limiied activiiies and/or
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supplies budget. Urban school face greater challenges than many
other disiricts in this regard perhaps because of their size.
Economies of scale simply provide no advantage to urban districts
and, thus, size becomes perhaps the biggest challenge. Urban
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districts also suffer some lack of flexibility in managing fiscal
resources hoth because of the source of some of the funding and
unique problems such as the hiring and retention of teachers
and substitute teachers. Yet, using these resources well can
enhance the motivation and effort that teachers bring to their work.

For instance, while the number of faculty and staff assigned to a
building may be fixed, there can be fewer constraints imposed on
how the staff is organized to teach. Some schools have rethought
the traditional class approach where students are assigned to a
teacher or set of teachers based on equa.hzmg the number of
siudents across teachers.
Instead, some schools
have begun to look at
flexible class sizes based
on team approaches.
Thus, a team of teachers
responsible for a particular curricular standard or subject can
think about how they might increase and decrease class size based
on the teaching activity and learning outcome. So, a lesson on
sentence construction may require only one teacher with 40
students sharing 15 computers while feedback on a term paper may
require more one-on-one or very small group discussions. If two
teachers with 50 students between them organize as a team they
may be able to accomplish both tusks well and with better
ouicomes for the students.

In a transformed, inclusive urban school, then, learning and other
educational supports are organized to meet the needs of all
students rather than historical conventions or the way the rooms
are arranged in the huilding. Creative reallocation of even limited
resources and innovative re-organization of teachers into partner-
ships and teams offer ways to hreak old molds and create the
flexibilities needed to focus on stadent learning and achievement.
Previously separaie “programs,” like special education, Title I, or
bilingual education, come together to form a new educational
system that delivers necessary additional supports and instruction
in the same spaces to diverse groups of students. The new system
anchors both organizaiional and professional effori in student
content, performance, and skill standards that are owned by local
communities and families while informed by national and state
standards, curriculum frameworks, and effective assessment strategies.
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Close school/community refationships are at the heart of
successful, comprehensive, and inclusive urban schools. To educate
all students successfully, accommodate the unique educational
needs of each child, and
welcome families’
participation in their
children’s education, the
school must invite broad
participation from
families, local religious
organizations, advocacy groups, local businesses, and governmen.
Education is at the core of all vital communities. Given the
challenges and risks faced hy both schools and families in most
urban communities, there is even greater urgency for forging and
sustaining strong school — community linkages (Haynes & Comer,
1996). The sheer size of many urban challenges requires carefully
orchestrated initiatives across commurnity agencies, schools, and
neighborhood organizaiions. Any one group working alone may fail
to make much progress and some problems may remain anre-
solved, but working together ofien generates the shared vision,
needed synergy, and praciical strategies that can succeed in
improving the conditions and outcomes for both students and their
families and neighbors.

Parents, family, and community members also directly contribute to
the work of schools. Parents and families bring an understanding of
the broader community and social development needs and
sirengths of children to the learning environment that can inform
school planning and influence curriculum, instruction, and

- -assessment. Strong linkages-with families-can help school person-
nel more sensitively honor and incorporate different cultural and

linguistic perspectives, values, and practices into the life and
learning of the school community (Harry, 1992). One of the serious
issues facing urban schools is the mismatch between the diversity
protile of the students and that of the teachers. A disproportionate
percentage of urban school personnel are white Americans while
the student population reflects a much more diverse cultural and
ethnic mix (Hilliard, 1994). Further, teacher preparation programs
may not have adequately prepared urban teachers to understand
and teach to such mullicultural and diverse groups (Cochran-
Smith, 1995; Hollins, 1996; Lision & Zeichner, 1996). Wiikout
close linkages with families, neighborhood organizations, and other
community organizations like churches and grass roois advocacy
groups, teachers have little opportunity to acquire this learning.
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Urban families also benefit directly from being meaningfully
involved. Both Education Developnient Center, Inc. (EDC) and its
ATLAS Communities’ parmer, the School Development Program
(SDP) at Yale University, have documented many cases in which
parent volunteers who had dropped out of school were motivated,
encouraged, and supported to return to school (Comer, Ben-Avie,
Haynes, & Joyner, 1999). Some obtained their high school
equivalency diploma, and some continued on to college. Drawing
upon the work of Epstein, Comer, and others, we know that parents
can be involved in a great many ways: as teachers, learners,
advocates, decision makers, volunteers, outreach workers, and
ambassadors to the community-at-targe (Harry, 1992; Haynes &
Comer, 1996; Epstein, 1995). While ihe vast majority of school staff
and parents are willing, even eager, to increase parental parlicipa-
tion in the schools, often they don't know how to do so. It is
especially important that parents from every socioeconomic, racial
and ethnic, and culiural group be involved and empowered to
participate and contribuie meaningfully. All too often, these groups
are underrepresenied in parent programs for a variety of reasons,
including;

L. Differences in language, culture, and socioeconormnic
status that serve as both real and perceived barriers to
involvement;

2. Employment constrainis, childcare constraints, and/or
transportation barriers that make participation
particularly challenging;

3. The use of educational jargon and complex language
that distances parents, including those with limited
. -literacy skills; and - - .

4. Frequent moves that 1mpule the duelopmenl of lonO-
term, trusting refationships.

Research suggests that schools can overcome these barriers by:
1. Assessing parental interests and needs and engaging
families in planning opportunities for participation;

. Hiring parent coordinators, using parents to reach other

parents, and providing parent centers at the school;

3. Translating printed materials into the parents’ first
language and having interpreters available, as needed,
to ensure communication and participation at
meetings;

4. Accommodating parents’ work schedules as iuch as
possible, providing childcare arrangements and
iransportation, and/or bringing the school inio the
community; and

5. Giving parenis a valued, equal voice, creating a climate
of openness and respect, and providing opportunities
for full pariicipation.

387
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As more and more urban schools move to decentralized models of
leadership, the focus of decision-making authority shifts to the
building and local school community. Unified educational systems
employ human and other resources to provide a range of services
in a range of settings to students with different educational needs.
“Full service™ or “community schools” can bring together multiple
service agencies, such as health and mental health, social services,
and when necessary, juvenile justice, to meet the needs of all
students and their families (Tine, 1994). Schools can also become
community centers and resources in other ways such as, offering
evening English classes for community members who speak other
languages or providing space for health and fitness classes. Schools
can even become the location for community celebrations and
meetings for neighborhiood planning and advocacy activities
(Anyon, 1997). Developing a core mission, identifying school
community needs, determining resource utilization, monitoring -
progress towards learning standards, and planning for improve-
ment efforts are all variables that require comprehensive input and
shared decision-maliing by the array of individuals who will be
affected both directly and indirectly.

District Eifort & Support:

The last level of effort included in the Framework involves the
capacities and supports available to schools from central district
administration policies and practices. Urban schools need the
support and leadership that 2 district administration can provide.
The degree to which district supports and networks meet the needs
of schools affects the degree of effort that schools can expend to

17

improve. Of course, central district administration work within an
even broader set of constraints and opportunities that emerges
from state education agencies and federal law, policies, and
regulations. It becomes the responsibility of a district administra-
tion to understand and mediate the requirements and opportunities
from states and governments to support local district efforts o
accomplish the outcomes we've discussed s0 far.

Managing the state and federal context can be challenging for
disirict administrations. Often state and federal policies contlict,
especially in times of change. In addiiion, people may not under-
siand or narrowly interpret policy and, as a resull, blame either
siate or federal policies as a rationale for lack of ransformative
action. For example, districts and states may be trying to move away
from identifying and sorting students by categorical programs while
federal regulations continue to require reporting by label. State
teacher licensing requirements can conflict with efforts to move
schools toward more group practice among teachers and more
inclusive grouping and teaching of students. Sometimes, state and
federal regulations can limit a district's flexibility in a variety of
ways, including using fiscal and other resources creatively to
support school and professional effort. Our focus in the Systemic .. .
Change Framework is on schools and their efforts to improve,
though we appreciate the importance of the mediating role districts
have to manage state and federal opportunities and constraints that
can affect schools’ efforts to improve.

The role of the urban district, then, in supporting the work of
schools, teachers, and students is complex. As systems get larger,
layers of management and hureaucracy can mask the districts’ role
in supporling student learning. The task of educating students with
disabilities provides an excellent example of the diverse ways that
bureaucracies address this responsibility. In New York City, the
public schools serve over 100,000 siudents with disabilities. Many
of these siudents are in special schools and classrooms removed
from opportunities for social and intellectual discourse with their
peers who have no ability labels. In Boston, over 13,950 students
receive special education services while District of Columbia and
Denver each serve over 7,000 students in special education. In
Chicago, 79 percent of their 424,454 students are [rom low-income
{amilies and over 20,000 children receive special education
services. These numbers are larger than the total number of
students in many of our suburban and rurat school systems. In one
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city district, a system of center-based programs means that students
with severe disabilities are clustered in some schools in dispropor-
tionate numbers, while in other schools only those students with
mild to moderate disabilities are present and served. Other urban

districts have more integrated approaches to supporting learnin
: f 3

for students with disabilities.

Such varied approaches to providing special education services
create a set of expectations and skill seis on the part of profession-
als that are difficult to change, Practitioners and schools cannot
meet the needs of all students it many of those students, by district
policy, are not in their local schools. Nor can they be expected to
eagerly accept studenis who are challenging to teach if they have
not had the opportunity to learn the skills and develop a practice
perspective that assumes that alf students will be present and
involved in the curriculum. This final section esplores somne of the
intended and unintended consequences of the structures that urban
disiricts create that, in turn, impact the capacity of schools and
practitioners to renew and improve their worl with studenis.

Scarcity of resources, resistance to change, inflexibility of systems,
regulatory compliance, and broader societal problems all have a
serious impact on the ability of school systems io meet the needs of
all its students. The district organizational structure has specific
roles and tasks that it can, and must, accomplish far more readily
than individual schools. Certainly, the school board and central
administration have the responsibility for ensuring that students and
families receive consistently high quality educational services
regardless of the particular school any individual student attends.
Further, the school board,. as representatives of.the local.commu-
nity, has the responsibility for ensuring that each school reflects
local values and beliefs. But as we have said, local perspectives play
out within the parameters imposed by state and federal educational
policies, laws, and regulations. It is the ongoing implementation of
these various agendas that a central administration can carry out
while schools and teachers focus on meeting the daily needs of
their students and families. The Systentic Change Framework
organizes the work of districts around seven iasks: (1) distric/
commumity parinerships, (2) a culture of renewal and improve-
ment, (3) systemic infrastructure, (4 ) resource development and
allocation, (5) organizational support, (6) inquiry en schools and
schooling, und (7) student services.

District/Cornmunity Partnership. Poverty and its atendant
consequences are especially pronounced in our nation’s urban
centers. Data from the Office of Civil Rights indicate that 30 percent
of all inner-city students live in poverty, compared to 18 percent of
students in non-urban areas. Urban areas also have special risk
factors such as violence, neglect, child abuse, subsiance abuse,
poor nutrition, sexually transmitted diseases, and high rates of
adolescent pregnancy and childbearing. ‘In most urbun areas,

almost half of the children who are involved in special education
{or who have disabilities and remain unidentified) are also involved
in the child welfare systemns, have case workers because of abuse
and/or neglect, are in foster care or residential placement, and/or
are involved in the juvenile justice system. Children and youth who
live with violence, abuse, and neglect on a daily basis are more
likely to adopt patterns of violence themselves as a function of such
repeated exposure. All of these children are at high risk for being
jailed, placed in juvenile justice pragrams, out-of-state residential
programs, and other restrictive environments because communities
and schools lack the capacity and skill to provide an appropriate
array of services, In reviewing the cases of three to four children a
week, one caseworker commented that many of these sanie
children have lived in 8 to 10 different places a year. The work of
schooling and learning is severely compromised in the face of such
a lack of basic physical and psychological safety and security.

These urban environmental risks frequently result in high numbers
of students identified as needing special education. Many of these
urban vouth with disabilities are poor as well. Any one of the
contributing factors outlined here would place these students at
high risk for future educational failure. The frequent combination
of several of these faciors places an almosi impenetrable barrier
between many urban children/vouth and success. For example,

some studies suggest that as maay as one-half of stdents identified
as having emotional/behavioral disabilities are victims of physical
or sexual abuse. A substantial portion of them has grown up in
[amnilies involved in alcohol and substance abuse. Nearly 50 percent
are [rorn poor, often single-parent homes. The muliiple and
cumulative needs of poor children with disabilities in the nation’s
urban areas preseni tremendous challenges. The work of school
districts is {oo complex and iouches too many of the needs of
students and families to make it a solitary enterprise.

For many of the same reasons individual schools need to partner
with families and communities, districts need to partner with their
local judicial, social, recreational, health, and government agencies
to ensure that students are able to attend school ready to learn. In
addition, they need to reach out to local advocacy agencies and
neighborhood organizations to ensure that they are meeting the
needs of diverse populations. Often, advocacy organizations can
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help to surface the issues and concerns that a particular faction of
the community may have with the school systemn. Developing and
managing local public education campaigns that provide ongoing
education for the larger public 1o learn about and become involved

as supporters and participants in public education.

Partnerships for initial and continuing teacher development.
Many governmental, regulatory, and professional educational
organizations are currently strong proponents of pre-service and
professional development approaches that link the mission and
goals of school districts and schools of education in sustainable and
productive partnerships. Indeed, the work of Linda Darling-
Hamnmond and many others support substantive resourcing of
teacher preparation and professional development as the linchpin
for beiter and more durable educational outcomes for all students
(Darling-Hammond, 1998).

Well-educated and supported ieachers have always been the
backbone of school reform. Yet, all too often our previous
educaiional reforms have under invested in teachers (Darling-
Haunmond, 1998). Achieving teacher effectiveness, whether in
general or special education, ultimately requires atiention to more
than the technical and
content mastery so
familiar to felds of
education. There must
e E - y -~ also be a broadened
LS RS SN - definition of teacher

* roles that includes
multi-theoretical fluency, creative problem finding and solving,
reflective and inquiry-based teaching, seff-management, and
ongoing professional growth. The dynamic nature of this process
suggests that the traditional division of teacher education into
preservice and inservice components is no longer viable, if it ever
was. As John Goodlad asks, “What comes first, good schools or
good teacher education programs? The answer is that both must
come together” (Goodlad, 1994).

Parinerships hetween universities and urban school districts are
important strategies [or the simultaneous renewal of both organiza-
tions {Goodlad, 1994). The arenas of activity within such partner-
ships address four interrelated and critical goals that (1) substan-
tively support access to and equity in what all students learn
(exemplary education), (2) learning for new educators, and (3)
learning for experienced educaiors (teacher preparation and
professional development), and (4) new knowledge about teaching
and learning (research/inguiry) (Clark, 1994). Some of the
activities that can emerge from school/university partnerships
include:
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1. Services to students, such as mentoring programs,
internships, informal education programs, recreational
programs, after school programs, wtoring, career
education and apprenticeship programs, dropout
prevention programs, and medical and social services;
Services to educators, such as opportunities for
professional development, pre-service programs,
school/university partnerships, joint curriculum
projects, volunteers, the development of cornmunity
and school service projects, and participation in the
evaluation of student performance; and
3. Services lo schools, in the form of participation on
school improvement teams, support for district and
school management, as well as direct resources and
granis lor special projects.

o

Culture of Renewal and Iinprovement. Through professional
development schools, the research values of teacher educators are
combined with the primary concern of schools to find solutions to
practical problems. Anderson, Herr, and Nihlen (1994) note that
“practitioner {action) research” is done within an action-oriented
setting in which reflection on action is the driving force of the
research. Action research helps educators work together on
problems pertaining to their own practice, a.process that Goodlad -
(1984) found absent in his observations of 1,016 classrooms.
Through action research, university personnel can collaborate with
school and district personnel to address difficult problems of
practice in educating K-12 students, including problems related to
the learning of students with disabilities, and how teacher prepara-
tion and professional development support such learning. Several
assumptions undergird the creation of a climate for action
research:

1. The school, district, and university play imporiant roles
it creating a context that encourages educators (o
approach teaching as innovation.

2. All educators—professors, teacher candidates,
ieachers, and school and district administrators—
share responsibility for creating knowledge.

3. Knowledge produced through action research aims to

wansform practice.

School and district personnel, as well as universily

personnel, must commit to explore new roles and

responsibilities as they collaborate to engage in action
research.

:.‘.\
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This focus on practitioner-based inquiry is one example of a
district-led strategy that signals to the entire organization that
renewal and improvement are expected and necessary aspects of a
professional organization. fo move successtully in this direction,
the district needs an
overall, explicitly stated,
professional develop-
ment approach that de-
emphasizes training and
emphasizes research
and inquiry. Further,
central administration
needs lo be organized in
such a way that data
colleciion and analysis is coordinated and supporied so ihat
practitioners and building leadership teans can access information
that is “just in iime” for their decision-making and school
improvement goal setiing, Further, accountability data are just one
type of data schools need. Schools also need systems of ongoing
data collection about fanilies, the lives of ikeir students, and the
learning progress that studenis make so that they can respond to
the changing needs of their constituencies. This is a key component
of building a culture across the district that values and vewards
inquiry, innovation, and improvement.

Systemic Infrastructure & Organizational Support. The functions
of central administration must be organized in such a way that
efficiency and individualization are accommodated. In many cases,
the systemic infrastructure of districts is rigid and lacks the

-capacity to.personalize and. reallocate resources where they.are .

needed. Yet, there are many functions that need 1o be addressed on
daily, weekly, monthly, or yearly cycles that are far better organized
and managed at 2 central level. For instance, teacher recruitment
strategies need to be developed and managed at the central
administration level. These strategies must involve expanding the
number and the diversity of middle and high school students who
choose ieaching as a career, marketing a teaching career to
professionals who are looking to change careers, and working
within local district/university partnerships to prepare teachers
effectively in the field. It makes little sense for individual schools to
create their own processes for doing this work. In this case, since
ihe need for teachers exists throughout a district, centralizing the
fanction is appropriate.

On the other hand, professional development sirategies must be
closely linked to the individual needs of schools. Some districi
schools may need to expand their faculty expertise in teaching
math, while other schools may need to look at the professional
development needs of high school core content teachers around
personalized instruction. Individual course offerings may not build
the capacity of the schools to improve their performance in these
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partictlar ways. But, school-based professional development
inquiry groups may build capacity. Districts that have more than one
school at the preschool, elementary, and secondary levels can share
expertise across buildings. Hence, a systemic infrastructure for
professional development is appropriate. But, the infrastructure
design needs to focus on meeting the needs of the customers, in this
case, the buildings.

‘Technology can play a valuable role in linking teachers in discus-
sion groups, in creating access to units of study, in tracking student
performance across grades, and communicating changes in school
and district-level policies. Technology investment is a systemic
infrastructure issue but it cannot be developed apart from the input
of the individuals who are expected to use it. There are many
functions of schools thai can make more efficient use of people and
financial resources by organizing them at a central level, such as
curriculum, transportation, food services, building maintenance,
and telecommunications. The developmeni and administration of
these services must be accomplished by keeping the user (in this
case, the schools and their constituencies, students, faculty and
families) at the center of an iterative process of needs assessmen,
design, implementation, feedback, and redesign.

Student Services. Schools provide a variety of support services to
students and families that involve practitioners other than teachers.
Many schools use the services of nurses, counselors, school
psychologists, reading teachers, special educators, and other
specialists. Typically, the budgets that support these functions are
managed at the district level. Schools are given a certain number of
hours or days per week that they have such specialists availableto . ..
them. Frequenty, the funding that supports these positions comes,
not from the general fund, but from federal or state flow through
dollars that are targeted for a particular service. Large bureaucra-
cies are created to manage the compliance details that accompany
the nse of this funding. Hence, a centralized bureaucracy is created

lo equitably distribute the funding and to ensure that personnel
hired to perform these functions are not co-opted at the building
level to perform typical insiructional functions. Further complicat-
ing the picture is that the professionals themselves who are hired to
perform these specialized student services need ongoing profes-
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sional development and a professional community that values and
supports their work. Many practitioners, who fulfill specialized
roles within buildings and are often the only individual in their role
in the buildings where they work, experience isolation. One of the
roles that student services plays is to create this professional
community across the district.

Unfortunately, student services divisions are often organized by
specializations so that special education, nursing, and school
psychology may each develop their own bureaucracies in spite of
the fact that the prolessionals fulfilling these roles may be expected
to work togeiher in multi-disciplinary teans, and lrave enough
knowledge of each other’s disciplines to address student needs
collaboratively. More and more, district-level administrative
siructures are moving to multi-disciplinary department structures
that focus effort on either articulation areas, such as elementary,
middle, and senior high school feeder patterns or on preschool,
elementary, middle, and high school groups that focus on meeting
the needs of the buildings. These newer versions of the central
adminisirative bureaucracies are designed to mirror the functions
that are performed in the field.

To build the capacity and sustainability of high quality education in
our urban schools requires the following:

1. A deep understanding of the social, political, and
learning issues that urban schools face;

2. Leadership to support strong, building organizations that
have the capacity to innovate and flex to meet the needs
of students and families;

3..Avital professional development support.structure. that .
builds capacity through action research and profes-
sional development schools;

4. Unified systems of supports that link education, health,
and social services;

5. Efficient, rapid, and user friendly information systems
that support genuine school improvement processes,

6. Afocus on culturally responsive ways of knowing and
learning;

7. Active networks that focus work on urban constituen-
cies;

8. Partnerships among existing urhan reform efforts;

9. Collaborative and cooperative processes that support
families and communities in the design and operation
of schools; and

10. An ability to influence policy makers in local and state
governtnent.
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ammary

In spite of the best efforts of educational policy analysts, local, stase,
and federal legislation, researchers, and practitioners, the results of
public schooling in the United States remains unsatisfactory on a
variety of counts. This remains true particularly in our largest and
most complex school systems. The limited impact of much school
reform has led to a more systemic approach to educational reform.
A systems perspective examines the whole organization and the
interrelationships between its component parts. The systems
approach to change, renewal, and innovation is helpful, not only as
we think about the national picture, but as we confront the everyday
challenges of our work. The Systemic Change Framework provides
an approach to thinking about the work of practitioners, schools,
and school district that can help reformers and change agenis think
about the benefits and counterbalances to innovations and
improvemenis they propose.




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

eferences

Abrams, L., & Gibbs, J. (2000). Planning for school change:
School-cormmunity collaboration in a full service elementary
school. Urban Education, 33, 79-103.

Anyon, §. (2001). Inner cities, affluent suburbs, and unequal
educational opportunity. 1n J. A. Banks & C. A. M. Banks (Eds.),
Multicultural Education: Issues and Perspectives (4th ed.). New
York, NY: John Wiley & Sons, Inc.

Anyon, J. (1997). Ghetto schooling: A political economy of
urban educational reform. New York, NY: Teachers College Press.

Artiles, A. J. (1998). The dilemma of difference: Enriching
the disproportionality discourse with theory and context. The
Journal of Special Education, 32, 3236.

Artiles, A. J., & Trent, S, C. (1994). Overrepresentation of
minority students in special education: A continuing debate. The
Journal of Special Education, 27, 410-437.

Artiles, A. ], Trent, §. C., Hoffman-Kipp, P, Lopez-Torres, 1.
(2000). Sociocultural perspectives in special education, Part 2;
From individual acquisition to cultural-historical praciices in
multicultural teacher education. Remedial and Special Education,
21, 79-82.

Astuto, TA., Clark, D., Read, A., & McGree, K. (1994).
Roots of reform: Challenging the assumptions that control
change in education. Bloomington, IN: Phi Delta Kappa
Educational Foundaiion.

Ballou, D. (1996). The condition of urban school finance:
Efficient resource allocation in urban schools. In National Center
for Education Statistics: Selected papers in school finance.

- Washingion, D.C.: National Center for Education Statistics.

Banathy, B. 1. (1996). Designing social systems in a
changing world. New York, NY: Plenum Press. '

Banks, J. A. (2001). Multicultural education: Characteristics
and goals. In J. A Banks & C. A. M. Banks (Eds.), Multicultural
Education: Issues and Perspectives (4th ed.). New York, NY: John
Wiley & Sons, Inc.

Bateson, G. (1972). Steps to an ecology of mind: Collecied
essays in anthropology, psychiatry, evolution, and epistemology.
San Francisco, CA: Chandler Pub. Co.

Bellamy, G. T. (1994). The whole-school [ramework.
Unpublished manuscript. Denver, CO: University of Colorado at
Denver.

Berres, M., Ferguson, D. L., Knoblock, D., & Woods, ¢.
(1996). Creating tomorrow's schools today: Stories of inclusion,
change and renewal. New York, NY: Teachers College Press.

Beyer, L. E. (1996). Introduction: The meanings of critical
teacher preparation. In Landon E. Beyer (Ed.), Creating demo-
cratic classrooms: The struggle to integrate theory & practice,
(pp. 1-26). New York, NY: Teachers College Press. Paper presented
at the Florida Conference on Reflective Inquiry.

Bondy, E. (1995). Fredericks Middle School and the
dynamics of school reform (pp. 43-63). n A. Lieberman (Ed.), The

no

work of restructuring schools: Building from the ground up.
New York, NY: Teachers College Press.

Briscoe, D. B. (1991). Designing for diversity in school success:
Capitatizing on culmre. Preventing School Failure, 36, 13-18.

Brown, A. L., & Campione, J. C. (1998). Designing a
community of young learners: Theoretical and practical lessons. In
N. M. Lambert & B. L. McCombs (Eds.), How students learn:
Reforming schools through learner-centered education, {pp 153-
186). Washington, DC: American Psychological Association,

Clark, R. W. (1994). Partner schools and The National
Network for Education Renewal: A compact for simultaneous
renewal. Seattle, WA: Center for Educational Renewal, University
of Washington.

Cochran-Smith, M. (1995). Color blindness and basket
making are not the answers: Confronting the dilemmas of race,
culture, and language diversity in teacher education. American
Educational Research Journal, 32, 493-522.

Cochran-Smith, M., & Istle, . (1993). Inside/outside:
Teacher research and teacher knowledge. New York, NY:
Teachers College Press.

Cohen, D. K. (1995). What is the system in systemic reform?
Educational Researcher, 24 (9), 11-17 & 31.

Comer, J. P, Ben-avie, M., Haynes, N. M., & Joyner, E. (Eds).
(1999). Child by child: The Comer process for change in
education. New York, NY: Teachers College Press.

Conley, D. (1991). Restructuring schools: Educators adapt
to a chariging world. ERIC Clearinghouse on Educational
Management, University of Oregon, Eugene, OR.

Conley, D. T. {1991). Lessons [roin Laboraiories in School
Restructuring and Site-Based Decision-Making: Oregon's ‘2020°

~ Schools Take Control of Their Own Reform. 0SSC Bulletin 34 (7)

1-69.

Council of Administrators of Special Education [CASE].
(1993). Future agenda for special education: Creating a
unified educational system. Bloomington, IN: Indiana University.

Darling-Hammond, 1. (1998). Teacher learning that supports
student learning. Educational Leadership, 55, 6-11.

Darling-Hammond, L. (2000). Teacher quality and student
achievement: A review of state policy evidence. Education Policy

Darling-Hammond, L., & Falk, B. (1997). Using standards
and assessments to support student learning. Phi Delta Kappan, 79,
190-199.

Darling-Hammond, L., Ancess, ]., & Falk, B. (1995).
Authentic assessment in action. Studies of schools and students
at work. New York, NY: Teachers College Press.

Delpit, L. (1988). The silenced dialogue: Power and
pedagogy in educating other peoples’ children. Harvard Educa-
tional Review, 58, 280-298.

Delpit, 1. (1995). Other people’s children: Cultural
conflict in the classroom. New York, NY: The New Press.

Draper, 1. (1999). Preamble. Relationship, community, and
positive reframing: Addressing the needs of urban schools. First




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Annual Urban Schools Symiposium Repori. Denver, CO, Boston, MA,
& Eugene, OR: National Institute for Urban Schiool Improvement.

Edmonds, R. (1979). Effective schools for the urban poor.
Educational Leadership, 37, 15-18.

Elmore, R. E (1996). Getting to scale with good educational
practice. Harvard Educalional Review, 66, 1-26.

flmore, R. F (1999-2000). Building a new structure for
school leadership. American Educator (Winter), 6-44.

Epstein, J. (1995). School/family/community partnerships.
Phi Delta Kappan, 76, 701-707.

Epstein, . L., & Dauber, S. (1991). School programs and
teacher practices of parent involvement in inner-cily elementary and
middle school. Elementary School Journal, 91, 289-305.

Evans, R. (1996). The human side of school change. San
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Ewing, N. (1995). Restructured teacher education for
inclusiveness: A dream deferred for African American children. In
B. A. Ford, £ E. Obiakor, & J. Patton (Eds.), Effective education of
Aftican American exceptional learners, 189-208. Austin, TX:
Pro-Ed.

ferguson, D. & Kozleski, £. B. (1999). The systemic change
framework. Denver, CO: The National Instiiuie for Urban School
Improvemeni.

Ferguson, D. L., & Ferguson, P. M. (1992). Building
capacity for change: Preparing teachers and families to create
inclusive schools and community. Schools Project, Specialized
Training Program, University of Oregon, Eugene, OR..

Ferguson, D. L. (1995). The real challenge of inclusion:
Confessions of a ‘rabid inclusionist’. Phi Delta Kappan, 77, 281-287.

Fine, M. (1994). Framing a reform movement. In M. Fine
(Ed.), Chartering urban school reform: Reflections on public
high schools in the midst of change, 1-30. New York, NY: Teachers
College Press.

Freire, P. (2000). Pedagogy of the oppressed. New York,
NY: Continuum Publishing Group.

Fullan, M. G. (1994). Goordinating iop-down and bottom-up
strategies for education reform. In R. E Elmore & S. H. Fuhrman
(Eds.), The governance of curriculum: 1994 yearbook of the
association for supervision and curriculum development, (pp.
186-202) . Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and
Curriculum Development.

Fullan, M. (1996). Turning systemic thinking on its head. Phi
Delta Kapap, 77 (6), 420-423.

Fullan, M. G., & Miles, M. B. (1992). Getting reform right:
What works and what doesn’t. Phi Delta Kappan, 73, 745-752.

fusarelli, L. D. (1999). Reinventing urban education in
Texas: Charter schools, smaller schools, and the new institutional-
ism. Education and Urban Society, 31, 214-224.

Gardner, H. (1999). The disciplined mind: What all
students should understand, New York, NY: Simon & Schuster.

Gagnon, P. (1995). What should children learn? The Atlantic
Monthly, 276, 65-79.

Goodlad, J. L. (1984). A place called school. New York, NY:
McGraw-Hill.

Goodlad, J. L. (1994). Educational renewal: Better
teachers, better schools. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Grossman, H. (1995a). Classroomnt behavior management in
a diverse society. Mountain View, CA: Mayfield Publishing Company.

Grossman, H. (1995b). Special education in a diverse
society. Boston, MA: Allyn & Bacon.

Haberman, M. (1991). The pedagogy of poverty versus good
teaching. Phi Delta Kappan, 73. (4) 290-294.

Harry, B. (1992). Cultural diversity, families, and the
special education system, Communication for empowerment.
New York, NY: Teachers College Press.

Haynes, N. M., & Comer, J. P (1996). Integrating schools,
families, and communities through successful school reform: The
school development program. School Psychology Review, 25, 501-06.

Herrnstein, R. J. & C. Murray (1994). The bell curve:
Intelligence and class structure in American life, New York, NY;
Free Press.

Heward, W. L., & Cavanaugh, R.A. (2001). Educational
equality for students with disabilities. In J. A. Banks & C. A. M.
Banks (Eds.), Multicultural education: Issues and perspectives
(4thed.) (pp. 295-326). New York, NY: John Wiley & Sons.

Hillard, A. (1994). Behavioral style, culture, teaching and
learning. Journal of Negro Education, 61, 370-377.

filliard HI, A. G. (1992). The pittalls and promises of special
education practice. Exceptional Children, 59, 168-172.

Hollingsworth, S. (1994). Teacher research and urban
literacy education. New York, NY: Teachers College Press.

Hollins, £. R. (1996). Cirlture in school learning: Reveal-
ing the deep meaning. Mahwal, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

- Jensen, A. R. (1969). How much can we boost IQ and

) __scholastjc achievement? Harvard Education Review, 39, (1) 1-123.

"]()':vcé, B.,'Mliri)hy:('.'.; Showers, B., & M1|11)ﬁ)§ 1. (1989). School
renewal as cultural change. Educational Leadership, 47, 70-77.

Kozol, J. (1991). Savage inequalities: Children in
America’s schools. New York, NY: Crown Publishers

Ladson-Billings, G., & Tate, W. E, 1V. (1995) Toward a critical
race theory of education. Teachers College Record, 97 (1) 47-68.

Lambert, L. (1998). Building leadership capacity in
schools. Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and Curriculum
Developmen.

Lareau, A., & Shumar, W, (1996). The problem of individualism
in family-school policies. Sociology of Education, 12, (12) 24-39.

Lieberman, A. (1994). Teacher developiment: Commilineni
and challenge. In P. Grimmett & J. Neufeld (Eds.), Teacher
developmnent and the struggle for authenticity. New York, NY:
Teachers College Press.

Lieberman, A., & Miller, L. (1991). Practices that support
teacher development: Transforming conceptions of professional
learning. In M. W. McLaughlin & 1. Oberman (Eds.), Teacher
Learning: New York: Teachers College Press.

' Licberman, A, Sax], E., & Miles, M. (1988). Teacher leadership:
ideology and practice. In A. Lieberman (Ed.), Building a professional
culture in schools. New York, NY: Teachers College Press.

23



ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Lightfoot, 8. L. (1983). The good high school. New York,
NY: Basic Books, Inc.

Liston, D. P, & Zeichner, K. M. (1996). Culture and
teaching. Mahweh, N): Lawrence Erlbaum.

Louis, K. S., & Miles, M. B. (1990). Improving the urban
high school: What works and wity. New Yotk, NY: Teachers
College Press.

Mclaughlin, M. W. (1995). Improving education through
standards-based reform. A report by the National Academy of
Education Panel on Standards-Based Education Reform. Stanford,
CA: The National Academy of Education.

Miller, E. (1996). Idealists and cynics: The micropolitics of
systemic school reform. Harvard Education Letter, July/August, 3-5.

National Association of State Boards of Education. (1990).
Today’s children. tomorrow's survival: A call to restructure
schools, Alexandria, VA: NASBE.

Nieto, 8. (1992). Affirming diversity: The sociopolitical
context of multicultural education. New York, NY: Longman.

Nieto, 8. (1996). Affirming diversity: The sociopolitical
context of multicultural education (2nd ed.). New York, NY:
Longman.

Nieto, 8. (1999). The light in their eyes: Creating
mufticultural fearning communities. Multicultural education
series. New York, NY: Teaching College Press.

Oakes, J. (1985). Reeping track: How schools structure
inequality. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Ogbu, J. U. (1978). Minority education and caste: The
Ammerican system in cross-cultural perspectives. New York, NY:
Acadernic Press.

Ogbu, J. U. (1993). Frameworks - Variability in minority
school performance: A problem in search of an explanation. In E.
Jacob & C. Jordan (Eds.). Minority education: Anthropological
perspectives, 83-111. Norwood, NJ: Ablex Publishing Corp.

Ogbu, J. U. (1995). Understanding Cultural Diversity and
Learning. In the Handbook of Research on Multicultural Education,
582-583. California.

Ogbu, J. U., & Matute-Bianchi, M. E.(1986). Undersianding
socio-cultural factors: Knowledge, identity, and school adjustment.
In Beyond language. social and cultural factors in schooling
language minority students, 73-140. Los Angeles, CA: Evalnation,
Dissemination and Assessment Center, California State University.

O'Hanlon, C., £d. (1995). Inclusive education in Europe.
London, England: David Fulton Publishers.

Patton, J. M. (1998). The disproporiionate representation of
African Americans in special education: Looking behind the
curtain for understanding and solutions. The Journal of Special
Education 32, 25-31.

Powell, R., McLaughlin, H. J., Savage, T, & Zehm, S. (2001).
Classroom nanagement: Perspectives on the social curriculum.
Columbus, OH: Merrill-Prentice Hall.

Pugach, M., & Seidl, B. (199%). From exclusion to inclusion
in urban schools: A new case for teacher education reform.
Teacher Education, 27, 379-95.

24

Pugach, M., & Seidl, B. (1996). Deconstructing the diversity-
disability connection. Contemporary Education, 68, 5-8.

Rego, M., & Nieto, S. (2000). Multicultural/intercultural
teacher education in two contexts: lessons from the United States

Reynolds, M. C., Zetlin, A. G., & Wang, M. C. (1993). 20/20
Analysis: Taking a close look at the margins. Exceptional
cChildren, 59, 294-300.

Sailor, W. T., & Skrtic, T. (1995). Modern and postmodern
agendas in special education: Implications for teacher education,
research and policy development. In ). Paul, H. Roselli & D). Evans
(Eds.). Integrating School Restructuring and Special Education
Reform, 418-433. New York, NY; Harcourt Brace.

Saldana, . €., & Waxman, H. C. (1997). An observational
study of multicultural education in urban elementary schools.
Equity & Excellence in Education, 30 (1), 40-46.

Sanders, W. L., & Rivers, ). C. (1996). Cumulative and
residual effects of teachers on future student acadernic
achievement. Knoxville, TN: University of Tennessee Value-Added
Research and Assessment Center.

Sarason, S. (1990). Tl predictable failure of educational
reform. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Skrtic, T. M. (1995). Exploring the theory/practice link in
special education. New York, NY: Teachers College Press.

Smylie, M. (1995). Teacher learning in the workplace:
Implications for school reform. In T. Guskev & M. Huberman
(Eds.), Professional development in education: New paradigins
& practices, 69-91. New York, NY: Teachers College Press.

Spring, J. (2000). The intersection of cultures:
Multicultural education in the United States and the global
economy. Boston, MA: McGraw-Hill. o ]

Teiler, 8. (1995). The Danish efforts in inlegration. In .
O'Hanlon (Ed.), Inclusive education in Europe. London, England:
David Fulton Publishers. '

United States Department of Education. (1997). Notice of
final priorities, 62 (111) (pp.31675). Washington, DC: USS.
Depariment of Education, Office of Special Education and
Rehabilitative Services.

I'nited States Department of Education. (1997). 7o assure
the free appropriate public education of all children with
disabilities: 19th annual report to Congress on the implemnenta-
tion of The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act.
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education.

Wang, M. C., Haertel G. D., & Walberg, H. J. (1993).
Synthesis of research: What helps students learn? Educational
Leadership, 74-79.




29




o 26 BEST COPY AVAILABLE
ERIC | |

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



NATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR
URBAN SCHOOL
IMPROVEMENT

Program Improvement
University of Colorado at Denver
1380 Lawrence Street, Suite 650

Denver, CO 80202

Tel: (303) 556-3990

Fax: (303) 556-6142
TTY or TDD: (800) 659-2656

Research Synthesis and
Product Development
University of Oregon

1235 University of Oregon
Eugene, OR 97403-1235

Tel: (541) 346-2888

Fax: (541) 346-2471

TTY: (541) 346-2487

Marketing, Networking, and Utilization
Education Development Center, Inc.
55 Chapel Street
Newton, MA (2458
Tek: (617) 969-7100, ext. 2105
Fax: (617) 969-3440
TTY: (617) 964-5448

niusi@edc.org
www.edc.org/urban

This document is available in alternative formats upon reguest.

Funded by the US. Department of Education, Office of Special Educarion Pregrams.
Award No. HOS6CI70005-98. Project Officer Aune Smith.

Q 27
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



U.S. Department of Education
Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI)
National Library of Education (NLE)
Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC)

NOTICE

This document is covered by a signed “Reproduction Release
(Blanket) form (on file within the ERIC system), encompassing all
or classes of documents from its source organization and, therefore
does not require a “Specific Document” Release form.

ﬁ This document is Federally-funded, or carries its own permission to

 reproduce, or is otherwise in the public domain and, therefore, may
be reproduced by ERIC without a signed Reproduction Release form
(either “Specific Document” or “Blanket”).

EFF-089 (9/97)




