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Theories and studies of educators and researchers who have found 

educational systems resistant to change are supported by this study that 

focuses on the attempt to implement new ideas and innovations into a 

school system's curriculum and instructional program. A case study of 

one small rural Texas school that became involved in the National 

Right-to-Read Effort in 1974 that called for change is reported by the 

researcher who not only taught in the school system, but was appointed 

to a posiion in which her major fUnction was one of change agent. 

Data that were collected over a 10-year period show that when a 

stable traditional system, governed by an administration entrenched in a 

bureaucratic mode and staffed predominantly by teachers entrenched in a 

traditional style of teaching, was confronted with change, the 

environment became one of turmoil. A struggle between a group of 

traditional advocates versus a group of change advocates arose over the 

development of a reading program for the school, that ended in the 

nonrenewal of two change advocates who filed and won a federal law suit 

against the school district. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Statement of Context 

In 1969, the United States launched a national literacy movement 

which was later designated as the Right-to-Read Effort. The effort 

specifically challenged state and local school districts to commit 

themselves toward developing improved reading programs in their local 

schools in order to bring about a national goal--that of assuring that 

by 1980, no child would be leaving the public schools without the 

ability and the desire to read to his or her full capability. Those who 

developed the effort called for change and reform, if necessary, to 

bring about this proposed goal. Texas became one of the 11 original 

states who committed to the effort and the goal, and by 1977, 230 Texas 

school districts were designated as Right-to-Read school sites (Davis, 

1 977) • 

The case study reports and reflects data concerning one Texas 

independent school district that voluntarily committed itself to the 

effort in 1974. Under the guidelines established by the Texas Education 

Agency for improving reading programs in the schools of Texas, the 

school district developed a diagnostic-prescriptive based instructional 

program in the elementary grades, K-6. In doing so, the local district 

became a model site for the Right-to-Read movement in Texas and the 

1 



reading program was described in The Texas Reading Journal (1977) and 

also in a publication published by the Division of Curriculum 

Development of the Texas Education Agency (1976). The introduction to 

the publication stated: 

2 

The schools whose programs are described here have been identified 
by regional Right-to-Read coordinators and the Texas Education 
Agency Right-to-Read Continuing Committee as having components that 
other school districts may wish to replicate or modify. (p. ix) 

The local district also became a part of the Demonstration Schools in 

Individualized Instruction Network which was established by the Texas 

Education Agency in 1972. The purpose of this network as stated in the 

visitor's guide (1975) was 

To move good ideas from school to school. The participants have 
been selected because they have effective programs in 
individualized instruction and have validated this effectiveness 
through ongoing evaluation. (p. 6) 

The school's program continued to be evaluated and listed in both of the 

above guides consecutively from 1975 through 1978. During the period 

the school hosted many educators from schools and areas throughout the 

state. 

However, by the end of the 1976-77 school year, the local program 

began to be openly criticized. The principle critics of the 

Right-to-Read program were one school board member, his wife, who served 

as an aide in the school, the elementary principal, and upper level 

teachers and aides. The director of the program, who also served as a 

classroom teacher, supported by teachers who were primarily involved in 

the program's evolvement, appeared before the local school board to 

clarify and encourage support for the program as it had been 
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implemented. The administrators were angered and two months later, the 

director and the teachers received evaluations from the principal 

charging them with insubordination and citing them with a number of 

deficiencies. The teachers were denied a hearing before the school 

board to defend the charges; and a few days later, the board chose not 

to renew the contracts of the director and one of the other teachers. 

The remaining teachers who were involved in the program resigned. The 

two non-renewed teachers appealed their case through the State Education 

Agency and eventually into the Federal Courts, where the Courts upheld 

the teachers--in that the school board, the superintendent, and the 

principal had violated the teachers' rights as protected by the first 

and the fourteenth amendments of the Constitution of the United States. 

On April 2, 1982, a jury assessed considerable monetary damages against 

the board and the administrators, collectively and individually, and the 

district was ordered to reinstate the two teachers to their former 

positions. Following an appeal by the school district to the Fifth 

Circuit Court of Appeals in New Orleans, the school district again was 

found in violation of the teachers' Constitutional rights. In the 

written opinion dated July 16, 1984, the Court stated: 

Evidence was sufficient to establish that teachers' protected 
speech was substantial or motivating factor in their non-renewal 
and that school district would not have made the same decision 
absent the protected speech, which pertained to matters of public 
concern relative to federally funded reading program, and not 
merely to matters of exclusively personal interest. U.S.C.A. 
Const. Amend. 1. ( v Independent School District, 1984, 
p. ) 

In August the school district offered to reinstate the teachers to their 



former positions while an appeal on behalf of the school district was 

made to the Supreme Court of the United States. The two teachers 

resumed their employment with the system during the 1984-85 school term. 

Following the close of the school term, the school district offered to 

resolve the case if the teachers would agree to a settlement according 

to the findings and orders of the two lower courts. The teachers agreed 

and on July 12, 1985, an agreed judgment and an agreed injunctive order, 

signed by plaintiffs, defendants, respective attorneys in the case and 

the district judge for The United States District Court for the Western 

District of Texas, was officially filed and the case was· closed. 

According to the agreed judgment, the two teachers recovered back 

salary, damages, interest, and attorney fees in the amount of 

$367,889.51 from the school district. According to the injunctive 

order, the teachers were awarded reinstatement to their respective 

positions as teachers in the school system and for purposes of pay, were 

to be treated as if their teaching contracts for the 1978-1979 school 

year had been renewed for each successive school year thereafter. It 

was further agreed that all records and references to the charges and 

accusations filed and presented to the local school board or to the 

local school administrators against the teachers during the 1977-1978 

school year would be expunged from the school records. Also, it was 

further agreed and ordered that all decisions concerning the 

continuation of the teachers' employment beyond the first year following 

their reinstatement, would not be in retaliation for their efforts to 

vindicate their constitutional rights. Both teachers were given good 



evaluations by the new principal who had assumed duties in the 

elementary school during the 1984-1985 school year and both teachers' 

contracts were renewed for the 1985-1986 school year. 

Purpose 

5 

As one of the two teachers referred to in the foregoing Statement 

of Context, specifically the teacher who served in the role of 

Right-to-Read Director of the local school system's reading program, 

this researcher has written, borrowing from an ethnographic paradigm, an 

account of her personal and professional experience. This account 

constitutes a case study of one Texas school's attempt to implement a 

reading program following guidelines developed by the Texas Education 

Agency as a part of the National Right-to-Read Effort. In a 

retrospective manner, this researcher has gathered documented and 

observational data collected during her involvement as a teacher in the 

system, as the director and defender of the local reading program, and 

as a plaintiff in the litigation that followed the non-renewal of her 

teaching contract with the local school system, in order to examine this 

question~ 

To what extent did a peripheral, compensatory reading program, that 

call ed for change and reform 1n the educational system, conflict or 

complement the role of the established curriculum and environment as 

well as the role or roles of the personnel charged with its 

implementation in this one local school district during the 

Right-to-Read Effort of the 1970s? 
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From a research of the data, this researcher shows: 

1. That the reading program improvements, proposed by the Texas 

Right-to-Read Effort, encouraged local districts to develop changes and 

innovations that differed from the traditional practices and attitudes 

toward instruction in this one local system. 

2. That the reading program, developed and implemented under this 

researcher's leadership with the approval of the leaders of the State 

Effort, did differ from the traditional practices and attitudes toward 

instruction in this one district. 

3. That when traditional attitudes and practices in this one 

particular school system were recognized as being challenged, resistance 

on the part of those opposing change intensified to such an extent that 

a concerted effort was aimed at the removal of the two teachers viewed 

as instigators of change and legal proceedings followed that were costly 

to all concerned. 

This researcher's data will add a new perspective to the literature 

of a qualitative nature that deals with the study of educational change 

and reform. By sharing her personal experience in the role as that of a 

change agent in a local school system, this researcher hopes to have 

strengthened observation made by other theorists and researchers 

(Corwin, 1973; Goodlad, 1975,1983; Mann, 1978; Popkewitz, Tabachnick & 

Wehlage, 1982), that implementing change as designed and disseminated is 

many times more difficult than anticipated and the outcome is not always 

what is expected due to political and social structures within systems. 
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Need for the Study 

The recently published report, ! Nation at Risk (1983) from the 

National Commission on Excellence in Education, a commission created by 

Secretary of Education, T. H. Bell, has a familiar ring--a challenge 

from the federal level to the American public to reform the whole of 

education. 

We recommend that citizens across the Nation hold educators and 
elected officials responsible for providing the leadership 
necessary to achieve these reforms and that citizens provide the 
fiscal support and stability required to bring about the reforms we 
propose. (p. 32) 

Whether this call for reform will be another short-lived effort as was 

the literacy campaign of the 1970s remains to be seen. The 

Right-to-Read Effort was phased out in 1978, when no more federal funds 

were appropriated for its continuance, less than 10 years after its 

inception. 

Mann ( 197 8) points out that in the decade of the 1960s, federal and 

state agencies attempted to force improvements in schools based on 

different theories of educational change and a variety of program 

strategies. The addresses, essays, and reports, including those 

compiled from the Rand Corporation's study of federal programs 

supporting educational change undertaken on behalf of the United States 

Office of Education, tend to support the idea that most efforts have 

fallen far short of initial expectations. Mann and others 

(Getzels-Guba, 1957; Hoy-Miskel, 1982; Hurwitz-Tesconi, 1972) suggest 

that the real problem is not in designing and disseminating change but 
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is in implementing that change in institutions and situations where 

political and social constraints come into play. Mann points out that 

many efforts have been ineffective because the change agents were 

educators working in educational institutions, unaware of inherent 

political and social restraints and working under assumptions held by 

most who work in and with schools: 

1. Believing people can be changed. 

2. Assuming that people are rational and if educated will modify 

behavior accordingly. 

3. Assuming that people in education share social purposes, 

beliefs and attitudes. 

Corwin (1973) studied the failure of the Teacher Corps, a movement 

on the part of the federal government to effect educational reform 

through a team-teaching strategy of integrating university students and 

innovative ideas into classrooms. He found a strong local resistance 

toward the intervention in most cases. Corwin states: 

I have said that such programs always will be partially compromised 
by organizational principles, but the probability of complete 
failure is virtually assured as long as the nation's leadership 
continues to concoct program after program in complete disregard of 
known constraints that will vitiate the strategies, and without any 
attempt to provide at least some of the conditions necessary for 
programs to survive and thrive. (p. 394) 

Popkewitz, et al. (1982) studied the results of another reform 

effort developed and implemented in the 1960s which was called 

Individually Guided Education (IGE). The study identified three types 

of school systems, politically and socially, that seem to exist in the 

United States. The researchers found that when the IGE program was 
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implemented into these schools that differed in political and social 

beliefs, the program was compromised to fit the existing political and 

social structures of the schools and the community. And as a result, 

the original design of the program differed dramatically from school to 

school and in some cases, was completely unrecognizable as an IGE 

program. The researchers state: 

The complex social and political arrangements of institutional life 
are not easily altered, and when we examine the context into which 
educational reform is introduced, the assumption that reforms will 
be faithfully implemented can be questioned ••• institutions 
exhibit remarkable resilience. (p. 19) 

Several studies of the National and the Texas State Right-to-Read 

Effort have been conducted--The Right-to-Read Annual Report (1980), 

Three National Assessments of Reading: Changes in Performance 

(1970-1980, 1981), The Effects of the Right-to-Read Effort on School 

Di stricts in Texas (1977). However, these studies have been of a 

quantitative nature, focusing on the effects of the effort as measured 

by student scores and achievement in reading. There is very little 

i nformation in the literature of a qualitative nature that focuses on 

the effects of the Right-to-Read Effort which include observation and 

description of a natural setting where the implementation occurred. 

If A Nation At Risk report is an indication that there will 

continue to be intervention of compensatory programs into the public 

school systems, it will become more and more necessary that those in 

po s i tions of effecting change have a thorough understanding of 

situat i ons that may exist in local school communities and the possible 

r esul ts of imposed changes in those institutions. And it would follow 



that a substantial part of that understanding will need to come from 

qualitative studies that describe events and situations occurring in 

those institutions. 

Limitations of the Study 

The following limitations are recognized by the researcher: 

10 

1. The study focuses on one school only and cannot be said to be 

representative of all schools. 

2. The researcher has borrowed from ethnographic techniques as a 

student of education and the resulting product is not intended to be an 

ethnography. 

3. Due to the nature of a naturalistic study, the researcher 

recognizes that bias is a possibility even when objectivity is the goal. 

The researcher recognizes that in this particular case study, in which 

the researcher is reporting and interpreting personal experiences, a 

higher degree of bias may exist. 

4. In order to protect people and places, all names have been 

changed and all references to actual people, places, court docket 

numbers, etc., have been blacked out in data. The researcher has 

attempted to provide the reader a complete collection of referenced 

documented data in a separate volume. 

The following terms are defined as they apply to the reported data 

in this study: 

1. Diagnostic-prescriptive instruction--Instruction that is 

preceded by and adjusted to careful diagnosis. 
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2. Diagnostic teaching--Instruction in which diagnosis and 

instruction are fused into a single on-going process. 

3. Individualized instruction--A form of instruction requiring 

three principal conditions: (a) a diverse array of goals and 

objectives; (b) a monitoring procedure to provide information about 

current status and to permit decision making with a high degree of 

confidence; and (c) for any given learner, many alternative methods to 

reach each objective. 
i 

4. ! program of individual~zed instruction--Can be as individual 

and unique as the differences encountered among children in a group. If 

it is a workable program, it is providing an education for children 

which will help them become self-actualizing, self-evaluating, 

self-directing individuals who are concerned, capable, and competent as 

they leave the public schools. 

5. Continuous progress--A process in which each individual child 

is allowed to progress as fast or as slowly as is necessary for his or 

her mastery of skills along a specified continuum, regardless of other 

s t udents' progress within the confined grade or group. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The review of related literature and research is aimed toward 

building and forming a background or a frame of reference concerning 

certain factors which might enhance or impede the success of an 

intervention program, such as the National and State Right-to-Read 

Effort of the 1970s, in a local school system, especially if the program 

called for change and innovation differing from the established 

curriculum. The areas of this review are: 

1. The goals of the Right-to-Read Effort and the assumptions upon 

which those goals were expected to become a reality. 

2. Historical factors concerning the institutions called 

"schools." 

3. Organizational control and autonomy within the institutions. 

Goals and Assumptions of the Right-to-Read Effort 

In 1969, James V. Allen, who was at that time the U.S. Commissioner 

of and Assistant Secretary for Education, spoke to the Annual Convention 

of the National Association of State Boards of Education. He stated: 

One out of every four students nationwide has significant reading 
deficiencies. In large school systems up to half of the students 
read below expectation. There are more than three million 
illiterates in our adult population. About half of the unemployed 
youth, ages 16-21, are functionally illiterate. Three-quarters of 
the juvenile offenders in New York City are two or more years 
retarded in reading. In a recent U.S. Armed Forces program called 

12 



Project 100,000, 68.2 percent of the young men fell below Grade 
Seven in reading and academic ability • • • • It is inexcusable 
that in this day when man has achieved such giant steps in the 
development of his potential, when many of his accomplishments 
approach the miraculous, there still should be those who cannot 
read. ( pp. 96-97) 

He continued by saying: 

There is no higher nationwide priority in the field of education 
than the provision of the right to read for all, and that the 
Office of Education and the Department of Health, Education and 
Welfare can do no greater service for the cause of education than 
to spearhead a nationwide attack to eliminate this failure of our 
education efforts. (p. 97) 
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Following this remark, Commissioner Allen made a proclamation that would 

i mpact on state education agencies throughout the United States. It was 

also to have an effect on many local school districts and individual 

t eachers. 

Therefore, as U.S. Commissioner of Education, I am herewith 
proclaiming my belief that we should immediately set for ourselves 
the goal of assuring that by the end of the 1970s the right to read 
shall be a reality for all--that no one shall be leaving our 
schools without the skill and the desire necessary to read to the 
f ull limits of his capability. This is education's "moon"--the 
target for the decade ahead. With the same zeal, dedication, 
perseverance, and concentration that made possible man's giant step 
of last July 20, this moon too can be reached. (p. 97) 

I n Commissioner Allen's address to the National Association of State 

Boards of Education, he set the responsibility for "shaping basic 

educat i onal policies for the primary and secondary schools of our 

Na t i on" squarely on their. shoulders (p. 97). He assured the association 

th at, although the prime responsibility toward raising the level of 

reading achievement in public schools was theirs, at the same time he 

was presenting the same challenge to teachers and to teacher 

organizat i ons; parents and parent organizations; business and industry; 
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civic and community groups; publishers and media networks; research and 

scientific organizations; foundations and the general public. He 

stated, "I am calling for a total national commitment to and involvement 

in the achievement of the 'right to read' goal" (p. 98). Commissioner 

Allen expressed his belief that the time was right for such a movement 

in that an enormous amount of research and expertise in the field of 

reading had been accumulated, as well as an array of resources from 

science and technology. He also felt the time of fruition was at hand 

in that the "concern of parents, public officials and the general 

citizenry about the effectiveness of the schools (had seemed) to find a 

focus in the problem of reading failures" (p. 99). Allen also called 

attention to the fact that Federal legislation was moving toward 

increased funding for attacking problems such as that of improving the 

literacy of its citizenry. 

In looking closely at Commissioner Allen's remarks, it is clear 

that the first assumption upon which the Right-to-Read Effort (the name 

it was later given) was to become a reality was that State School Boards 

of Education, as well as local boards, would assume complete 

responsibility and accountability for raising the level of reading 

achievement in their respective school systems. Ultimately this implied 

not only financial responsibility, but encouragement and support to the 

local school districts as well. The second assumption was that a 

concerned citizenry would accept the commitment and work cooperatively 

with local schools to bring about fruition of the goal. The third 



assumption was that the timing of the thrust was right--the expectation 

that the Federal legislation of funds would continue and increase. 

A fourth assumption, that teachers were the key factor in the 

success of the effort, became apparent early in the planning phase. 

Louis G. Mendez, Jr., the first director of the effort who served for a 

short time prior to the appointment of Ruth Love Holloway, directed a 

plea to teachers, 

You--the classroom teacher--will determine the success or failure 
of the National Right-to-Read Program • • •• The key is in the 
hand of dedicated and untiring teachers. (Mendez, 1971, p. 13) 

Inherent in this plea was the assumption that teachers would be willing 

to make changes if necessary to bring about reading success for the 

students in their charge. The fifth assumption was that not only would 

teachers change, but, also that state and local institutions would make 

changes and reform education if necessary to assure that the right to 

read would become a reality for each and every child in the schools of 

America. The sixth assumption relates to the fifth and was alluded to 

in a statement made by Ruth Love Holloway (1973): "Finally, if 

Right-to-Read succeeds in eliminating illiteracy, it will do so by 

improving education for all--which is what education is all about• 

(p. 36). 

This researcher's synthesis of the six assumptions discussed here 

were later summarized by Holloway in a report of the first four years of 

the Right-to-Read Effort, published from the U.S. Office of Education in 

1975. 
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1. All individuals in a democratic society must have the 
opportunity to become functionally literate. The task of teaching 
individuals to read is a shared social responsibility. 
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2. Each individual as a unique person has his own rate of growth 
and is affected by sociocultural determinants. Educational 
institutions have the prime responsibility for producing functional 
literate individuals. But all institutions share in this 
responsibility. 
3. Since reading is an integral part and aspect of learning, 
reading instruction must be a continuous process. Given an 
effective individualized program based upon multiple approaches and 
methods, adults and children can learn to read. (p. 10) 

Olsen (1975), writing for the Journal of Reading, also summarized these 

assumptions in a discussion of what he saw as the basic philosophical 

principles on which the Right-to-Read established its go~l. 

First, most children are educable. Whatever their race, 
socioeconomic status, linguistic or cultural background, almost all 
children can learn. Second, people can change. Teachers and other 
educational personnel and parents can and will learn new ways of 
doing things when they are convinced these new methods will enable 
children to read better. Third, since there are multiple causes of 
reading problems, multiple approaches must be used to help solve 
them. And last, enough knowledge about reading is already 
available to solve our reading problems. (p. 900) 

Clearly the assumptions held by those in the U.S. Office of 

Education called for change and reform of the educational ~stem to 

bring about the "moon shot" goal of assuring the right to read for all 

by 1980. Since the major thrust was aimed toward the institutions 

called schools and those who control them, the implications underlying 

the assumptions were that these institutions would be willing to change 

structures, strategies, and attitudes, if necessary, to bring about the 

success of the effort. In discerning to what degree these expectations 



were based in reality, it is necessary to look at the institutions 

called schools--how they are structured, how they have been molded, and 

how they have reacted to change in the past. 

Historical Factors Concerning the Institutions 

Called "Schools" 

Pratte (1973) provides a definition of the institution: Schooling 
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• consists in teaching--be it instruction, indoctrinating, training, 

or conditioning someone under the auspices of an. institution called 

school" (p. 13). Traditionally schools are operated predominately to 

socialize the youth of the country and are regarded as the panacea for 

all social problems. In The Law of Public Education (1976), Reutter and 

Hamilton state: "Public education is an instrumentality of society for 

carrying out a function which society has decreed to be a desirable 

one--the education of all children of all people" (p. 1). Attendance is 

compulsory--to age 16 in most states. Education and public schools are 

considered to be fundamentally the responsibilities of the states. 

State legislatures make laws regulating education in their respective 

states. Although the Constitution of the United States, the basic law 

of the land, makes no provision for education, the Tenth Amendment 

provides: "The powers not delegated to the United States by the 

Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the States are reserved to the 

States respectively, or to the people." The Fourteenth Amendment 

protects the citizen's right against the states making laws contrary to 

citizen rights protected under the Constitution. 



No state shall make or enforce any law which shall abridge the 
privileges or immunities of citizens of the United States; nor 
shall any state deprive any person of life, liberty, or property, 
without due process of law; nor deny to any person within its 
jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws. 

Public schools are political in nature. The states create school 

districts which are governmental agencies and are "instrumentalities 

through which the legislature carries out the state constitutional 

mandate to provide for a system of public education" (Reutter & 

Hamilton, 1976, p. 73). Each of the states has a state department of 

education or central education agency to control the education function 

on a statewide basis. This department is beaded by a chief officer--a 

state superintendent or a commissioner of education--who appoints, in 

most cases, a staff of administrators who work under his direction. All 

but one state has State Boards of Education whose members are either 

appointed by the governor of the state or elected by popular vote. The 

same hierarchy of control exists in each of the districts within states. 

A local school board is elected by local citizens or appointed by local 

municipalities, but the members are actually state, not local officers 

(Reutter & Hamilton, p. 121). The local district board employs a 

superintendent of schools whose duty is to carry out local policies and 

procedures, along with a central administrative staff usually 

recommended by the superintendent and hired by the local school board. 

Principals are designated as beads of campuses within the local school 

districts, and their duty is to oversee the functions in that particular 

school or campus site. The teaching staff, who is under supervision of 

the principal, is responsible for direct instruction to the students. 
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In the contemporary school system, there has evolved a large staff of 

non-instructional people who are responsible for supportive services, 

such as health, food, transportation, purchasing, and other services 

that support the process of schooling (Harris, 1979). The process of 

employing the instructional staff as well as the supportive services 

staff is carried out by recommendations of the principal to the 

superintendent, in most cases, who in turn recommends to the local 

school board, which then makes the decision to approve or reject. 
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Pratte (1973) states that "Commonly, the elected school board's powers 

are delegated to the superintendent of schools and to a bureaucracy 

which in practice controls and manages the schools • • • • the local 

school boards in practice mediate between those who run the schools--the 

professionals--and those who pay the bills--the taxpayers." He 

continues by remarking "one can recognize the potential conflict between 

members of the board, the professionals and bureaucrats, and the 

community power structure" (p. 31). 

Critics of public school education (Katz, 1968, 1971; Pratte, 1973; 

Scribner, 1975; Shiffer, 1980) concur that the structure of the present 

system of public schooling has evolved to the point in which public 

control is largely a myth. Scribner (1975) charges that "Contrary to 

public belief, the public does not control the schools--the 

professionals do. Contrary to the belief that schools exist to serve 

the young, schools often work better today for the professionals 

employed by the schools than for the children who populate the 

classrooms" (p. 12). He points out that professionals, the educators, 



need schools as places in which to practice their chosen profession 

which is their means of livelihood. "The school professionals are 

indeed the ruling class in the schools, and their dominance has a good 

deal to do with the resistance of the schools to proposals for reform. 

Any dominant group seeks to retain its favored place by preserving 

status quo and fending off change" (p. 13). However, even within the 

profession of educators a conflict exists between the administrative 

bureaucracy and the organized teachers. Shiffer (1980) states, "Today 

better-trained teachers have their own ideas about what should be done 

in schools. Teachers tend to consider themselves professionals. This 

role conception makes teachers resistant to innovations that clash with 

their values or require severe changes in teaching practices" (p. 6). 

As a result, Clark (1962) contends there is a three-way conflict 

existing over who should exercise control in the decision making in 

public schools. This conflict, as he see it, is between: public trust, 

control vested in a school board who are directed by the community 

interests; bureaucratic authority, control assumed by the professional 

officials or administrators of the school; and colleague authority, the 

belief that teachers should have more professional autonomy in the 

school situations and decisions. 

The emergence of this conflict for control in the public school 

sy stems has been studied by a number of researchers in recent years. 

For the purpose of this review, four of these will be used in a brief 

di scussion--Katz, 1968, 1971; Pratte, 1973; Shiffer, 1980; and Smith, 

1965. Shiffer traces the development of education through Colonial Era, 
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Revolution to close of Civil War Era, Civil War to Progressive Era, 

Progressive Era, and Contemporary Era. Pratte has also reported and 

characterized various periods in the development of public school 

education. Smith's (1965) study of the history of reading instruction 

in the United States not only gives insight into the movement of reading 

instruction from the Colonial Era to the present, but also sheds light 

on the history of the emerging structure of the educational system 

itself. A review of these four studies reveals similar characteristics 

of the various periods or eras in American education and, using 

Shiffer's categories, can be summarized as follows: 

Colonial Period--Schools were established for religious training. 

The schoolmaster was predominantly male, usually a church functionary, 

not highly skilled or educated, but with complete autonomy over the 

classroom, providing he was of moral character and followed authority. 

The controlling power was completely in the hands of the local public. 

In New England, the purpose of schooling was toward the welfare of the 

Colonies--to maintain a new social order in which the Puritan religion 

could be realized. 

Revolution to Close of Civil War Period--Schooling was 

predominantly for socialization and for building a new citizenry. The 

period of religious emphasis gave way to a nationalistic-moralistic 

emphasis. Immigrants were flooding into America. There was an increase 

of women in the teaching force since the war took many men from the 

classrooms. Since women were willing to work for less money, the 

elementary staffs became ~redominantly women. With the establishment of 
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Teacher Institutes, teachers became better educated, but lost some of 

their autonomy in classrooms because the common school was established. 

A central administration of schools was instituted and administrators 

assumed more control. Local control by the citizenry lost ground as the 

state assumed more control over decision making. 

Close of Civil War to Progressive Period--Schooling assumed the 

role of "cure all" for social ills. The country had become 

industrialized and migration to urban areas posed problems for society 

itself. The devastating effects of the war and the freeing of the 

slaves caused serious social problems. Teachers worked to improve 

professional status, but were treated as hired employees with little or 

no consideration in decision making. Teacher professional organizations 

which had their beginning in the previous period continued to gain 

support and strength. Control of the public schools became established 

in a bureaucracy, a centralized administration on which school boards 

depended for decision making. Administration became a career distinct 

from teaching and a symbol of power and status. 

The Progressive Period--The purpose of schooling moved toward the 

improvement of pupil learning. The period was marked by two world wars, 

a great depression, more industrialization and an explosion of 

technology. The public school became a vital force in the lives of 

children--a means of achieving success. Schools assumed more 

responsibility in developing the child to fit into a cultural society 

that was usually one conforming to the predominant cultural values of 

the local community. Various factions were in conflict with each other. 
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Those who followed the thinking of John Dewey and others believed 

education should focus on the individual and his or her needs, and that 

the teacher should have more autonomy to innovate if necessary and to be 

treated as a professional. The teacher was continuing to improve 

through better training and was emerging as an authority. Local control 

had vested all power into boards of education, whose major 

responsibility was the hiring of a superintendent of schools, who would 

see that their broad goals were carried out and gain community support 

for the superintendent's policies and programs. Principals had the 

authority to run their schools as they wished so long as they remained 

within the limits defined by the central administration. 

Contemporary Period--Public concern has begun to challenge the 

professionals who control the operation of the schools, calling for 

excellence in learning and equality for all children. Influence on 

local policy has come from state education departments, courts and 

legislatures, big business, private foundations, and professional 

associations. Bureaucratic authority, once overwhelmingly strong, is 

now being constrained by citizen power and teacher power. 

Administrators are bombarded by demands from parents. Their decision 

maki ng authority is challenged by teachers who are backed by strong 

un ions and associations. Administrators' management prerogatives have 

been curtailed by collective bargaining, legislation, and judicial 

decisions. 

To this point, this review has looked at the assumptions upon which 

th e National Ri ght-to-Read Effort and its goal were expected to be 
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attained. The review has also looked at the structure of the public 

school system to which the thrust of the effort was aimed. In order to 

understand the present status of the institution called school, a review 

of historical factors has been briefly discussed. Another area of 

critical importance, in analyzing factors that would have enhanced or 

impeded the success of the Right-to-Read Effort, is that of the 

underlying attitudes and beliefs of those who are the decision makers, 

or, of those who vie for the role of decision making in the schools. 

Organizational Control and Autonomy 

Within the Institutions 

Management and control are vital parts of organizations such as 

schools. There must be leadership and management to prevent chaos in 

the overall system as well as in the classroom (Ritt, 1979). But what 

kind of leadership and control is needed--an authoritarian, custodial 

closed kind, or a humanistic and open climate? In recent years, 

attempts to understand and identify organizational climates in schools 

have been scientifically approached through research studies. The work 

of Hoy and Miskel (1978) and Owens and Steinhoff (1976) has added to 

this understanding. 

The earlier work of Halpen and Croft (1962) led to techniques for 

assessing and describing organizational climates of schools. They 

identified six climate types ranging from an open climate to a closed 

climate. Following Halpen's work, Steinhoff (1965) developed a 

questionnaire called Organizational Climate Index and used it to study 
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the organizational climates in public schools. Steinhoff isolated two 

dynamics in organizational behavior which he labeled developmental press 

and control press. These terms parallel Halpen's open and closed 

concept. In a school high in developmental press, participants would 

have a great deal of freedom to be themselves and to be uninhibited. In 

contrast, in a school with high control press, there would be little 

chance for teachers to exercise initiative--freedom would be quite 

inhibited. Halpen (1966) believes, "the climate-profiles may indeed 

constitute a better criterion of a school's effectiveness than many 

measures that already have entered the field of educational 

administration" (p. 235). 

Hitt (1979) agrees with Halpen's belief and suggests the need for 

improving management and control in schools to achieve a more effective 

educational system. Hitt advocates a model for a kind of humanistic 

management that incorporates a two-factor theory of management--the 

first relates to the task of getting the job done and the second relates 

to a concern for people. He believes that humanistic management is 

achieved through synergy, "the joint action of two agents, which when 

taken together increase each other's effectiveness" (p. 11). Hitt 

states: 

Humanistic management calls for a continual search for 
opportunities to achieve a synergistic relation between the needs 
of the organization and the unique capabilities and potential of 
the individual employee. Thus, it is not the needs of the 
organization versus the unique capabilities of the individual 
employee, but, rather the meshing of the two. By relating the 
needs of the organization and the unique capabilities and potential 
of the individual employee, the manager achieves a result that is 
greater than the sum of the parts. This is synergy. (pp. 14-15) 



Many critics of schooling in the United States tend to view the 

open humanistic climate superior to that of the closed more traditional 

one and advocate change or reform for our system. Owens and Steinhoff 

(1969) examined the More Effective Schools (MES) program in New York 

City in terms of organizational behavior and climate. A Title I 

evaluation of the MES project concluded that the program had made no 

significant difference in the functioning of the children. But at the 

same time, it was noted that there existed an atmosphere and climate 

characterized by enthusiasm, interest, hope, and a belief among all 

levels of staff that they were in a setting in which they could 

function. The Title I evaluation concluded that although the HES 

schools were pleasant places for teachers, they were no more effective 

for children than their counterparts. Owens and Steinhoff strongly 

disagree. They believe the Title I observers 

Were witnessing the beginning stages of a significant shift in 
behavioral norms in those schools from the staid bureaucratic 
patterns to a more effervescent idiosyncratic mode • • • • One 
could well speculate that had steps been taken to arouse the 
enthusiasm of teachers and administrators to facilitate an easy 
flow of frank communication, and increase the trust and openness 
among them before and during the introduction of the new program, 
it is likely that the resu1 tant evaluation of instructional 
effectiveness would have been somewhat different. (OWens & 
Steinhoff, 1969, p. 262) 

Just as teachers must create a climate conducive to learning within 

the classroom, those in administrative roles must create a climate 

conducive to learning within the school for both teachers and students. 

Kelly (1980) states that the principal is the one person most 

responsible for the school climate. In small school systems, this 

26 



27 

person may well be the superintendent, rather than the principal, and 

both may be greatly influenced directly or indirectly by the parents, by 

the board of education as elected representatives of the community, and 

by the community itself. Popkewitz (1982), in a study of schools in the 

1970s who implemented a plan called Individually Guided Education, found 

that the attitudes and beliefs of the community generally dictated the 

overall educational climate within those schools. Hoy and Miskel (1978) 

isolated two meaningful categories in studies of school climates. These 

were esprit (teacher morale) and thrust (the extent to which the 

principal motivates teachers by setting good examples and by moving the 

organization toward desired goals). In the open climate, which is 

characterized by a mutual trust between teachers and principals, they 

found that 

The principal leads through example by providing the proper blend 
of structure and direction as well as support and consideration • 

Teachers work well together and are committed to the task at 
hand. Given the "reality-centered" leadership of the principal and 
a committed faculty, there is no need for burdensome paperwork, 
close supervision, or impersonality and a plethora of rules and 
regulations. Acts of leadership emerge easily and appropriately as 
they are needed. The open school is not preoccupied exclusively 
with either achievement or tasks or the satisfaction of social 
needs, both anerge freely. (Hoy & Miskel, 1978, pp. 189-190) 

They found the closed climate, on the other hand, to be the complete 

opposite, characterized by distrust between teachers and the principal, 

and by close supervision on the part of the administration, with the 

teachers responding minimally and exhibiting little satisfaction. The 

principal exhibits a lack of consideration for the teachers and an 



inability to provide a dynamic personal example. Teacher frustration 

and apathy are apparent. 

In an address before the National School Boards Association annual 

convention (1982), Vernon McDaniel, interim-president of Bishop College 
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in Dallas, voiced his concern for the deteriorating relationship between 

teachers and administrators and school boards. He called on fellow 

school board members to take a look at their attitudes toward teachers. 

An atmosphere has developed of "us against them," and as a school 
administrator and school board president, I find this whole state 
of affairs puzzling and disturbing • • • • If we have the 
impression that teachers don't like us or that they are our 
enemies, the fault may be in ourselves, in terms of our perception 
of what our relationship with teachers ought to be • • • • As 
school board members, we need to remind ourselves that teachers are 
adults, not children. They are thinkers. They are trained 
professionals. They are endowed, as we are, with certain 
inalienable and constitutional rights, one of them being freedom of 
speech • • • • Perhaps the hardest negative attitude for us to 
overcome is to stop viewing teachers as menial servants or hired 
hands • • • • We can dispel that notion • • • if we would adopt 
the • • • commandment of treating teachers as we would like to be 
treated. (pp. 9-12) 

John Dewey, Edmund Burke Huey, Maria Montessori, and others who 

advocated more freedom and individuality on the part of the students and 

teachers in the learning process had much influence on the more open 

school of thought that began to emerge during the period most historians 

call the Progressive Era in public school education. Katz (1968) points 

out that a conflict between two schools of thought in education had its 

beginning much earlier. He refers to the "soft-liners," personified in 

the 1840s in Massachusetts by Horace Mann who advocated innovations in 

education and "would develop in students the necessary intrinsic 

self-controls through leading them to internalize a love for knowledge" 
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(p. 132). The "hard-liners," the grammar school master, opposed the 

beliefs held by the soft-liners, charging that they advocated the 

removal of authority, which the soft-liners admittedly did. The 

hard-liners bel-ieved "implicit obedience to rightful authority must be 

inculcated and enforced upon children as the very germ of good order in 

future society • • •• Authority • is clearly the starting point of 

all government; the cornerstone of all order. Remove it, and the reign 

of anarchy and chaos instantly succeeds" (pp. 142-143). Katz quotes one 

of the hard-liners, "Our conviction is (that education has) much more to 

hope from the collected wisdom and common prudence of the community, 

than from the suggestions of the individual" (p. 144). The soft-liners 

"sought to internalize the source of authority, to create individuals 

who could steer their own way in an industrializing, organizing society, 

but who would steer with propriety, decency, and compassion" (p. 150). 

The grammar school masters felt their positions threatened by the 

philosophy of the soft-liners. Katz believes this early confrontation 

between two schools of thought eventually led to the establishment of a 

stronger bureaucratic system in public schools. He also points out that 

in this push to establish a hierarchy of bureaucracy, the educators 

brought about an estrangement between parents and themselves. Educators 

assumed the position that only they had sufficient knowledge to make 

decisions about what was best in the way of educating child.ren, and 

parents submitted to this belief. However, in recent years parents have 

begun to demand more autonomy in the decisions about educating their 

children and have called for change in the sYStem. Katz states that 



bureaucracy inhibits reform. "Its potent informal organizations 

mobilize resistance and frequently sabotage innovations. Bureaucrats 

counter reformist arguments by changing their own goals, replacing 

earlier extravagant claims with much more limited objectives and 

asserting that critics misunderstand their purpose" (p. 57). 

Summary 
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This review of literature has set forth the aims and the goals of 

the National Right-to-Read Effort launched over a decade ago--that by 

1980 "no one shall be leaving our schools without the skill and the 

desire necessary to read to the full limits of his capability." Six 

assumptions upon which the effort was formulated early in the 1970s have 

been briefly identified. 

1. State boards of education and local district school boards 

would assume complete responsibility and accountability for raising the 

l evel of reading achievement in their respective schools. 

2. A concerned citizenry would accept the commitment and work 

cooperatively with local schools to bring about fruition of the goal. 

3. Federal funding would be appropriated and would be followed by 

state and local appropriations to continue support of the effort. 

4. Teachers would become personally committed, working with 

d·edi cation and zeal, making changes in attitudes and techniques if 

ne cessary. 

5. State and local institutions would make changes and reform 

educati on, if necessary, to assure the right to read for all. 



6. American education is promulgated and will continue to be for 

all citizens regardless of race, socioeconomic status, culture or 

creed--that each individual is unique and when given an effective, 

individualized program of reading based upon multiple approaches and 

methods, all can learn to read. 

An attempt to characterize the structure of the American 

institutions called "schools" and the emergence of them from the 

Colonial period to the present time has been made. The present system 

appears to be a bureaucratic one, caught in a constant power-control 

conflict that has persisted throughout its history and is intensifying 

between three factions--public trust, bureaucracy, and teachers. Also, 

a brief discussion of the organizational climate as it is affected by 

those who vie for control within the institutions has been presented. 
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CHAPTER III 

DESIGN OF THE RESEARCH 

Setting 

The independent school district that provided the data for this 

study is located in a small rural town with a population of 

approximately 1025. The school population during the 10 year study was 

approximately 450 students. The school district is one of 538 in the 

state with an enrollment of fewer than 500 pupils. Kindergarten through 

twelfth grade classrooms are located on one campus. The school 

administration is conducted by a superintendent and two principals, an 

elementary principal and a high school principal. During the years of 

the study, there were 20 to 25 staff members including teachers of 

special programs and aides. 

The role of the researcher is that of an observing participant who 

began teaching in the system in 1965. From 1965 to 1971 she was 

assigned to the first grade. In 1974, the researcher was appointed by 

the superintendent and approved by the school board to the position of 

the director of the Right-to-Read program and continued in both duties, 

that of classroom teacher and director of the reading program until 1978 

when the researcher's contract with the system was not renewed. As 

director of the Right-to-Read program in the local school, the 

researcher had access to data from both the state level and the local 
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level. The tasks of the director, as outlined in Right-to-Read in 

Texas: ! Plan of Action For Establishing Right-to-Read Centers (1974), 

were: 

Attend State-directed staff development programs 

Assume responsibility for the needs assessment 

Direct the program planning procedures 

Serve as liaison with the regional and State Right-to-Read program 

directors 

Direct the implementation of the program 

Participate in program evaluation and reporting 

During the time the researcher served as the reading program director, 

graduate work toward a master's degree was completed at Texas Woman's 

University, the university that played a vital role in developing a 

training program in cooperation with the Texas Education Agency to train 

the local directors of Right-to-Read in the local school systems of 

Texas. One of the projects undertaken as a part of the course work was 

that of keeping a detailed log of the local Right-to-Read program's 

progress. Other notebooks of collected newspaper clippings, articles, 

correspondence, and so forth were kept. 

Six years after the researcher was non-renewed with the local 

system, realizing the situation presented a unique opportunity to 

research the events and reactions of a sample population involved in a 

change process, the researcher set about to do an in-depth case study 

using the existing collection of data and the recall of personal 

experiences. Due to the intense personal effects of events in the case 



study, the researcher moved beyond that of an ordinary participant 

observer in writing the report, so that the resulting product contains 

not only factual documented material, but also the researcher's own 

biases, beliefs, attitudes an9 perceptions. This awareness must be 

taken into account in reading the resulting product. 

Collection of Data 

Data reported in this study were collected over a 10 year period, 

from 1974 to 1984. Included are data pertinent to the local school's 

program development and document the role of the researcher: 

1. Records of local school district's program that was developed 

(from the program director's file)--Needs Assessment, Program Planning, 

Goals and Objectives, Timelines, and so forth. These data formed a 

background of information concerning the reading instruction as it 

existed in the local school at the time the new program was developed 

and introduced into the school system. 
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2. Training Modules for directors of local Right-to-Read programs. 

These data provided insight into the model of reading instruction that 

was proposed by the Texas Education Agency in its Right-to-Read thrust. 

3. State Bulletins and Catalogs. These data provided information 

concerning goals, objectives, and expectations as established by the 

state for local school districts who became Right-to-Read sites. 

4. Educational Service Center Bulletins furnished further data 

concerning state goals and expectations. 
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5. Local district's visitor's catalogs provided an overview of the 

local program that was developed and implemented in the local school 

system. 

6. Letters and correspondence of the local program director with 

the Texas Education Agency, Regional Education Service Center, and so 

forth further document expectations of the state toward local 

involvement in the Right-to-Read Effort. 

1. Sample Criterion-Referenced tests used in the local school 

further document the implementation of the local reading program. 

8. Newspaper clippings and articles concerning the local reading 

program document interest from other educators in the state toward the 

local program. 

9. Evaluation data of the local program document the program's 

success as to student progress in reading skills. 

10. Cassette tapes and transcripts of the local program 

presentations further document the program development. 

11. Personal interviews with people involved at local and state 

levels of the Right-to-Read Effort provided information into the model 

of reading instruction proposed by the state thrust. 

All of the above data provided information concerning the researcher's 

own beliefs and attitudes as molded by state guidelines an~ her own 

training as director of the local reading program. 
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Also included are data that were pertinent to the litigation--prior 

to, including, and following the non-renewal of the researcher and one 

other teacher: 

1. Copies of legal documents of all suit filings, pleadings, 

correspondence between attorneys, courts, and school district. 

2. Transcripts of Texas Education Agency Hearings. 

3. Tapes of hearing at county level of TEA appeal. 

4. Transcripts of depositions of defendants, school board members, 

superintendent, principal, and teachers involved. 

5. Complete transcript of trial before the Federal District Court. 

6. Copies of local school district's school board minutes of 

meetings. 

1. Copies of all exhibits entered as evidence in the Federal 

Courts. 

8. Tape and transcript of the local program director's 

presentation before the local school board in defense of the local 

Right-to-Read program. 

9. Local school bulletins, correspondence with school board, and 

personal notes and observations. 

The above data provided actual documentation of events and personal 

statements concerning attitudes and beliefs of those concerned with the 

impl ementation of the Right-to-Read program in the local school system. 

These data were extremely important in providing information toward 

conflicting attitudes and beliefs that were present. 
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Organization of Collected Data 

The first step in the monumental task of organizing the vast amount 

of data was to file this material in manila folders that were labeled 

and filed chronologically according to timelines of events under 

appropriate subject dividers in file boxes. This was done in order to 

have material easily accessible to the researcher at the point of 

writing the descriptive reporting of the study. 

The next step was a "dumping" endeavor. The researcher attempted 

to write all that could be remembered or recalled of the story. This 

task resembled the writing of one's diary or of one's memoirs. The 

researcher used a lined legal pad with one-third of the side of the 

pages left blank. The writing recall task was done on the two-thirds 

section of the page. Every week the researcher reread what had been 

written, looking for patterns that were emerging. Personal opinions of 

the researcher were noted and marked in the one-third space. Other 

reference notes were also made--references to documentation, quotes, and 

so forth, to support the recalled observational data. Copies of actual 

supporting documents were sometimes clipped directly to the "dumping" 

text at appropriate places. This dumping process, that took 

approximately six months, provided the basis of the first rough draft of 

writing the case study report. 
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Analysis and Interpretation of Data 

The researcher's role was that of an observing participant--not as 

an outside researcher going into a system to become a participant 

observer and to write an objective ethnographic report of an experience, 

but as an actual participant who was personally and professionally 

involved in the phenomenon to be described. Due to this fact, a review 

of techniques used in the field of qualitative studies was made to gain 

knowledge for the process of analyzing and interpreting the data. In 

tracing the emergence of qualitative research techniques, such as have 

long been used in the fields of sociology and anthropology, into the 

field of education, Bogdan and Biklen (1982) point out some synonymous 

terms used in the literature of this approach. They include the terms 

naturalistic, ethnographic, symbolic interactionist, inner perspective, 

phenomenological, case study, interpretive, ethnomethodological, 

ecological, and descriptive. Although use and definition of the terms 

vary among users, there are common characteristics that fit what the 

authors call "qualitative research." Some they mention are: 

1. Qualitative research has the natural setting as the direct 
source of data and the researcher is the key instrument. 
2. Qualitative research is descriptive. 
3. Qualitative researchers tend to analyze their data inductively 

You are not putting together a puzzle, whose picture you 
already know. You are constructing a picture which takes shape as 
you collect and examine the parts. 
4. "Meaning" is of essential concern to the qualitative approach 

•• By learning the perspectives of the participants, 
qualitative research illuminates the inner dynamics of 
situations--dynamics that are often invisible to the outsider (pp. 
27-30). 



Wolcott (1973) suggests "that ethnography is best served when the 

researcher feels free to 'muddle about• in the field setting and to 

pursue hunches or to address himself to problems that he deems 

interesting and worthy of sustained attention" (p. 113). Exploratory 

ethnography, according to Wolcott, allows the researcher to discover 

problem areas rather than to attempt to prove undetermined ones. In 

such a process, the researcher becomes the instrument of the research 

study. Wolcott also points out that as such, the researcher sometimes 
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fails to maintain his or her own objectivity. He advises the researcher 

to make his personal feelings and attitudes clear to the reader and 

state that they are his own, so the reader is able to take that 

perspective into account. Further advice to the novice ethnographer is 

to "present sufficient primary data (e.g. actual quotes from informants, 

related in their own words from comments and written documents) so that 

his readers have an adequate basis for rendering their own judgments 

concerning the analysis" ( p. 124) • 

Guba (1982) contends that naturalistic inquiry is an option in the 

field of research that is gaining in legitimation and acceptance. He 

suggests "that if there are optional modes of inquiry, then one needs to 

make a choice (and) • the choice ought to be made on the basis of 

t he fit between the assumptions on which the several options rest and 

the nature of the phenomenon or phenomena which it is proposed to study" 

(p. 1 ) . He also states: 

The naturalist paradigm, ••. is based on the assumption that 
reality is "constructed": that it exists only in the minds of 
people, and that it is a holistic concept that cannot be fragmented 



without altering its meaning. Inquiry will continuously diverge, 
always raising more questions than it answers (p. 7). 
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Ruby {1982) explains reflexive perspectives in anthropology by 

stating that the term reflexive "describes the capacity of any system of 

signification to turn back upon itself, to make itself its own object by 

referring to itself: subject and object fuse" {p. 2). He 

differentiates reflexive from reflective in that the latter is 

"referring also to a kind of thinking about ourselves, but without the 

requirement of explicit awareness of the implications of our display" 

(p. 3). Ruby describes reflexivity from a communication ·viewpoint as a 

state of cohesiveness between producer, process and product so that the 

audience experiences a "coherent whole" (p. 6). He states: 

Only if a producer makes awareness of itself a public matter and 
conveys that knowledge to an audience is it possible to regard the 
product as reflexive • • • • Until recently it was thought 
inappropriate, tasteless, unscientific, overly personal, and 
trivial to include information about process and producer in a 
product • • • • Of late, we have grown to recognize our science, 
and indeed, ourselves, as imaginative works ••• and backstage (to 
use Erving Goffman's term) proves to be considerably more alive and 
full of possibilities than the domains of well-engineered cosmetic 
front regions to which we were previously confined. {pp. 6-7) 

Following suggestions from the foregoing authors, the researcher 

chose to incorporate the collected data into a reflexive report that 

provides the reader an opportunity to look "backstage" and vicariously 

walk through the researcher's personal experience. The resulting 

product, the case study, takes the form of a personal epic, or 

narrative, that reflects the author's own biases, feelings, attitudes 

and perceptions. In addition, the researcher has provided a complete 

volume of supporting documents that will enable the reader to render his 



own judgment in the analysis. It is the hope of the researcher that 

this written shared experience and the supporting documents will have 

value to those in positions of effecting educational reform and change 

in the institutions we call schools. 

Two specific strategies were incorporated in an attempt to "tame" 

the researcher's perceptions of recalled "backstage" events and 
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reactions. The first strategy was that of having frequent conversations 

with persons who were directly involved in the events that were being 

described to compare individual recall. The teacher who was a plaintiff 

with the researcher in the litigation proceedings against the school 

district served a vital role in this endeavor. Other teachers, friends, 

and family members also contributed personal recall of facts. The 

second strategy involved using outside readers to gather opinions on the 

manuscript as it developed to insure clarity, veracity, plausibility and 

interest. Readers were secured from family, friends, and educators who 

were directly involved in the events of the study as well as those 

removed from the situation. 

In using a reflexive analysis paradigm in reporting this study, the 

researcher was often reminded of Jay Ruby's opening statement in his 

book,! Crack In The Mirror (1982): 

Reflexivity generates heightened awareness and vertigo, the 
creative intensity of a possibility that loosens us from habit and 
custom and turns us back to contemplate ourselves just as we may be 
beginning to realize that we have no clear idea of what we are 
doing. The experience may be exhilarating or frightening or both, 
but it is generally irreversible. We can never return to our 
former easy terms with a world that carried on quite well without 
our administrations. We may find ourselves like Humpty-Dumpty, 
shattered wrecks unable to recapture a smooth, seamless innocence, 
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or like a paralyzed centipede who never walked again once he was 
asked to consider the difficulty in manipulating all those legs. 
Once we take into account our role in our own productions, we may 
be led into new possibilities that compensate for this loss. We 
may achieve a greater originality and responsibility than before, a 
deeper understanding at once of ourselves and of our subjects. 
(p. 1) 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

The researcher has written a documented, reflexive personal account 

of collected data that constitutes a complete case study of one rural 

Texas school district and its involvement in a national and state effort 

to improve reading instruction in public schools (see Case Study). The 

case study attempts to answer the following question: 

To what extent did a peripheral, compensatory reading program, that 
called for change and reform in the educational system, conflict or 
complement the role of the established curriculum and environment 
as well as the role or roles of the personnel charged with its 
implementation in this one local school district during the 
Right-to-Read Effort of the 1970s? 

As a narrative, the case study and its inherent documentation 

answer such a question as the previous in a holistic manner. However, a 

discussion and analysis of the narrative follows in Chapter Five. 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION OF STUDY 

The question posed by the study is: 

To what extent did a peripheral, compensatory reading program, that 
called for change and reform in the educational system, conflict or 
complement the role of the established curriculum and environment 
as well as the role or roles of the personnel charged with its 
implementation in this one local school district during the 
Right-to-Read Effort of the 1970s? 

The results of the case study show that the Right-to-Read Effort, that 

called for change and reform conflicted with the role of the established 

curriculum and environment and acted as a catalyst in a power struggle 

that erupted between the bureaucratic administration and the 

professional teachers who were charged with its implementation in this 

one local school district. The extent was such that it resulted in the 

demise of a reading program that was in nature a move toward 

diagnostic-prescriptive individualized instruction for students in the 

school; loss of employment with the local district of teachers and 

administrators primarily involved, either by non-renewal or by 

resignation; and litigation proceedings that were costly to the school 

district, professional associations, individuals and the court system 

itself. 
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Schools as Social Systems 

The findings in this case study of one individual Texas school 

support the theory that schools are indeed social institutions 

vulnerable to elements that come to bear upon them from within and 

without (Katz, 1968, 1971; Pratte, 1973; Scribner, 1975; Shiffer, 1980). 

The Kingdom Independent School System might be described and compared 

with a social system's model suggested by Dr. Linda King (1983), who, at 

the time, was assistant professor of administration at Texas Woman's 

University, Denton, Texas. The model suggests the institution called 

school, composed of its physical boundaries that define it as an entity, 

be graphically pictured as a half circle balanced on supporting legs 

nestled within a surrounding void of outside environment. Within the 

half circle floats a circle that represents the internal environment 

composed of the managers and supporters who influence a circle within 

the circle representative of technical goals and accomplishments that 

result in the output of the institution. So long as the external 

environment remains calm and unchanged, the system maintains its 

equilibrium on the legs or axis, but if outside forces, such as social, 

econom.ical, political or legal, that are contrary to the norm of the 

system are brought to bear upon it, an unequilibrium, described as a 

rocking of the half circle in an opposite direction on its axis, is 

experienced. 

According to Dr. King's change theory in using this model, as the 

tension of the force is released, the system bounces back, but never to 



its original state or position, thus in theory, some amount of change 

does occur due to the intervening force or forces. 
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The Getzels-Guba Systems Model (Getzels-Guba, 1957) describes in 

more detail two internal variables of the system, the structural 

elements or subsystems operating within. According to this theory, the 

institutional element is described as the bureaucratic organization of 

the roles and expectations to carry out the goals of the system. The 

individual element, on the other hand, is described as the personalities 

and the needs of those who provide the action to carry out the goals. 

These two elements might be compared with Dr. King's internal structure 

model, the institutional element as that Dr. King calls "managers" and 

the individual element as that she calls "supporters." Just as 

potential conflicting outside forces can come to bear on the institution 

as a whole and rock it from its stable equilibrium, conflicting inside 

forces between the institutional element or managers, the bureaucracy, 

and the individual element or supporters can also rock the equilibrium 

of the organization. 

In the early chapters of the study, a discussion was made 

concerning the fact that the contemporary period of education in the 

United States has witnessed rise of the professional teacher who has 

challenged the system and pressed for more autonomy of control in 

bureaucratic organizations, especially in those that are more 

authoritatively oriented. Hoy and Miske! (1982) suggest that 

"professionals often have more competence and technical expertise than 

administrators who occupy a higher level in the organization," a fact 
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that gives rise to tension between teachers and administrators 

especially if the system is high in bureaucratic control and low in 

regard for individual needs (p. 91). Professionals tend to control 

themselves by an internalized code of ethics and an orientation toward 

service to their clients. "'The significant others' for a professional 

are colleagues whose knowledge and competence in the field are useful in 

decision making" (p. 111). The bureaucrat, on the other hand, is loyal 

to the organization with a hierarchical orientation where "discipline 

stems from one major line of authority" (p. 113). 

In looking at the results of the study in terms of the question and 

the models suggested, it is evident that the tautness of the balance of 

the Kingdom system, maintained by the controlling bureaucratic 

administration, was highly sensitive to the influence of the 

Right-to-Read Effort which called for curricular and instructional 

changes. Discussing schools as a social system, Hurwitz and Tesconi 

(1972) state: "schools reflect the professed beliefs, values, and 

ideals of the dominant groups. Schools also mirror the unprofessed 

values--that is, the values revealed in the actual behavior of the 

controlling groups" (p. 7). Popkewitz (1982) found such existing values 

and beliefs to be highly resilient and not easily altered. The data in 

the study support the fact that the beliefs and values held by the 

controlling group in the Kingdom system were entrenched in bureaucratic 

discipline and control. The environment as well as the curriculum in 

the Kingdom school was created and maintained over many years by a 

controlling dominant group composed of the central administration, 
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primarily the superintendent, in whom the local board invested all 

powers, and a following of loyal personnel, generally selected from the 

established local population. The change in administration during the 

years of the study and prior to the litigation was brought about in such 

a way to assure local control continued. When older teachers retired, 

many of the teachers hired were recommended by the superintendent and 

were former students who were loyal to the school system and to the 

administration. Information communicated to the local board as well as 

to the community concerning the school system was controlled by the 

administration who revealed only that which would serve the good of the 

bureaucracy. 

The data also confirm that a major source of conflict was 

introduced within the internal structure of the school system when a 

group of teachers with strong professional orientations and an openness 

to innovative changes in education were employed by the system. The 

introduction of a state-supported program for the improvement of reading 

instruction under the auspices of the national Right-to-Read Effort that 

called for more autonomy on the part of teachers tended to act as a 

catalyst in a power struggle that erupted within the system between the 

bureaucrats, along with a group of loyal supporters, and the group of 

professionals who eagerly accepted the challenge to change offered by 

the Right-to-Read Effort. Not only can the system be graphically 

pictured as rocking back and forth on its axis as equilibrium was lost, 

but spinning with increasing momentum as the inside conflict developed 

and bounced back and forth within the system so that a whirling effect, 
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not unlike that of a storm of tornado proportions, occurred. As Dr. 

King's model suggests and the data of the study support, the turmoil of 

the outside and inside forces that rocked the system from its 

equilibrium status influenced the system in such a way that it was 

unable to return to its stable condition as before. 

The Social System of Kingdom 

The study shows the Kingdom school to be a product of the public 

educational system of Texas. A school with fewer than 500 students, it 

is one of 538 schools its size that account for approximately half the 

school systems in the state. Historically, the educational system in 

Texas had relied on local control to such an extent that a highly 

decentralized state structure has evolved so that reforms and 

improvements in education developed at the state level must depend 

largely for their implementation on a voluntary acceptance and 

commitment by local systems. Twenty Regional Education Service Centers 

located throughout the state provide educational services and coordinate 

educational planning in each region. However, these agencies have no 

power to mandate programs or guidelines to local districts who have 

chosen to be members of the regional Service Centers, but must depend on 

a cooperative effort between local administrations and the Center. 

Texas schools are financially supported in part by funds from the 

state, distributed to local districts on an Average Daily Attendance 

(ADA) basis and by local property taxes. Kingdom, a rural area composed 

primarily of farms and ranches, operates on a minimum property tax base 
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and, as a result, the school's funds are limited. Beginning in the late 

1960s, available federal funds for special programs disseminated through 

the state agencies offered an exciting incentive for the Kingdom school 

to have services and supplies the school otherwise could not afford 

without raising the local tax base. The federal funds also provided 

more employment for the local community in a town where the local school 

system serves as the largest business enterprise that provides the 

highest paid and the largest number of jobs. At the end of the 1978 

school year, six teachers and six aides were employed in the Ki'ngdom 

system and thei·r salaries paid by federal funds. 

It was within this educational structure that the Kingdom 

Independent School District entered into an agreed commitment to 

implement the proposed State Right-to-Read Effort in the local school. 

However, the Right-to-Read Effort, the brainchild of the United States 

Commissioner of Education, unlike previous federal programs in which the 

Kingdom school had participated, offered no large amount of funds to be 

dispensed directly to local school districts. Instead, the available 

federal funds to participating states were used to train personnel, 

provide release time for local teachers to view model programs, conduct 

conferences and encourage educators toward bringing about reforms in 

reading programs in their own local schools. The assumptions, discussed 

in Chapter II, on which the National Effort was based show that the 

responsibility for the success of the effort was placed with the local 

school personnel and the local citizenry. Federal funds were used as a 
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kind of "seeding" effect with the expectation that local districts would 

water and cultivate the program by providing increased local funding. 

All federal funding to the states under the Right-to-Read Effort 

was discontinued in 1978 with only about one fourth of the school 

districts in Texas having become voluntarily committed to the effort. 

Texas had projected that by 1980 all school districts would be involved 

in the effort. When the federal funding ended, the state did not 

appropriate funds to continue the effort as had been projected. 

However, many of the reform measures encouraged in improving reading 

programs throughout the state, such as diagnostic-prescriptive 

instruction used with skill continuums and curriculum guides, were 

incorporated for all subject areas in the new guidelines implemented at 

the state level for the continued accreditation of Texas' school 

systems. In effect, some of the reform measures that schools who had 

become Right-to-Read sites were asked to do voluntarily became mandated 

for all school systems by the state the year following the demise of the 

Right-to-Read Effort. 

There was no evidence upon returning to the Kingdom school system 

six years later, when the school was in its fourth and fifth year of 

implementation of the new accreditation guidelines, that curriculum 

guides for various subject matter had been developed by the local 

system. Apparently the school was depending on a state prescribed 

skills continuum, the "essential elements" for each subject, outlined in 

the State Board of Education Rules for Curriculum (1984), to fulfill the 

requirement for state accreditation, as well as the traditional state 



adopted textbooks whose goals and objectives, developed by the various 

publishers, were presented in the manuals and guidebooks for teachers. 
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The diagnostic-prescriptive instruction requirement, in whatever 

amounts each teacher chose to do, occurring in the Kingdom school under 

the new accreditation guidelines, was evidenced by a testing program 

that consisted of a normed achievement test administered at the end of 

the school year and on the state required Texas Assessment of Basic 

Skills (Texas Education Agency, 1980) administered to students in 

alternate levels throughout the grades. A criterion-reference element 

was contained in the achievement test. It was used to provide each 

teacher a printout for each student showing weaknesses in specific skill 

areas. The possibility existed for a subsequent teacher to use the 

student profiles for an incoming class to plan and prescribe 

individually for students. However, I observed very little planning for 

individual students by classroom teachers who continued to plan in terms 

of large group instruction with textbook and teacher made tests 

administered uniformly to the class periodically for purposes of grading 

for report cards. All practice and drill work was uniformly 

administered, graded and averaged to contribute to the report card 

grade. 

The special teachers in the school continued to exhibit more of the 

element of diagnostic-prescriptive instruction since the Education 

Service Center supervised and guided these federally fUnded programs. 

Even during the attempt to implement the individualized reading program 

developed under the guidelines of the Right-to-Read Effort, there was 
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evidence that the teachers in the special programs were using 

diagnostic-prescriptive approaches. Individual plans for students in 

the programs were required as a part of the guidelines of the state and 

criterion-referenced tests were administered to assess student needs. 

The same test, the Houghton-Mifflin Criterion-Referenced Test (1974), 

that was selected and used by the elementary classroom teachers in the 

reading program developed for the Kingdom school, was provided for the 

local migrant program by the Education Service Center. It was 

interesting to note that the special programs' teachers willingly 

accepted the required guidelines toward diagnostic~prescriptive 

instruction from the state agency, the ESC, yet joined the group of 

classroom teachers in their protest against the Right-to-Read program 

that the primary level teachers were promoting in the local school. 

It is possible that the phenomenon, described above, that existed 

in the Kingdom school system was due to the fact that the acceptance of 

required state agency guidelines concerning the special programs meant 

continued federal funds to support teacher and aide salaries in a school 

that otherwise possibly would not appropriate money for the added 

personnel. The Right-to-Read Effort, on the other hand, offered no 

monetary substance to the school or to individual teachers or aides. 

Observing the Kingdom system during the two years it operated under the 

new guidelines mandated by the state's accreditation plan, · there was 

evidence of a high incidence of complaints and objections toward the new 

requirements on the part of both teachers and administrators in the 

local system. The question might be raised as to whether the fact that 
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no monetary gains were inherent in compliance with state guidelines 

acted as a deterrent to a willing acceptance of the Right-to-Read Effort 

by personnel in this school. 

The Managers 

The managers, or the bureaucracy, have been described as a school 

board, referred to as a board of trustees in Texas school systems, who 

historically invested administrative control in the selected 

superintendent of the Kingdom Independent School District and two 

principals, elementary and high school. During the years between 1965 

and 1978, there was evidence that the superintendents who served the 

school completely controlled the administrative power, yielding little 

authority in decision making to the two principals. 

With the event of the invitation to the school district to become a 

part of the Texas Right-to-Read Effort, it was the superintendent who 

made the decision and recommended to the board that they approve the 

commitment. It was also the superintendent's decision to appoint me to 

be the director of the local effort rather than the principal. Although 

the guidelines of the state called for the director to be given 

authority to develop and implement an improved reading program in the 

school systems who had committed themselves to the effort, data in the 

study suggest that neither the local superintendent nor the elementary 

principal were willing to relinquish any of their own control in the 

system. In fact, the principal, who in reality was allowed little 

authority by the superintendent, quite possibly viewed me as a contender 
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for an already limited amount of power in the administration of the 

elementary school. Evidence in the study shows he was not personally in 

agreement with changes in instructional techniques and methods suggested 

by state personnel who helped develop the program in the school. 

Further, he gave me no support toward the program's success. 

Celestia Davis (1977), who served as the director of the Texas 

Right-to-Read Effort, found in her study that in schools where the 

building principal served as the director, programs were more 

successful. It would be difficult to project whether the Right-to-Read 

Effort would have been more readily aocepted by the entire staff of 

personnel in the Kingdom school if the principal had served as its 

director instead of me. In this case, the program might have been 

developed in an altogether different direction. 

It is highly possible the Kingdom school district would not have 

become a part of the Right-to-Read Effort if the Regional Service Center 

personnel had not been aware of the more innovative instructional and 

classroom management techniques the primary teachers in the local school 

were already doing. This fact contributed to Kingdom's being one of the 

early schools recommended as a potential site for the Texas effort. 

During the years I had served as the Title I reading teacher, I had 

availed myself of training and other services offered by the regional 

center and had possibly gained more expertise in the field of reading 

than other teachers in the system. Many of the methods and techniques I 

used had been adopted by the other primary teachers who were anxious to 

learn more less traditional ways of teaching. I had assumed the role of 
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an influential teacher in the elementary building sometime before being 

appointed as the director of the local Right-to-Read Effort, a fact that 

could have been intimidating to the principal. 

As I moved into the ro+e of director, I was open and excited toward 

change and reform offered by the Right-to-Read Effort in educating the 

students of the Kingdom school. Having experienced, as well as having 

read about, many less traditional ways of teaching that were effective 

with students, I rushed headlong into my task, ignorant and naive 

concerning constraints that deter change and reform in the educational 

system. The significance of the fact that I was assuming the role of a 

change agent in a climate that was not ready for change was oblivious to 

me, because I had no prior knowledge of the study of theory and the 

organization of educational systems. Had I been so wise, it is highly 

improbable that I would have accepted the position or if I had, there 

would have existed a marked jadedness of energy and enthusiasm on my 

part. The energy and excitement I was able to transmit in an endeavor I 

believed in, and thought everyone else should believe in too, was the 

factor that brought about commitment on the part of the teachers who 

joined the effort and exhibited successful experiences for themselves 

and the students in their classrooms. However, it was probably this 

same energy and excitement that deterred teachers in the system who were 

not ready or willing to change from the traditional forms of 

instruction. 

Data in the study, especially the testimony in the litigation 

proceedings, suggest that the principal, as well as other members of the 
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bureaucracy, viewed the event of teachers actively involved in the 

Right-to-Read program who came to me as the director to report 

discrepancies on their evaluations that they suspected stemmed from 

their involvement with the program, to be acts of insubordination toward 

his authority. Further insubordination was viewed by the bureaucracy 

when I assumed my authority as director of the reading program and 

intervened on behalf of the teachers. The final event viewed by the 

bureaucracy as insubordination was my action, supported by the group of 

teachers actively involved in the reading program, in seeking and 

securing audience with the local school board to defend the reading 

program developed under the guidance of the state Right-to-Read Effort. 

The consequences of the event finally led to the non-renewal of Wilson 

and me and the resignation of the other teachers. The study suggests 

the possibility that the bureaucrats, or managers, in a bureaucratic 

system will tend to draw together in loyal support and muster their 

combined forces to protect each other or the bureaucracy against any 

internal element that appears to threaten their power of control. 

The Supporters 

The supporters, the individuals who perform the action to carry out 

the goals developed by the managers of an educational system, encompass 

both instructional and noninstructional personnel, but for the purpose 

of discussing the Kingdom school the term is used to refer to the 

instructional personnel. Observing what occurred in the Kingdom system, 

the study shows that the teachers and aides tended to divide into two 
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groups, one group loyal to the bureaucracy and the other group loyal to 

the professional element. More than one factor was possibly involved in 

the loyalty exhibited by the group who chose allegiance to the 

bureaucracy. Most of the group were from families that were considered 

to be rooted in the community that historically had expected complete 

loyalty from its citizens in all endeavors. The town of Kingdom offered 

no other source of employment, especially for women, that was as 

lucrative as that offered by a teaching position, nor with hours 

compatible with the teachers' own school age children. 

Another more interesting factor might have existed in this 

particular situation. The study suggests that the elementary principal, 

who was allowed little authority by his superior, the superintendent, 

made an intense effort to court allegiance and loyalty from his 

subordinates, the teachers and aides in the elementary building. In 

referring to personnel, the superintendent always spoke in terms of "my 

school," "my staff," "my principals," "my teachers." The fact that the 

principal, in an administrative position that allowed him little 

authority or approval from his superior, heightened his need to seek 

social support from the elementary personnel. If this were the case, it 

would indeed concur with the hypothesis and rationale suggested by Blau 

and Scott (1962) that supervisors who are provided little social or 

political support by their own superiors may command loyalty from their 

subordinates in order to gain some sense of independency (pp. 60-61). 

The principal's testimony in the case study indicates his frustration at 

not being able to "get all his horses hooked up" (refer to Document 



59 

UUU), indicating not all of his subordinates were loyal. The data 

suggest that following the event of my going before the local board to 

defend the reading program, the principal resorted to pronounced 

psychological behaviors drawing attention to his health to solicit and 

command support from the group of teachers and aides who had 

demonstrated loyalty in the past. In the event that the principal 

reprimanded the group of teachers, the group who characterized a 

professional orientation, for their insubordination in going before the 

local school board and being critical of the administration, a more 

intense solicitation for support on the part of his superiors as well as 

his subordinates was made. Again, this was in the form of psychological 

behaviors in which the incident between him and my husband was magnified 

into a life threatening situation (detailed in Document UUU). 

The study shows that the supporters who exhibited early loyalty to 

the bureaucracy continued to do so until the end of the old regime. 

From casual observations made during the two years after my return to 

the Kingdom system, I was aware that a strong loyalty toward the new 

administration, on the part of the group of teachers and aides who had 

exhibited such active loyalty and support to the prior administration, 

had not developed. Following the retirement of the former 

superintendent, when the local school district was unsuccessful in its 

attempt to defeat the law suit brought by Wilson and me, the local board 

decided to go outside the community to hire a new superintendent. The 

board also allowed the new superintendent to select and recommend a 

principal that he felt would be compatible with him to fill the high 
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school vacancy. As a result, another outsider was brought into the 

system who served as principal of both elementary and high school the 

first year of my and Wilson's return due to the elementary principal's 

refusal to remain in his position with us back in the school. The 

second year of my return, a new elementary principal, also an outsider, 

was hired by the system, but left at the end of the year when I did. 

The lead teacher of the group of loyal supporters of the prior principal 

was assigned to the position of elementary principal. Before I left the 

system, I was already aware of subtle remarks made by the lead teacher 

and others who had been a part of the old supporting group, indicating 

there was an element of antagonism toward the new outside 

administrators. A further study of this one school might provide 

interesting information as to loyalty patterns in a closed community 

such as Kingdom. 

The group of supporters in the study who were professionally 

oriented and exhibited colleague loyalty portray descriptions 

researchers (Clark, 1962; Scribner, 1975; Shiffer, 1980) have made of 

the Contemporary Period in the history of public school education in 

this country. The teachers in the study looked to the professionals at 

the state agencies and to professional literature for guidance in 

educational instruction rather than to the local administration. They 

tended to use their own expertise as well as personal funds to secure 

the best in instructional practice and in materials for the students 

they taught. The findings suggest teaching for the group of 

professionals was more of a personal commitment to the students they 
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taught rather than just a job to secure added personal income. The 

group of teachers, who exhibited an openness and excitement toward 

change, viewed the intervention of the Right-to-Read Effort into the 

Kingdom system as an added opportunity to learn new ways of teaching. 

The colleagues• loyalty to me as the director of the program was 

apparent early in the inception of the effort and extended throughout 

the conflict with the school administration and the litigation that 

followed. This loyalty was probably due to the fact that the values 

held by the group were compatible with mine and also to the influence I 

was able to exert in my excitement toward the use of more innovative 

teaching methods and techniques. As stated earlier, the evident loyalty 

toward my leadership as the director of the Right-to-Read program by 

this group of teachers, who were predominantly outside residents of the 

community, agitated the bureaucracy of the Kingdom system, especially 

the elementary principal. 

The study shows further agitation occurred when the group of 

professional teachers, who believed they should be evaluated on their 

knowledge and performance of their teaching abilities rather than on 

personality conflicts and events, verbally objected to evaluations 

executed by the elementary principal on two separate occasions. The 

final objections led to the involvement of personnel from the Texas 

State Teachers' Association (TSTA), a state professional organization 

for teachers that is also affiliated with the National Education 

Association. The intervention of an organization considered by many to 

be militant in its efforts to support teachers posed a direct threat to 
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the local bureaucracy. A major break was already occurring in the state 

organization between the Texas Association of School Administrators 

(TASA) and TSTA that culminated on May 12, 1978 when the TASA voted to 

disaffiliate from the Texas State Teachers' Association. According to 

an article in the Texas Outlook, June 1978 (p. 14), one of the reasons 

stated for the break was due to "Dilution of administrator participation 

and influence in TSTA." In the local school districts and in the 

surrounding districts, administrators were already pledging support to a 

new state professional organization, Association of Texas Professional 

Educators (ATPE), in which their participation could return to the power 

status that it once enjoyed in TSTA. The year following the non-renewal 

of my and Wilson's contracts with the local school and the involvement 

in our litigation of the TSTA organization, the local administrators 

discouraged the local teachers in joining the association. One of the 

teachers who had refused to join the open loyalty movement on behalf of 

the elementary principal, but remained in the system, joined TSTA 

undercover during the following years for fear of repercussions. 

The professional support and legal funding provided by the Texas 

State Teachers' Association in the study also led to the intervention of 

the court system. The attitudes toward this intervention was evident in 

observing responses on the part of the local bureaucracy and the loyal 

supporters during the week the case was before the federal court in 

Austin. There existed a kind of disrespect toward the court system on 

behalf of the Kingdom loyals during the proceedings that seemed to 
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indicate a belief that no outside forces should or could dictate to the 

local district what to do in their locally controlled system. 

Explanations and Suggestions 

In the foregoing discussion, an attempt has been made to show some 

of the more obvious conditions and problems that acted as deterrents to 

change in this one school, significantly a bureaucratic organization. 

As many researchers and educators (Goodlad, 1983; Hitt, 1979; Kelly, 

1980; Owens & Steinhoff, 1969) have suggested, schools cannot be 

operated and managed as businesses or factories because schooling offers 

as a product human service that is in no way the same as the material 

product produced by a factory. Schools are served by a human element 

with needs that differ from those of the assembly line worker. Schools 

are also more vulnerable to the attitudes of the environment in which 

they exist than factories or businesses, yet management and control of 

the public schools remains grounded in the factory model (Goodlad, 1983 

p. 466). 

During the reporting of this case study, the collected observations 

and data grew to monumental proportions. However a concerted effort was 

made not to restrict the amount reported due to the many factors 

contained in this particular case that might have significant value for 

other researchers and educators who are struggling with the problems of 

bringing about reform and change in the public schools and the 

educational system as a whole. 



64 

This study, borrowing from an ethnographic paradigm and reported as 

the personal experience of an educator who worked within the system 

studied, might well excite other educators and administrators to become 

ethnographers in their own work settings in order to provide more 

information for the field of literature that deals with educational 

change and reform. A collection of in-depth studies from those working 

within the institutions combined with that of more formal research could 

produce a body of knowledge that would have a tremendous effect on the 

future of the educational system in the United States and eventually 

bring about the "moon-shot," the dream proposed by those who formulated 

the Right-to-Read Effort in the 1970s, that no child would be leaving 

the public schools without the ability and the desire to read to his or 

her full capability. 

The fact that the study is of only one school system serves as a 

limitation to conclusions of the findings. However, John I. Goodlad 

(1983) stated that in his study,! Place Called School, he found as more 

schools added to the study, they tended to be repetitious of the others 

and the findings were much the same. He concluded that detailed 

in-depth studies of even a small sample of representative schools could 

shed much light on problems and issues facing educational changes in 

education. Perhaps this study serves such a purpose in the study of 

school systems not only in Texas, but throughout the United States. 
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CASE STUDY 



Preface 

The following case study is reported by the researcher who was 

employed as a teacher in the school system that provides the setting of 

the study. During the years from 1965 to 1972, the researcher taught 

reading under the Title I program and then moved into the position of 

first grade teacher in the system where she remained until her contract 

was nonrenewed at the end of the 1978 school term. The researcher also 

served as the Right-to-Read director of the school's reading program the 

last four years of employment. Following the nonrenewal of the 

researcher's contract, a law suit was filed by the researcher and 

another teacher who was nonrenewed at the same time. The litigation 

that ended in 1982 restored the teachers to their former positions with 

the school district. 

The case study covers the experiences of the researcher from the 

years of 1965 until 1984. The researcher has borrowed from the field of 

ethnography in reporting the study. Events have been described in 

detail and a complete volume of documentation is provided to give the 

reader a base for drawing his or her own conclusions in the study. All 

names of people and places directly associated with the school system 

have been changed. Names and places have also been blacked out in all 

documents provided in Volume II. A few names remain unchanged due to 
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their prominence as a state or national site, or as a prominent person 

not locally associated with the school studied. 
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Since the case study is lengthy and involves a large group of 

characters and places, the researcher has provided for the reader maps 

to assist in visualizing the setting, as well as a cross-reference, in 

the form of a bubble chart, of the characters involved. Included are 

their respective positions with the school system and their associations 

and kinsmanship with each other. The maps and table are included as a 

part of this preface for easy reference (see following pages). 
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Chart 1· Characters and relationships of those involved in the study. 
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Map 1· Location of Kingdom in relation to surrounding area and 
locations of homes where characters in the study reside. 
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(1) In Kingdom or 5 miles radius--June, Reva, Judy, Suzy, Laura, Bessy, 
Sissy, Norma, Lula, Ruby, Lilly, Edith, Lelah, Clara, Rose, 
Superintendent, Dr. Haley, Hank Franklin, Bob Gresham, Clarence Wiggins, 
Clyde Langley and Mark Dooley. 
( 2) Patsy (3) Principal (4) Braune (5) Leland Winters (6) Wilson (7) In 
Sunnyville--Dottie and Becky (8) Mary 
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Map~· Downtown Kingdom and locations of places pertinent to the study. 
(1) Church of Christ (2) Kingdom School (3) Bank (4) Insurance Office 
owned by Clara Langley's mother (5) Attorney's office building where 
Braune's husband's office was located (6) Masonic Lodge (7) Baptist 
Church (8) Shops and grocery stores (9) Hospital and doctor's offices 
(10) Methodist Church 
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Map 3_. Kingdom school plant and locations of personnel employed. 
(K) Mary--Kindergarten (1) Braune--Grade 1 (2) Reva and later 
June--Grade 2 (3) Wilson and later Lilly--Grade 3 (4) Ruby--Grade 4 (5) 
Dottie and later Ella--Grade 5 (6) Suzy--Grade 6 (7) Bessy and later 
Bobby Dungan--Grade 7 (8) Principal--Grade 8 (9) (10) Bathrooms and 
Bookroom (11) Braune--Title I and later Elementary Principal's office 
and workroom (12) Healthroom (13) Cafeteria (14) Playground (15) Lula 
and Wilson, migrant program teachers; Laura, special education teacher; 
Edith and Patsy, migrant program aides (16) Superintendent's office (17) 
Bookkeeper and Secretary (18) High School Principal's office (19) 
Auditorium with Library on second floor above (20) High School Science 
Room with English and History rooms above on second floor (21) School 
District Tax Office and Workroom (22) High School Typing Room (23) High 
School Math Room (24) Braune and later Becky--Title I and Vocational 
Education (25) Band Room (26) Gymnasium (27) Parking lot 



Foreword 

"I wish I could transport you back in time to the year 1977-78, 

when these two ladies were ON THEIR WHITE HORSES CHARGING UP AND DOWN 

THE HALLS OF KINGDOM SCHOOL TRYING TO FORCE A READING PROGRAM DOWN 

EVERYBODY'S THROAT"! The harsh words bounced off the walls in the 

federal court room. The attorney for the defense was addressing the 

jury with his opening remarks in the case, Doc.#W-62-CA-90, Wilson and 

Braune vs. Kingdom Independent School District. I was numb with 

disbelief. 

Four years earlier, Wilson and I were fired from our teaching 

positions with the Kingdom Independent School District (ISD). Two 

experienced teachers certified by the state of Texas, we held master's 

degrees and considered ourselves dedicated professionals. Three months 

after our termination we filed the federal law suit against the 

district. During that time I struggled with the decision to walk away 

and forget it all or to take a stand and fight for my rights and the 

rights of all teachers. To file a lawsuit against the school district 

in a small town like Kingdom was as blasphemous and unpardonable as 

desecration of the local institutions of churches. The town had quickly 

taken sides--those who opposed our stand and those who were silent. 

We had moved to Kingdom 17 years earlier from Abilene, a larger 

Texas city where my husband and I had grown up. For several years we 

had owned a ranch near Kingdom and prior to our move we spent many 
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many summers and school year weekends at the ranch. Our two daughters 

loved horses and riding and our son loved animals, especially chickens. 

Although my husband had a successful plumbing and heating contracting 

business in the city, we longed to move to the ranch and provide our 

three children with some real "earth" experiences. 

Farming and ranching is not a lucrative business venture unless one 

enters on a large scale with plenty of capital for operating expense. 

This, we did not have. So before moving to the ranch, my husband and I 

agreed that I should return to college and complete a degree that I had 

started before we were married. My dream was to become a teacher. With 

a teaching certificate I could secure employment in a school near the 

ranch. My husband could ease out of the competitive field of 

construction contracting and try his hand at farming and ranching, a 

desire of his--like mine of teaching. The idea was economically sound. 

At the same time the whole family would be fUlfilling some secret 

desires. It would be a real adventure! 

Never could I have envisioned that 17 years later, my family and I 

would be sitting in a United States District Court room in the federal 

building in Austin, the state capitol of Texas, defending my position as 

a reading program director, my rights as a teacher, and the integrity of 

my husband and myself. Perhaps the real adventure was just beginning. 

Whatever had brought me to this point in my life, there was no turning 

back now. 

In the courtroom I was surrounded by love and support from family 

and friends. Hy three children had left personal and business 
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commitments in other cities to spend the week in Austin with their 

father and me. My dear friend, the retired English teacher with whom I 

had begun my teaching at Kingdom school, came to encourage and testify 

as a character witness. Five teachers, who had resigned and left 

Kingdom at the . same time Wilson and I were terminated, came to spend the 

week and to testify in our defense. 

Soon after we filed the lawsuit against the school district, Wilson 

and I enrolled in a public school law course at the university where we 

bad done some graduate work. Our initial aim was to learn more about 

public school law, but our intense interest in the field of reading 

improvement soon led us to pursue doctoral degrees in reading with 

minors in school administration. We spent a lot of time together 

driving the 150 miles commuting to class. Throughout the experience we 

built a strong bond of friendship and camaraderie. 

Now face to face with the six member jury on a raised platform 

directly in front of us, Wilson and I were reassured by each other's 

presence. Sitting across from me, at the table, was the attorney we bad 

retained after our teaching contracts were not renewed. His practice 

was in Sunnyville, a town 15 miles from Kingdom, where he had served as 

the district attorney for several years. During the interim of our 

litigation he was elected state senator from our district. A 

knowledgeable and dynamic courtroom lawyer, he argued our case. Across 

from Wilson was seated a Houston attorney, whom we had engaged a few 

weeks before our case went to trial. The assisting attorney was an 

older man who came highly recommended by our state teachers' 
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organization due to his knowledge and successful work nationwide with 

teacher rights cases. Both attorneys told us that our case would be 

difficult to try, much less to win, but they believed in us and in our 

cause. 

Although I was surrounded by love and assistance, I was also 

surrounded by hostile, accusing faces of the people with whom I had 

worked and lived during my teaching career at Kingdom. Our attorneys 

had subpoenaed all of the faculty and administrative staff who were even 

remotely involved. Sitting behind Wilson and I were the superintendent 

and principal. Across the table from them were seated their two 

attorneys. Behind the attorneys for the defense, on a platform similar 

to that on which the jury sat, were seated six of the Kingdom school 

board members. The seventh member, a friend of my husband, had been 

stricken with a severe stomach ulcer attack and was absent. 

Earlier in the hall corridor outside the courtroom, I had the first 

encounter, and by no means the last, with the venomous stares from 

people who, previously, I had considered to be my friends. The 

superintendent's wife and I had shared a close professional and personal 

friendship. She had been an aide at the school under the Title I 

reading program, and had worked directly with me part of the time that I 

served as the Title I reading teacher. We had enjoyed a working 

relationship as well as a social one. The superintendent and my husband 

had played many golf games together, and even shared a golf cart shed at 

the local country club. The four of us had traveled together on many 

vacation trips. Our younger daughters had been friends and classmates 
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throughout their elementary and high school years. Their older daughter 

had done her student teaching with me during her education training at 

the nearby university in Sunnyville. 

Our association with the principal and his family had begun some 25 

years earlier when we bought the ranch adjoining theirs. We enjoyed 

their neighborly friendship. Their children had also been classmates 

with our children, active in drama and speech events along with our son 

and youngest daughter. I had made costumes for all the children through 

the years, and the principal's wife and I had traveled to district and 

state contests sharing the enthusiasm and excitement of our children's 

participation. 

Some of the younger teachers who were standing in the hall when we 

arrived had been classmates of my children, and some I had taught during 

my teaching years at Kingdom. Some of the older teachers who were 

standing there had taught my children, and I had taught theirs. I had 

also taught many of the children of the school board members. As I 

looked around at these people who had shared my life the past 17 years, 

they seemed as strangers. The words the defense attorney was speaking 

were vibrating in my head, "THESE TWO LADIES--ON THEIR WHITE 

HORSES--CHARGING UP AND DOWN THE HALLS--FORCING A READING PROGRAM DOWN 

EVERYBODY'S THROAT"! 

Throughout my life, any time I was accused of something I 

immediately began soul-searching for clues of justification. This time 

was no exception; in fact, this was the ultimate. Had I been so zealous 

for the reading program I was delegated to direct, I wondered, that I 
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was actually guilty of the lawyer's accusations? Had I, alone, been 

responsible for causing all the disruption in the lives of all of these 

people here in this courtroom; of those sequestered as witnesses in the 

hall outside--even of my friend Wilson who had faithfully stuck by in 

helping to develop the reading program? 

Many times during the four years I questioned whether the anguish 

was worth it. However, I was constantly reminded of the words of a man 

who had become a dear friend, our teacher rights' representative from 

our state teachers' organization. He had met with Wilson and me at the 

time we had received our yearly evaluations, in April of 1978, in which 

the principal had charged us with insubordination, and had cited 

specific instances in the four to eight pages. At that time, the 

representative outlined for us the choices we had in dealing with the 

situation. One of those choices was to resign and walk away, but, he 

said, "I have seen many teachers walk away only to regret that they did 

not have the courage to stand up and fight for their rights." 

In all my life I bad never taken a stand for something that I 

believed in until January of 1978 when I decided to go before the 

Kingdom school board to defend the reading program that I had helped 

develop in the school. From that moment on, I was caught up in a 

whirlwind of events that rapidly intensified. There was no turning 

back. There seemed to be only the choice of continuing to take a stand 

for my convictions or to "walk away." 

My choice was obvious. Here we all sat, before a federal judge and 

jury, with sides drawn, literally, right down the middle of the 

... 
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courtroom. Even the gallery of observers was divided right down the 

middle--those who were there in my and Wilson's behalf were seated on 

the same side of the courtroom as Wilson and I. Those there on behalf 

of the school district had aligned themselves on the same side of the 

courtroom as those representing the school district--the superintendent, 

principal, and school board. 

Earlier when I entered the courtroom, I had a strong sense of 

purpose--that it was right that we were here whatever the outcome. I 

had never been in a large federal courtroom and certainly not as a prime 

participator in a case. I was struck by a deep sense of appreciation 

for our democratic system of government and for those who brought about 

a court of law where the rights of a country's citizens could be 

reviewed by an unbiased judge and jury. The public school law course I 

had taken had pointed out that cases decided by the courts had helped to 

establish more fairly the constitutional rights for students, teachers, 

and schools. Inside, I felt an excitement well up in anticipation of 

finally being able to have both sides lay out all the facts in the case, 

so that not only could an unbiased jury make a decision, but, that I 

might find answers to many questions that had plagued me during the past 

few years. 

My older daughter, who is my Aquarius "free spirit," had just 

returned from a seminar in Phoenix, Arizona. In the motel room the 

night before, she shared a visualizing technique that she had learned in 

the awareness seminar. She suggested to her brother, her sister, and me 

that each time we went into the courtroom, before a session began, we 
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each cup our hands in our lap and visualize that we were placing 

everyone who would testify in a deep, blue, tranquil pool of water. 

Silently we would ask that each person reveal exactly his or her actions 

in the events that occurred during the previous years at Kingdom, so a 

true picture of the case would emerge. Whether this visualization 

technique made sense in a Texas court of law, or, whether it only made 

sense in an awareness seminar in Phoenix, Arizona, didn't seem 

important. What mattered to me was that it expressed exactly what I 

hoped would happen during the trial, that some semblance of truth about 

what had happened could be established, not only for the judge and jury, 

but for myself as well. I wanted to present myself as true to my 

actions so that if I had been in error, we would all be convinced of 

that fact. Perhaps this technique was for me alone. My daughter, who 

writes beautiful poetry, some of which I do not always understand, has 

always seemed to me a symbol of deep truth and knowing. She has eyes 

that see right inside me--that seem to know me better than I know 

myself. I accepted her suggestion, as did my other two children, and I 

am sure it, or, the power of suggestion of it, helped me through the two 

days that I was on the witness stand, and the days that followed. 

Our attorney called me to the stand. After I was duly cautioned 

and sworn, my testimony began. The attorney had explained to me earlier 

that he intended to enter most of the 58 Plaintiffs Exhibits' through my 

and Wilson's testimony. The exhibits were copies of written documents 

that would be used to substantiate our case. He also planned to 

establish the time-line, or sequence of events, in the case through our 
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testimony. In essence, we would be telling our story as he guided the 

direction with questions he would ask. 

In his opening remarks he outlined what we intended to show, that 

in 1974: 

1. The Kingdom Independent School District had committed itself to 

become a part of the State of Texas Right-to-Read Effort. 

2. Braune had been appointed by the school board to be the 

director of the local program, and as the director received 240 hours of 

training with Texas Education Agency in order to establish an improved 

reading program in the local school. 

3. A program was developed and implemented under her direction in 

the local school, and that it received accolades from area and state 

auspices, being cited in state directories as a model site for educators 

throughout the state to visit. 

4. When problems arose concerning the continuation of the program, 

Braune went before the school board in its defense, and in so doing was 

critical of administrative support of the program. 

5. Three months later, Braune and Wilson, along with teachers who 

had helped to implement the program and had been supportive of Braune's 

remarks to the school board, had been given evaluations that charged 

them with insubordination and deficiencies in a number of areas. 

6. When Braune and Wilson asked for a hearing before the board to 

defend the charges stated in their evaluations, the request was denied. 

1. At the same time a grievance was filed by a group of teachers 

who opposed the Right-to-Read program. 
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8. The grievance was hurriedly directed by the principal and the 

superintendent to the school board to be heard the same night teacher 

contracts were to be considered. 

9. In a closed session, these teachers grieved against Braune and 

Wilson, the two plaintiffs in the case, and in the same session, the two 

plaintiffs' contracts were not renewed for the coming year with the 

Kingdom !.S.D. 

The outline was already established as I took the stand to testify. 

Now I would begin filling in the story. The memorable lines from 

Shakespeare's The Merchant of Venice came to my mind, "I hold the world 

but as the world ••• a stage, where every man must play a part • 

" Certainly we were all caught up in a drama that was about to unfold 

in this time and place. And I was on stage. 



Part 1 

Kingdom as a Stable System 

My teaching career with the Kingdom Independent School District of 

Texas began at midterm in January of 1966. I was hired to assist the 

high school English teacher with the federally funded Title I remedial 

reading program that was being implemented into both the elementary and 

the high school levels. 

I met with the Kingdom superintendent in late summer of 1965 to 

apply for a job with the district. He told me the district had secured 

funds for the Title I reading in the elementary level, and the high 

school principal's wife had already been employed for that position. 

They were in the process of securing more funds under the new Title I 

program and, if they were successful, there would be another position 

available. He said they were looking forward to our moving into the 

community, and to having my three children as students in the school 

system. 

I had discovered earlier in the summer that small schools in the 

area were desperate for additional students. More students meant more 

average daily attendance, and that in turn meant more money from the 

state with which to operate. This had been an eye-opening experience 

for me when I had applied at another nearby small school. I immediately 

received a call asking me to meet with the school board. They were 

interested in my application, and they had an opening to fill. When I 
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met with them, they wanted me to agree to put my children in their 

school. The job was mine if I would agree. I was quite indignant and 

said, "Do you mean that it would not matter what my qualifications or my 

credentials were, that if I just agree to put my children in your 

school, the job is mine"? I had not expected to be confronted with this 

sort of an issue. I had worked hard the past four years, had graduated 

magna cum laude, and had received commendations from my supervising and 

cooperating teachers. I didn't like the idea of using my children as 

bargaining power in securing a job. Also I didn't like the idea of 
' .. 

putting my children into a school system that used tactics like this in 

hiring teachers. The board assured me that my transcript was indeed 

impressive and that they were taking it into consideration--but, the job 

was definitely mine if I would agree to place my children there. I told 

them I would have to think it over and discuss it with my family, 

especially my children who bad already made plans to attend the Kingdom 

school as soon as we moved to the ranch. 

We moved to the ranch in September and the children enrolled in the 

Kingdom school, the two older ones as a junior and freshman in the high 

school and the youngest as a sixth grader in the elementary school. I 

accepted a position as a seventh and eighth grade math teacher in 

another school district that was forty-five miles away. The fall 

semester was into its third week and the district had already had three 

substitutes come and go during that time. They were in their first year 

of desegregation and needed someone immediately. They agreed to release 

me from my contract in the event the Kingdom school offered me a 
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position before the end of the school term. The experience proved to be 

a learning one for me, and I was sad to leave when the job at Kingdom 

opened at midterm. Of course, I accepted the position nearer my home. 

The 90-mile drive each day demanded too much of Mf energy and time away 

from my family • 

The Kingdom school system was quite different from the school in 

which I had been teaching. There were no integration problems here 

since there were no blacks living in the community. The 300 or so white 

students of the Kingdom elementary and high school came from the small 

town and the surrounding farms, ranches, and dairies. Around the turn 

of the century, Kingdom had been a large thriving community, but with 

the disbandment of the railroad, it had deteriorated. Now it was a 

small town with a major highway on which traffic drove through on the 

way to larger Texas cities. Much of the town's population was elderly 

and lived on social security or welfare. 

In 1966 when we came to Kingdom, it boasted a local bank and an 

insurance company owned by long-time families who had been instrumental 

in the town's development. The two large dry goods stores, as well as 

two or three hardware stores, were also owned and operated by families 

who had settled there in the early years of the town's growth. The 

local hospital and clinic were operated by the town's two doctors who 

served the Kingdom community and surrounding towns. The three religious 

institutions responsible for molding the moral values of the community 

were the denominations of Baptist, Methodist, and Church of Christ. 
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The Kingdom school plant consisted of two separate classroom 

buildings. The elementary building, the newer of the two, housed grades 

one through eight. The cafeteria that served the entire school was 

located in this one-story brick building. A small office space and 

health room were located just off the entry hall. The office space was 

used for storage since the principal was a teaching principal and 

actually not involved with daily administrative duties. The high school 

building, a two-story structure located next to the elementary, provided 

classrooms for the ninth through the twelfth grades. Administrative 

offices for the superintendent and high school principal, an auditorium, 

and a library were also contained in this building. The gymnasium 

located some 200 feet from the high school was typical of many buildings 

found in this area, a large rock structure that had been built in the 

1930s under the government Works Project Administration (WPA). 

The superintendent, an older white-haired southern gentleman made 

most of the administrative decisions. The elementary principal taught 

eighth grade and very few administrative duties were assigned to him. 

The high school principal was delegated more administrative 

responsibilities, but it was very clear that the superintendent made all 

major decisions and that everything was approved through his office. 

The superintendent and his wife had been there since 1952. She taught 

third grade. All teaching contracts with this school were one year term 

contracts, including the superintendent's. The assumption was that a 

teacher could expect his or her contract to be renewed each year. 

Apparently no contracts had ever been non-renewed by the board. 



Teachers who had left this system in the past had left on their own 

accord. Of course there were some unwritten rules and regulations 

concerning a teacher's morals that one knew he or she must follow, 

especially in a small town such as Kingdom. 
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In Texas, an Oath of Office document must be sworn to and 

subscribed before a notary by each beginning teacher. In so doing, a 

teacher swears to faithfully execute his or her duties of the office of 

teacher in the State of Texas; to protect and defend the Constitution 

and laws of the United States and of Texas; and swears that he or she 

has not been promised anything of value or has given or paid anything of 

value to secure the position. When I signed this document upon entering 

the Kingdom school, I remembered my earlier experience with the 

neighboring district who had promised me a job if I would agree to place 

my children in their school. I considered my children to be something 

of value. I wondered, if they had not already been enrolled in the 

school, would my employment depend upon my agreeing to put them in the 

Kingdom school? The idea of this possibility was not remote. Later, 

under a different administration, my friend Wilson and another teacher 

were assured by the superintendent that teaching positions were theirs 

if they would enroll their children in the Kingdom school. 

I realized how ill-prepared I was for the mathematics teaching job 

I had left, as well as the job I was about to begin in the high school 

of the Kingdom school district. My teaching certification was for 

elementary education with a minor in English. In my undergraduate work, 

I had received only one three-hour course in the teaching of reading. 



The major emphasis in that course had been on teaching beginning 

readers. I had chosen to do my student teaching in the first grade. 

Having observed my own children as students, I realized the importance 

of a good beginning in reading and mathematics instruction. I was 

inexperienced working with secondary students and remedial reading 

students. 
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The superintendent applied for an emergency teaching permit for my 

assignment. In Texas, emergency permits appear easy to obtain. A 

requesting school must swear that the district has been unable to secure 

the services of a fully qualified teacher for the position. The 

district also swears that the person for whom they are requesting an 

emergency permit is the best qualified applicant available, and that the 

district has established him or her to be of good moral character. I 

did not know if there were more qualified teachers in the area, or 

whether any had applied. 

I was elated about entering a teaching assignment in the field of 

reading. I had realized from my own learning experiences how important 

the basic ability to read well is for a student. When I met the teacher 

with whom I was to work, I was even more excited. She was a lady in her 

sixties who had taught English and drama for over 30 years in high 

schools and universities across the state. One of her friends later 

described her to me as "a walking encyclopedia," a description with 

which I soon concurred. She became not only my model for teaching, but 

my mentor and friend as well. She taught English, Spanish, and Drama, 

and also managed and operated the library for the high school. MY 
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duties were to assist with the library for half a day, and work with the 

Title I remedial reading for half a day. 

The library was quite sophisticated for a small school such as 

Kingdom. This was due to the expertise of the English teacher. With 

available funds, she had bought the best books from two other schools 

that had consolidated with the Kingdom district and had purchased the 

very best in the field of literature. She enlisted the help of high 

school students in cataloging and managing the materials, as well as 

devoting many of her own hours after school and on weekends. I quickly 

learned that, in this school system with meager operating funds, 

teachers who wanted more and better materials for their students often 

provided for these with their own time and money. 

The funds the school district acquired from the state under the 

federally funded Title I grants allowed the purchase of materials and 

supplies to be used in remediating reading problems for the students in 

both elementary and high school. I sensed that the new materials were 

luxury items for a school that operated on a meager budget. MY husband 

and I had been amazed at the difference between the school taxes we paid 

on our ranch compared to the taxes we had paid on our property in 

Abilene. The taxes in the Kingdom district were about half the amount 

we had paid in the city. 

The superintendent explained that the idea was to dist.ribute the 

Title I funds so that all the teachers and all the students would feel 

they were getting equal shares. Comprehension reading labs had been 

purchased for all grade levels. These were kits of graded reading 
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material developed by the Scientific Research Associates (SRA) with the 

purpose of improving reading comprehension as well as word attack 

skills. The SRA Kit for the high school level was primarily the 

material with which I worked with students. I was familiar with the SRA 

material since it had been used in the schools my children had attended 

in Abilene. Material that allowed children to be placed in reading 

material at his or her own reading level was new to most of the teachers 

in this school. Generally, throughout the school system, reading was 

taught traditionally through the use of state-adopted textbooks along 

with worksheets and workbooks that accompanied those readers. The 

worksheet masters and workbooks were used only if the teacher asked the 

children to pay for their own, or if the teacher paid for the material 

personally. The state furnished text books only. Neither they nor the 

local school district furnished any supplementary material. 

Host of the current teachers in the system bad taught there for a 

number of years. There was only one teacher for each grade level in the 

school. Enrollment in each class averaged about 20 to 25 students when 

I started teaching in the Kingdom 5,YStem. The four primary teachers 

were veteran teachers, each having taught from 20 to 30 years. The 

positions in grades five through seven apparently changed personnel more 

often, since these positions were filled by athletic coaches or their 

wives. The eighth grade teacher was the acting principal of the 

elementary and had been there several years. 

The elementary grade teachers used traditional methods to teach 

reading. Some grouping of the children was done in the primary levels 
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to accommodate those who moved faster or slower, but all the children in 

a given grade were instructed from the textbook for that particular 

grade level. There was much oral reading in which students took turns, 

especially at the upper elementary levels. High school teachers 

depended solely on the English teacher for all reading instruction for 

the high school students. At the high school level there was one math 

teacher, one science teacher, one homemaking teacher, and one vocational 

agricultural teacher. Each teacher taught classes for all the high 

school students in his or her respective field. The superintendent 

taught the business courses. The high school principal coached the high 

school athletics and taught social studies. 

At the end of the spring semester, the high school principal and 

his wife, who had been the Title I elementary reading teacher, resigned. 

The following year I was assigned to the elementary Title I position. 

The high school vocational agriculture teacher's wife was hired as an 

aide to assist the English teacher with the Title I reading. 

I regretted leaving the high school English teacher; I had learned 

a lot about teaching from her. She saw the best in each of her students 

and under her guidance they experienced the best of themselves. She 

deliberately chose selections of literature that offered inspiring 

examples of' noble virtue and high ideals for the students to emulate in 

fashioning their own character and lives. Sometimes the literature came 

from the state adopted texts and sometimes it didn't. Her goal was not 

to "teach the book" but to teach the student. She incorporated and 

encouraged creative expression on the part of the students through 



95 

projects and individual creative writing endeavors. Through drama and 

the oral interpretation of prose and poetry, she encouraged students to 

project themselves into the "person" of another in order to better 

understand themselves and others. 

Some of the experiences she shared with me helped me to better 

understand the system in which I was working, as well as the community 

that influenced that system. She had come to Kingdom at the request of 

the school board following her dismissal as the English teacher in a 

small school that later consolidated with Kingdom. She had refused the 

request of a school board member, at the former school, to "give" his 

son a passing grade, a grade the student had not earned. As a result 

she was fired. Soon after this happened, she was approached by the 

Kingdom school board and offered a position. Her reputation as a drama 

teacher was well known in the area. She bad won district and state 

honors in one-act play contests and other speaking events. 

The schools in the area were quite competitive. I knew this to be 

true in athletic events in most districts of Texas but I was not aware 

that literary events were so competitive among school districts. It was 

probable that this fact was peculiar only to this particular area. 

During my years at Kingdom, I observed competition not only between 

schools, but between classes and students within the Kingdom system. On 

more than one occasion, the English teacher had refused to continue to 

sponsor a competitive extracurricular activity between the high school 

classes when students, other sponsors, and parents began conspiring and 

using unfair tactics in order that one class win over another. 
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I began my new assignment as the Title I elementary reading teacher 

in the fall semester of the 1966-67 school year. The room to which I 

was assigned was in the gymnasium located half-a-block from the 

elementary building. It was a nice large room, but it was inconvenient 

because the students had to walk some distance from one building to the 

other to attend my class. The superintendent and his secretary had 

ordered a large amount of reading material and equipment during the 

summer for the reading program. I was delighted with the new material. 

During the early years of the Title I grants, the schools were inundated 

by publishing companies vying for the purchase of their materials. He 

had made a good selection, and the material proved to be valuable to me 

during the next six years in the remedial reading work. 

I never knew how much Title I money the school received from the 

state each year or how the money was allocated, since I was never 

consulted in the writing of the proposals. I had already observed that 

the superintendent delegated little administrative responsibility to 

others, even to the principals. I was a beginning teacher with no 

experience or training in writing or in understanding educational 

proposals. The part-time counselor compiled the achievement test scores 

each year for the reports and proposals, but the superintendent 

continued to write the proposals and to select the materials and 

supplies the seven years I worked in the Title I program. The second 

year after I was assigned to the elementary position, an aide was hired 

with Title I funds to work in the elementary school. Occasionally the 

superintendent would remind me that in the event our Title I program was 
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ever checked by state personnel, I was to tell them the elementary aide 

worked with me most of the time. I assumed that he did not want the 

state to know the aide was being assigned other duties in the office and 

on the playground, and actually spent a small portion of her time 

directly with me and the Title I students. It was possible that this 

arrangement deviated from the proposal guidelines. 

One summer a few years after I began working in the elementary 

reading program, the superintendent called me at home soon after school 

had closed. He told me the district had some extra Title I money to 

spend for supplies. He asked me to bring him a list of materials I 

might need for the program, so he could spend the money. I was 

thrilled; there were a number of things I needed. The selection of 

equipment and material I had been given was quite up-to-date and 

sophisticated. I had the Controlled Reader Machine from the Educational 

Developmental Laboratory, a listening center consisting of tape player 

and headphones, and a variety of reading material from the Scientific 

Research Associates. My greatest need was for a variety of lower level 

reading material for this equipment since most of my students were 

reading on very low reading levels. During the seven years I worked 

with the Title I program, there were no other special programs for 

students in the Kingdom school. Many of my students would have been 

placed in special education programs had those been available at the 

time. Kindergarten for five-year-olds had not begun at that time in 

Texas. Many of the young primary students with whom I worked had been 



pushed too soon into a first grade curriculum that had not allowed for 

their developmental growth. 
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I rushed back to school and compiled a list of materials I needed. 

The amount of money he had quoted to me was a considerable amount. MY 

excitement and anticipation quickly faded into disappointment when I 

arrived at school the first day of the fall semester. On my desk were 

stacks of construction paper, crayons, glue, pencils, and colored felt 

tip markers. The superintendent explained that he and his secretary had 

not been able to order the material I had requested in time, so he had 

ordered these--along with some other things--from a school supply that 

was located near Kingdom. He explained further that had he not spent 

the money in time, he would have had to refund it to the state. 

Although I was disappointed, I decided to use the material. I put away 

the machines and managed to get a primary type typewriter for the room. 

The students and I made stacks of books that year. They authored 

stories and read them to me as I typed them. Then they illustrated 

their stories, stapled them into construction paper covers, and shared 

them with each other. The year turned out to be my best teaching year 

in the Title I program, both for me and the students. 

By the time the above incident occurred, I had been allowed to move 

my classroom from the large space in the isolated gymnasium into the 

small office space in the elementary building that was befng used as a 

storeroom. The superintendent and I had achieved a mutual respect in 

our relationship. When I explained to him how much time I was losing 

with the time lapse necessary for the children to come and go the 



distance to my room, as well as the isolation I felt in regard to 

contact and interaction with the classroom teachers concerning the 

students, he agreed to let me try the small space in the elementary 

building. 
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Small though it was, the space did work out. The interaction with 

the teachers was not exactly what I had hoped for in the way of 

assisting me in diagnosing the students' reading problems and 

determining prescriptive measures. Possibly they were just like me, 

ill-prepared for the task of teaching reading, and really did not know 

what to do. The general consensus was that they were glad to send the 

group of slow students to me during the time allotted because they could 

do so much more during that time with the faster students. I had an 

opportunity to observe my students in their classroom environment as I 

was up and down the hallway. I became aware of their pressures and 

frustrations in the classroom where they were expected to accomplish 

tasks for which they were not academically or developmentally ready. I 

heard teachers describe the students as lazy. Some students were 

labeled failures because preceding brothers and sisters had been 

failures. I was not convinced this was true. Somehow I kept thinking 

that we, the teachers, were at fault--somewhere we were failing to reach 

these kids at their ability level. Learning should be exciting and fun. 

Somehow we were failing to convey that idea to these struggling 

students. I began to experience a growing desire to teach in a 

self-contained classroom where I could develop techniques and methods 

that mi ght effect changes in our students' attitudes toward learning. 



Part 2 

Clouds on the Horizon 

In 1972 I had the opportunity to move to the classroom as the 

Kingdom first grade teacher. When Hortense Bagby, who had taught some 

~0 years, told me she was planning to retire, I asked the superintendent 

if I could move into the first grade position. 

When we lived in Abilene, I had done my student teaching with the 

first grade teacher who had taught two of my children. I was excited 

about the teaching techniques I had seen her use and the success she 

achieved with my children. I was equally impressed with the challenges 

and opportunities available to teachers at this beginning level of 

learning, especially in the area of reading. She had taught in a 

private school for a number of years before teaching in the public 

schools. At the time, she was the only teacher in that city school 

system who was using a classroom management system that incorporated the 

use of centers. During the time I worked with her, I learned that this 

system, along with other techniques she used, allowed more time for her 

to spend instructing individual student needs. 

Having observed the Kingdom first grade teacher, · I knew nothing 

like this was being done in tbe Kingdom school or in any of the 

surrounding school systems. I was anxious to teach reading at the 

beginning level and to use some of these techniques I had learned to see 

i f it might make a difference in our student success rate. 
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The superintendent was not receptive to my request to be reassigned 

to the first grade position. I was flattered that he felt I was doing a 

good job in the remedial reading work and wished to keep me in that 

position, but I was really ready to make a change. 

There were times that I felt I was on a treadmill with my remedial 

students year after year--doing everything I could to help them during 

the short 30 or 40 minute period each day, but making little progress. 

Achievement test scores were discouraging. According to results of the 

Gray-Votaw Achievement Test administered to 354 students at the end of 

the spring semester in 1970, 141 students were reading below grade 

level. At the elementary level, 94 out of 228 students were reading 

below grade level, and 47 out of 126 students at the high school level. 

My experience in the Title I reading program had taught me much about 

the teaching of reading. I felt I could contribute more to the overall 

reading success of students in the Kingdom school system if I could work 

full-time with the young children at the beginning level. 

I had learned from a remedial reading course, and from reading 

about the subject, that it is very difficult to remediate reading 

problems among older students, especially if the students believe they 

have already failed in learning to read. Many of my students had poor 

self-esteem, and I spent a lot of time encouraging self-confidence and 

promoting activities to let them experience learning and schooling as 

fun. From my own observations, as well as reports from older students, 

I discerned that this school system had failed to do that, especially 

for those who had difficulty in learning. The first grade teacher who 
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had taught in the system for many years was a strict disciplinarian in 

classroom management. Some of my daughter's friends had related stories 

to me about how terrible their first grade experience had been and how 

long it had taken them to get over what they felt to be a real trauma in 

their life. There were stories of students being locked in the bathroom 

as punishment for behavior and being placed on the "dummy row" in the 

back of the room. One mother had confided to me that her own first 

grade experience with this teacher had been so traumatic that she had 

never learned to read. On several occasions, I had witnessed this 

teacher ridiculing a child in front of other teachers. The teacher, who 

was a prominent member of the community, had taught two or three 

generations of children in the Kingdom system. My philosophy of 

teaching was in direct opposition to what I had seen happening in the 

first grade, so with a spirit of reform, I pursued my quest for 

reassignment to this level. 

After some persuasion on my part, the superintendent agreed to 

present my request to the board for consideration. In my past 

experiences with him I had found that, although he was very traditional 

in his thinking and authoritative in his decision making, he had a 

sincere interest in the students and their progress in learning. I had 

also taken the liberty of voicing my desire to move to the first grade 

position to two of the school board members whom I knew quite well. One 

was the local physician, Dr. Haley. He was an influential member of the 

board and had shown a great interest in what I had been doing in the 

remedial reading work under the Title I program. Following the next 



meeting of the school board the superintendent gave me the good news 

that the board had agreed to reassign me to the first grade position. 

He said that he would still prefer keeping me in the Title I position, 

but the board was unanimous in their decision to move me and he was 

willing to go along with them. 
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The next year proved to be exciting, challenging--and frustrating. 

I saw the wide range of ability and maturation levels with which 

six-year-old students enter the public school. I found many of ~ 

students were operating at a pre-readiness and readiness level while 

many were more advanced in academic as well as social skills. MY 

experience in the Title I program had conditioned me to be concerned 

with each student's progress, individually, without comparison to other 

students in his or her age group. I found it difficult in the classroom 

to refrain from comparing students, especially within the framework in 

which our public schools are organized. Grading became a nightmare to 

mel Grading students whose abilities varied widely on a scale of A to 

F, appeared to me unfair. It seemed to me that we had already set up a 

failure syndrome for the slow maturing student before he even had a 

chance to succeed. 

I began to see how immature and closed my own thinking had always 

been concerning "grades." In my own experience as a . student, I had been 

grade conscious. I worked hard for "grades," focusing more on getting 

an "A" than on acquiring knowledge. Since I had always pressured myself 

to achieve good grades, I was careful to avoid inflicting this concept 

upon my own children when they began their public school education. I 
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refrained from giving money or other rewards for earned grades, instead 

I encouraged them to do the best they could and enjoy learning for the 

sake of learning. Although I had been conscious of the problem grades 

presented to me personally, I probably had never considered seriously 

the problem grades presented to the student who matured or who acquired 

skills at a slower pace than other students. 

I got the picture fast. The second and third grade teachers 

explained to me that if I held any students back at the end of the year, 

I would need to grade them so that the grades at the end of the 

reporting period justified retaining them. This meant that even though 

a child might be doing his or her best according to maturity and 

ability, he or she would have to be given D's or F's. The criterion in 

the grading system was not based on the individual child's actual 

progress but on how his or her progress compared with the faster 

students in the class. How unjust! My biggest concern had been to 

eradicate the low self-esteem I had observed in the remedial reading 

students of the Kingdom school. If there was a relationship between the 

grading system and the low self-esteem I bad witnessed, I had certainly 

thrust myself into a frustrating situation. 

I began to understand why the teachers complained when they had 

asked for a grade from me for a student's reading in the Title I 

program, and I gave them a progress report. The teachers wanted a grade 

to use on the report card. If the student was working well in material 

at his or her own level, I gave the student an A. Now I could empathize 

with the teachers in the classroom. According to the way grades were 
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interpreted in our system by parents and teachers, I could see there was 

no way I could justify giving an A to one of my students who was making 

beautiful progress in pre-school or readiness skills, and also give an A 

to a student who was reading fluently the third pre-primer reader. I 

felt frustrated, yet I had requested this position--a position in which 

I would be the first in a sequence of teachers to "label" students as 

"successes" or "failures" by the grades I gave them. 

I shall never forget my first experience with a mother as I tried 

to explain her daughter's progress in comparison with the other students 

in an effort to persuade the mother to let me keep the child another 

year in the first grade. Her reaction was one of complete shock. She 

said she had never dreamed the child was any slower in acquiring 

academic skills than other children her age. Through her tears she 

looked at me and said, "We just love her at home and accept her just as 

she is." "Oh dear lady," I thought, "Why don't we do the same at 

school?" 

I realized the reason I had enjoyed my student teaching with first 

graders, and enjoyed working with them now, was their joy and excitement 

about learning. They came to school ready to learn. It was only when 

we, the educators, made it difficult beyond their understanding and 

readiness that they began to doubt their own ability to learn. It 

appeared to me that the "failure syndrome" the grading system fostered 

would encourage their feelings of self-doubt and would contribute to 

lessening their feelings of self-worth--with a definite mushrooming 

effect as they continued on through school. 
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I knew I had to work within the grading system of the school, so I 

began to focus the students' attention on the act of learning and 

enjoying school in the hope that successful learning experiences would 

overshadow the importance of grades for all the students in my 

classroom. I had set up center areas in the room where groups of 

students could work independently while I worked with small numbers of 

students in the areas of reading and math. The students rotated 

periodically to the various centers. One center was a creative art 

center where the children worked with various media such as clay, 

tempera paint, chalk, crayons, scissors and paste. No one can fail in 

creating his or her own art project. It is the child's own creation, 

and no one can judge it but the child himself. Another center was a 

listening center where I read to the children from a tape recorder. No 

one can fail, in his or her own mind, to visualize a story. I planned 

exciting large group activities for music, folk games, creative 

dramatics, science experiments, social studies projects and discussions, 

and outdoor games and free play. No one can fail in doing these kinds 

of activities. They are the joy of a six-year-old's life. The 

activities the children and I enjoyed in the classroom helped to 

overshadow the grading I knew I would have to deal with at the end of 

each six-weeks period. I looked forward to a time in the fUture when 

the system might find a more humane way to appraise student progress. 

Several changes occurred the following year in the Kingdom school 

system. The major change was at the administration level. The 

superintendent and his wife who had been in the school system for 23 
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years retired, and the man who had been the vocational agriculture 

teacher in the system for 22 years moved into the superintendent's 

position. Our family and the agriculture teacher's family had become 

close friends during the years we had lived in the Kingdom community. 

His wife, Lelah, had been hired as the Title I aide when I was moved to 

the elementary school and had worked with both the high school program 

and with me at the elementary level. The agriculture teacher had been 

pursuing his administration certification from the university near 

Kingdom. From conversations in their home, I had learned earlier that 

he was being groomed to move into the position of the superintendent. 

On more than one occasion the remark was made that it was important to 

retain "home control" and prevent an "outsider" from coming in to fill 

the position. He was a popular member of the community. As the 

Agriculture teacher, he worked closely with the ranchers and farmers in 

the area who made up the majority of taxpayers. He was actively 

involved in all civic affairs of the town and was the song leader in the 

local Church of Christ. He also had his own private real estate 

business. Apparently, his position in the community made him a prime 

candidate for superintendent. I never knew if there were other 

candidates for the position. There were never any public announcements 

that applications were being taken. Later, I heard that there were 

those in the community who would like to have seen the elementary 

principal moved into the position. So far as I knew, the man who served 

as the elementary principal had a master's degree in education, but did 

not have an administrator's certification. 
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A second change, long overdue, occurred when the school system 

began a half-day kindergarten program in compliance with the free public 

school kindergarten legislation passed by the Texas legislature in 1969. 

A young mother of two, who had just completed her kindergarten 

certification at the nearby university, was hired as half-day 

kindergarten teacher and half-day Title I remedial reading teacher. Her 

husband worked with the Texas Agriculture Commission, and they lived 

near Sunnyville where the university was located. Lois was an 

enthusiastic and knowledgeable young woman whose ideas and philosophy 

about teaching children coincided with mine. We formed a close 

team-teaching association that year and a bond of friendship that has 

endured through the years. (She now holds a prominent administrative 

position in another larger Texas school district.) 

She developed an excellent kindergarten curriculum aimed at meeting 

the readiness needs in preparing students for first grade. During that 

year, we were fortunate to have a young student teacher, Mary Dudley, 

from the university at Sunnyville who did her student teaching with 

us--half the semester with me and half the semester with the 

kindergarten teacher. This young lady had a natural gift for teaching. 

She had a keen awareness of student needs and the ability to nurture 

growth in those she taught. When the kindergarten teacher learned that 

her husband was to be transferred to another area at the end of the 

year, she and I recommended to the superintendent and to the school 

board that Mary be considered for the kindergarten position. She was 

hired and accepted the position even though she would have to drive 40 
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miles to and from her home that was located some miles the other side of 

Sunnyville. 

Although pleased that Mary would be filling the vacancy, I 

regretted the departure of Lois, who had done an outstanding job in 

developing the first year kindergarten program. I was aware of only one 

incident that marred a beautiful year for her in the school. It 

happened one day toward the end of the school year during the late 

afternoon bus period. She was assigned playground duty with the primary 

children who were dismissed early and waited for the buses to run at the 

assigned time. On this particular day, Lois had gone out with the 

children, but about half way through the period it began to rain. Since 

there was no place to take the children for cover, she had taken them 

back to her kindergarten room where they could play some quiet games. 

She had her classroom arranged in centers, so there was floor space to 

accommodate some game activities. I was not in the building at the 

time, but when I returned from the high school building about the time 

the students were dismissed to go to the buses, Lois burst into my room 

crying. She said after she had brought the bus students in from the 

playground, the elementary principal charged into her room and in a loud 

voice berated her in front of the students for bringing them inside. 

She was humiliated and angry. She said he talked to her as if she were 

a child, and in her anger, she said she told him that she was not a 

child--she was a professional teacher and had made a professional 

decision. Rather than continue the embarrassing confrontation, she 
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left, and she came to my room. 
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I was completely perplexed. This was the first time I had ever 

known the principal to exert his administrative authority vehemently. 

In fact, as principal, he had always kept a low profile, primarily 

concerning himself with his own eighth grade classroom teaching duties, 

and performing duties such as distributing and accounting for textbooks, 

scheduling classes to the lunchroom and playground, and taking care of 

minor discipline problems. The former superintendent had delegated him 

a modicum of authority. Although I had heard the new superintendent 

state that he intended to change that policy, I had seen little change 

that first year of new administration. The fourth grade teacher, who 

had taught for some 25 years in the system, upon hearing the statement 

made by the new superintendent, remarked to me that it would be 

interesting to see what happened. She seemed to think the principal was 

perfectly happy with things as they were and did not want more 

responsibility. 

The principal never mentioned the disruptive event again, so the 

kindergarten teacher was never sure what had prompted his actions. 

Since it was near the end of the year and Lois was leaving anyway, she 

decided to ignore the incident. She told me that had she stayed the 

next year, she was not sure she could have been comfortable working with 

him, unless some explanation was given for the humiliating incident. 

There were other changes in the teaching staff for the 1973-74 

school year. Wilson was hired to fill the third grade vacancy left by 
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the former superintendent's wife. Wilson was a mother of three teenage 

sons and had just completed her teaching degree at the university at 

Sunnyville. She had worked as a legal secretary for many years before 

deciding to pursue a career in education. She was eager to begin 

teaching, but was a bit apprehensive about accepting the position with 

the Kingdom system. A few days after she had applied at Kingdom, the 

new superintendent and the elementary principal visited her at her home. 

They intimated that the school district would expect her to transfer her 

three sons to the district if the board decided to hire her. She and 

her family lived between Kingdom and Sunnyville where her boys attended 

school. After discussing the option with her husband and her sons, the 

boys agreed to transfer, thinking it might prove to be an exciting 

experience, so she accepted the position. 

The fifth grade position had also been vacated and a young single 

woman, Dottie Mullins, who lived in Sunnyville was hired by the Kingdom 

district. She had just completed her degree at the university there 

along with the new kindergarten and third grade teachers who had been 

hired. The three teachers, Dottie, Mary and Wilson, formed a car-pool 

and commuted together to the Kingdom school. All three were 

enthusiastic and brought to the school system fresh attitudes and ideas 

about teaching. They continued classes at the university to pursue 

master's degrees. 

I enjoyed my association with this new group of enthusiastic 

teachers, especially since my good friend, the high school English 

teacher with whom I had begun working when I first came to the Kingdom 
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system, had retired the previous year. As a teacher, she had been my 

mentor, my model, and my inspiration. Even after 43 years of teaching, 

she was still fUll of enthusiasm and optimism for improving the 

educational system so students could enjoy learning. As with most 

conscientious English teachers, her work was physically draining and 

mentally demanding, especially with her library duties and 

extracurricular activities in drama and speaking events. When the older 

superintendent retired, she felt it was time for her to do the same. 

She also had some apprehensiveness about working with the agriculture 

teacher in his new role of superintendent. Their ideals of honesty and 

fair play had conflicted on several occasions when they were each 

sponsoring classes that were competing in extracurricular events. I was 

grateful that my own three children, who had graduated and gone on to 

college, had experienced learning under this master teacher and 

humanitarian. Since she lived in the community, I knew I would continue 

to have her as a dear friend and mentor, but I also knew the Kingdom 

school system had lost a rare teacher, one who was able to inspire 

others to learn. 

The school year of 1973-74 was definitely one of change. My own 

attitudes toward innovative methods and techniques in the classroom were 

strengthened by my reading and experimentation, and also by ideas 

related by the new teachers. Two new professors, one a kindergarten 

specialist and the other a reading specialist, had begun working in the 

nearby university at Sunnyville. When they came to supervise student 

teachers who were assigned to me and the kindergarten teacher, and saw 
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the learning centers and other innovative practices we were using, they 

were elated. They said they were encouraging education students to use 

these methods, but that there were no other schools in the area where 

teachers were implementing the innovative techniques. They wanted to 

continue placing student teachers in our school. That we now had 

student teachers in the system was a change that had come about with the 

new administration. The former superintendent had not encouraged having 

student teachers. I believe this was because the older teachers, or 

those who had been there a number of years, had not wanted to work with 

student teachers. 

The new superintendent had completed his degrees at the university 

at Sunnyville, his home town, and was anxious to have a good rapport 

with the school and its professors. He appeared pleased that some of us 

welcomed student teachers in our classrooms, and that we were receiving 

complements from the supervising university professors. His older 

daughter was among the four student teachers who worked with me at 

various times during that year. In conversations with the 

superintendent, I always had the impression that he looked favorably on 

the innovative practices I was using in my classroom, and that I had his 

support. I knew the new superintendent well enough to know that he 

enjoyed being in the winner's position whether in a golf game or in a 

cattle show. He had developed one of the most outstanding agriculture 

departments in the area. He had been instrumental in securing his 

nephew, who had trained under him, as the new agricultural teacher. I 
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felt he was eager to make the whole school system an outstanding one in 

the area during his tenure as superintendent. 

At the end of that year a significant event occurred that signaled 

more change and a prestigious opportunity for the school. The regional 

Education Service Center, one of 20 located in various areas throughout 

Texas through which state and federal monies and programs are 

administered to local school districts, contacted the superintendent in 

regard to the national Right-to-Read Effort in which Texas was now 

included. They informed him that the Education Service Center had 

nominated our school to become one of four school districts in the 

region to receive assistance in developing an improved reading program 

in the school. An awareness conference was being held in Austin for 

school administrators from across Texas to familiarize them with the 

plan of action the state was pursuing in an effort to improve reading 

instruction in local school districts. The superintendent asked me if I 

would be interested in going, and if I would consider being director of 

the local program if the school became involved. Of course I was 

interested and excited about the opportunity to be a part of an effort 

to improve education in the Kingdom school district. 

A few weeks before the end of school, my husband and I accompanied 

t he superintendent and his wife to Austin. The trip was a short 

personal vacation for the four of us as well as an opportunity for the 

superintendent and me to attend the two day conference. 



Part 3 

Sunshine Before the Storm 

The conference proved to be one of the most exciting professional 

events I had attended since becoming a teacher. Ruth Love Holloway, the 

national director of the Right-To-Read Effort, was the key note speaker. 

She explained that in 1969 James V. Allen, the United States 

Commissioner and Assistant Secretary for Education, had become alarmed 

and concerned that a nation such as ours, one that had succeeded in 

putting man on the moon, should have such significant reading 

deficiencies among its student and adult population. Commissioner Allen 

had reported that research showed one out of every four students 

nationwide had difficulty with reading, and that in some large school 

systems up to one half of the students read below expectation. He also 

reported that the United States had more than three million illiterates 

in the adult population (see Document A for collection of articles). In 

a U.S. armed forces study, it was found that 68.2 % of the young men 

fell below Grade Seven in reading and academic ability. 

Commissioner Allen had launched a "moonshot" for education. He 

called for a national commitment to the goal of assuring, that by the 

end of the 1970s, no student would be leaving our schools "without the 

skill and the desire necessary to read to the full limits of his 

capability." He had stated that the prime responsibility toward meeting 

the goal would be directed toward state and local school boards and 
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educators, but he also stated that his office would endeavor to secure 

the assistance of business, industry, publishers, media networks, 

research and scientific foundations, parent and community organizations, 

and the general public as a whole. 

The national movement toward eradicating illiteracy in the United 

States launched by Commissioner Allen became known as The Right-to-Read 

Effort. Texas was among the first of 11 states to become committed. On 

April 4, 1970, the Texas State Board of Education passed a resolution to 

endorse the national goal, to begin assembling resources, and to develop 

plans directed toward the achievement of this goal in Texas. Celestia 

Davis, who had been appointed director of the Texas Right-to-Read 

program, explained to those of us attending the conference, that the 

state had developed a plan of action outlined in a booklet entitled The 

Texas Right-to-Read Effort--A plan of action for establishing 

Right-to-Read Centers (see Document B for complete booklet). 

The state had recognized the fact that there existed "a distinct 

gap between reading programs now operating in schools and programs which 

can be considered the most successful" (p.2). A Criteria of Excellence 

for school reading programs had been developed as the method of 

evaluating successful reading programs. Local school districts, that 

had been nominated by their area Education Service Centers and had 

agreed to commit themselves to the program, would be expected to follow 

the Criteria of Excellence in an effort to improve reading instruction 

in their respective schools. The Texas Education Agency agreed to 

provide necessary materials and information to assist the schools in 
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conducting a comprehensive needs assessment of their present reading 

program, to provide training for a local reading director, to provide 

information and staff development to schools in the diagnostic teaching 

of reading and continuous progress of reading development, and to 

provide technical assistance to schools in developing and maintaining 

successful reading practices. Each year a predetermined number of 

schools would be nominated and designated as Texas Right-to-Read schools 

in order to develop reading programs that might serve as demonstration 

schools for furthering the goal of the improvement of reading 

achievement. Forty school districts were named in 1973-74. The number 

of schools designated would double each year until, by the end of 1979, 

all Texas' schools would be involved. 

The first day of the conference was devoted to the above 

informative overview of the national and state effort. On the second 

day, we had the opportunity to attend several small group sessions 

presented by directors from Right-to-Read schools that were already 

developing and improving their reading programs. Assisted by some of 

the teachers from their schools, the directors shared with us many 

innovative techniques in reading instruction and classroom management 

that they were finding successful in their respective programs. 

I had never seen so much enthusiasm on the part of educators during 

all of my years as a parent, as an education student, or as a teacher. 

I was sold on the Right-to-Read Effort and its goal to improve reading 

instruction in school districts. The superintendent said he was 

impressed with what we had seen and heard, and was convinced that the 
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district should take advantage of the opportunity to become a part of 

this effort. He would have to present the idea to the school board, but 

he had no doubt they would agree. 

Upon our return from the conference, the reading coordinator from 

our regional Education Service Center and a Right-to-Read director from 

another school in the region came to meet with the entire Kingdom 

faculty. The superintendent explained to the group that the school had 

been nominated by the Service Center to become a part of the 

Right-to-Read Effort. He shared some of his impressions of the recent 

conference he and I had attended in Austin, and stated that he was eager 

for us to become a part of this effort and work toward improving the 

reading instruction in the Kingdom school system. He also announced, 

that if the school board agreed to a commitment to the effort, he 

recommended that I be appointed director, since I had several years of 

experience in the Title I reading program. The visiting coordinator and 

director gave an overview of the role of the director, the faculty, and 

the community in developing a successful reading program as a 

Right-to-Read site. The visiting director, who was employed in a larger 

school district as a full time reading coordinator, did not paint a 

"rosy" picture concerning the long hours of work involved. In her 

remarks directed toward me, she kept repeating that she did not know how 

I was going to get everything done as director of the program and serve 

full time as a first grade teacher. She shared with us some of the 

exciting things they were accomplishing in their local reading program. 



In closing, she stressed that in order for the program to succeed, it 

required total commitment on the part of all faculty members. 
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The school board agreed to make a commitment to the Texas Education 

Agency toward improving reading instruction in the Kingdom school, and 

to follow the guidelines outlined in the plan of action developed by the 

Agency. The board appointed me as Right-to-Read director, and agreed to 

allow release time for me to attend the training sessions. I was to 

receive 240 hours of training to be arranged as conveniently as possible 

for the school and State personnel involved. The State agreed to pay 

travel expenses and a per diem amount to cover overnight expense or that 

of a substitute for the classroom. Participant directors were afforded 

the opportunity to earn college credit for the training that could be 

applied toward a degree and also toward a reading specialist 

certification. The director would be expected to pay, personally, the 

required college tuition to the participating universities. 

My director's training began during August, just before the regular 

1974-75 school term started. A week-long session was held at the Texas 

Education Agency in Austin. There, I met directors and leaders from 

approximately 19 school districts across Texas who were also eager and 

excited to learn how to develop and implement successful reading 

programs. Much of our early training involved learning about the 

importance of th~ director's role as a "change agent." Dr. Paul A. 

Leary, an outstanding consultant in this field, suggested techniques we 

might use in securing support from faculty and community toward 

improving the present reading instruction in the school. He stressed 
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the importance of support from the entire faculty as school districts 

moved toward a more diagnostic, prescriptive, individualized approach in 

instruction. "Commitment"--commitment to change--appeared to be the key 

element in the whole thrust of the Right-to-Read Effort, from the 

national to the local level (see Document C for letter to State 

Director). 

Early in the fall semester, funds for substitutes were provided by 

the regional Education Service Center, so the task force composed of 

faculty members could meet to do an intensive needs assessment of the 

present reading instruction in the Kingdom elementary school. The 

superintendent had made all of the arrangements with the Service Center 

for the day. He had notified teachers in grades Kindergarten through 

sixth, the special education teacher, and the Title I aide to attend. 

(We no longer had a Title I reading teacher due to federal fund cut 

backs. Federal funding for special education had been secured and a 

special education teacher employed.) The superintendent's decision as 

to who would attend this meeting automatically established a task force 

as required under the guidelines of the Texas Education Agency for 

Right-to-Read schools. From that time on the task force was considered 

to be the entire elementary staff. I suggested to the superintendent 

that we invite a parent as a community representative to meet with us 

and to help keep the community aware of what we were doing in the effort 

to improve reading instruction in the school. We agreed to ask a new 

member of the community, a former teacher, who along with her airline 
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pilot husband and two sons had moved from the city to their family owned 

ranch. 

Conducting a needs assessment had been part of my Right-to-Read 

director's training. The State consultants had overwhelmed me with 

sheets of instructions and stacks of charts, but the local Education 

Service Center coordinators had assured me that they would come and help 

us work through this day. I knew I could depend on their expertise and 

assistance in this first big step of our program development. Along 

with other directors from other schools, they helped form a nee~ed 

support group during those early days. 

Prior to the meeting, I asked the K-6 teachers to pull from their 

files the achievement test data on their respective students so we could 

determine the range of reading levels for our population. I also gave 

them copies of two teacher evaluation instruments, developed by I. E. 

Aaron of The University of Georgia (see Document D). One instrument had 

to do with rating oneself on Teacher Beliefs and Practices in the 

Teaching of Reading. The other was a Self Rating Scale on Instruction 

and Classroom Management. Items listed on the instruments were those 

frequently recommended from research for effective classroom management 

and instruction. The self-rating scale had been suggested in the 

director's training to be used to help teachers focus individually on 

their beliefs and practices in the teaching of reading. I explained to 

each teacher that these would be for their personal use only--they could 

answer honestly, as I planned to do--that I would not look at them and 

neither would anyone else. I did ask that they be kept in their own 
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items of the scale in an effort to determine if our beliefs and 

practices were changing. 
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I also distributed to the teachers, prior to the meeting, a Student 

Attitude Interest Inventory, that had been developed and used by the 

Dallas Independent School District in developing their Right-to-Read 

program (see Document E). The inventory measured how students felt 

about school, themselves, and reading. The inventories were simple to 

administer and took a small amount of time. The students had to mark 

one of three faces--happy, sad, or neither--to answer each question read 

by the teacher. I asked the teachers to administer these to the 

students, and I would compile the data. I also distributed to students 

in the elementary school a parent interest inventory to take home and 

ask their parents to fill out and send back to school. The survey 

instrument was called "Checklist for Parents: Self-Evaluation of 

Reading Interest." I asked the teachers to collect these for me as the 

students brought them back, and I would compile these data. 

When the day of the needs assessment meeting arrived, I had 

compiled the data, with help from the Title I aide, and had made a large 

chart of the results. The results showed students and parents to be 

more positive than negative toward reading. The teachers cooperated in 

bringing data concerning the reading levels of their students from 

achievement tests results. When we recorded the data on a large chart 

for that purpose, we could see a wide range of individual reading 

ability levels within each grade. The overall reaction of the teachers 
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was one of surprise. Some admitted they had never really looked at the 

achievement tests results. The data indicated a widening in the span of 

reading levels within the higher grade levels. This finding supported 

the need to develop a stronger reading instruction program to meet 

individual needs in the lower grades. 

The teachers were quite open in discussing the methods and 

techniques used in the classroom to teach reading. Basal readers, 

teacher manuals, student workbooks, and worksheets were the main 

resources used. More grouping for skills instruction was done in the 

lower grades, and most instruction was by a lecture method. Student 

progress was evaluated in terms of goals set for the entire class rather 

than individual goals. For the most part, the goals were those 

determined by the adopted basal reader. The teachers expressed how 

inadequately prepared they felt in the area of reading instruction. All 

of the teachers reported to have had only one reading course in their 

undergraduate college training. The consultants from the Education 

Service Center, who met with us, assured us we were not in the minority. 

As a part of the reading improvement effort, Texas was moving toward 

correcting this situation in the colleges. 

I was excited that most of the teachers were so open in discussing 

the need for improving reading instruction in our school. However, 

following the meeting, Ruby, the fourth grade teacher, came to me and 

said she was not interested at the present time in doing the changes 

that were being suggested. Specifically, she did not want to undertake 

individualizing reading instruction. I had a conference with the 
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superintendent to discuss the situation. He remembered the 

Right-to-Read director who had met with us the latter part of the 

previous school year and who had told him she felt this teacher would 

probably resist change. Ruby, who was the daughter of a prominent 

businessman in the community, had begun teaching in the system the year 

before. Following her graduation from the local university a few years 

earlier, she lived with her parents in Kingdom and drove to teach in a 

school 70 miles away. When the former fourth grade teacher had resigned 

due to a terminal illness, the superintendent had filled the position 

with substitute teachers until Ruby could be released from her contract 

with the school in which she was teaching. The superintendent had 

stated he would like to see our initial thrust take place in grades K 

through 4, but, at this point, he said he did not feel it would be wise 

to push this teacher into doing the program. He suggested we find some 

way to work around her. 

Dottie, the enthusiastic beginning fifth grade teacher who commuted 

from Sunnyville, suggested to me that we might departmentalize the 

fourth, fifth, and sixth grades. She would be willing to develop and 

conduct the reading program for all students in these levels. Suzy, the 

sixth grade teacher, had mentioned to her that she did not want to make 

changes in the manner in which she taught reading. The sixth grade 

teacher was a young lady who had graduated from the Kingdom school along 

with Ruby, the present fourth grade teacher, and had also received her 

teaching degree from the university at Sunnyville. Dottie seemed to 

think both the fourth and sixth grade teachers would welcome the idea of 
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reported this possibility to the superintendent for his consideration. 

He talked with the three teachers and together they worked out details 

to pursue this plan of action. 
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Several weeks later a program planning day was held. Again the 

Education Service Center provided funds for substitutes to release the 

elementary teachers, grades K-6, from the classrooms. The 

superintendent had arranged for the elementary principal, who taught 

eighth grade, to meet with us during the morning session. The two 

consultants from the Service Center, along with a consultant from the 

Texas Education Agency, also met with us. Our purpose was to use the 

information collected from our needs assessment to establish priority 

goals and objectives toward improving the reading program for the 

Kingdom school, and to determine evaluation procedures to monitor the 

progress. The broad goals adopted focused on improving student attitude 

and achievement in reading, teacher attitude and behavior in the 

teaching of reading, and parent and community attitude and behavior in 

supporting the Right-to-Read Effort (see Document G). The major changes 

were that students would be placed in instructional material at their 

ability level, regardless of grade placement, and the students' progress 

on a reading skills continuum would be monitored by criterion referenced 

tests as well as the annual standardized achi~vement tests. Students 

would assume more responsibility for their individual progress, in 

self-evaluation of self-checking exercises, and in keeping individual 

progress charts. Teachers would improve in classroom management skills 
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in order to meet individual needs of their students. They would strive 

toward improving as diagnostic-prescriptive teachers of reading with 

improved attitudes toward students as individual learners. Teachers 

would monitor their own progress with self-rating scales. Parents and 

community members would become familiar with the local Right-to-Read 

goals and objectives and with the established reading skills continuum 

and classroom techniques used to help students progress up this ladder 

of skills mastery. Community support would be demonstrated by volunteer 

assistance in the classrooms, and by group projects in securing 

materials or supplies for the program. 

During the meeting, the departmentalizing plan for the fourth, 

fifth, and si.xth grades was discussed. It was decided to put this plan 

into action with the beginning of the 1975-76 school term. The 

remainder of the present year would afford time for the teachers to 

visit other schools to glean ideas, and to develop and prepare materials 

to be used. 

Following the meeting, the Service Center coordinators expressed 

their concern about our plan to departmentalize the upper levels. They 

thought it was a good idea in order to coordinate the Right-to-Read 

program throughout the levels K-6, but they warned of problems it could 

possibly create. All three teachers would need to work together as a 

team, so each teacher would be aware of the reading progress and needs 

of individual students. Host important, in their working together as a 

team, it would insure they did not overload the students with homework 

assignments. 
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Some time later, the coordinator from the Service Center called me 

and said she would like to arrange to have our teachers visit a 

non-graded school in the city where the Center was located. She was 

especially interested in having our three teachers, who would be 

involved in the departmentalizing plan, talk with the principal of this 

school we would be visiting. The principal had worked with situations 

of this type and could stress the importance of teachers cooperating as 

a team in order to avoid problems that can arise. The superintendent 

approved the proposed visitation and arranged it during a teacher 

workday already scheduled. When the time came, the superintendent gave 

the teachers the option of going or staying to work in their room. The 

fourth and sixth grade teachers chose to stay and work at school. The 

fifth grade teacher joined the visitation group composed of the 

kindergarten, first, second, and third grade teachers. 

The Service Center coordinator was visibly disappointed that the 

entire team of teachers were not present for the visitation. She had 

arranged for the principal of the school to prepare an in depth 

presentation for our group stressing the need for teachers to work 

together as a team when departmentalizing or grouping levels of students 

for instruction purposes. The school we visited was a private 

non-graded school. Students were grouped in three physical areas where 

teams of teachers facilitated learning activities for individual and 

groups of students working toward mastery of Skills appropriate of the 

particular level. Those working on readiness and kindergarten skills 

were housed in a separate large facility which allowed for many centers 



and much movement on the part of the students. When a student had 

mastered all skills at this level, he or she moved into the primary 

level area which was another large open space. Upon completion and 

mastery of Skills at the primary level, a student moved upstairs to 

another large open work space designated as the intermediate level. In 

comparison, the primary level corresponded with the traditional first, 

second, and third grades of the public schools, and the intermediate 

level corresponded with the fourth, fifth, and sixth grades. The 

difference was that students were allowed to progress individually at 

their own rate of speed through various levels of Skill mastery. Work 

areas were arranged into centers such as library, reading, math, 

spelling or language where students worked individually, or in groups 

independently, or with a teacher on specific skills practice and 

instruction. Large groups of students in all areas participated in 

creative arts and music productions as well as social studies and 

science projects. 
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The visitation was a profound experience for all of us. None of us 

were familiar with any sort of grouping situation other than the 

traditional graded classrooms. The second grade teacher was surprised 

when she asked a student what "grade" he was in, and he replied, "I 

don't know." Students were aware of the "level" of material in which 

they were working individually or with a group of other students, but 

had no concept of "grade" segregation as we knew it. The contrast was 

interesting. Where our students were concerned about passing or failing 

from grade to grade, these students were concerned whether they were 



individually mastering a certain skill level and could move to a new 

level of material. In essence, this process appeared to eliminate the 

"failure" syndrome and emphasized learning at one's own speed and 

ability (see Document H for articles of sample schools). 
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We were impressed with the organization and management system the 

teachers were using, but on this first visit to a school such as this, 

we had no real understanding of the complete process. We could see that 

the material was coded, shelved, and organized in such a way that the 

students and teachers were able to have what they needed when they 

needed it. Students had individual folders with contract sheets and 

charts showing mastery of certain skills. There were large charts that 

let the students know the time they were to work at certain center 

areas. It was evident that much work and preparation had gone into 

setting up a system such as this. As the principal explained the 

organization during our visit, she continually emphasized that the staff 

had to work closely with each other as a team in developing materials, 

organizing them, and working with the students. 

During the weeks and months that followed, the Right-to-Read 

coordinators at our regional service center set up other visitation 

opportunities for us. Funds for substitutes for our classrooms were 

arranged, and visits were scheduled to Texas schools that were 

developing techniques, methods, and materials to individualize 

instruction for students. We visited some outstanding reading programs 

in schools in the Austin area, including one in which Dr. Frank Guszak 

of the University of Texas had set up a model reading program in 
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individualized instruction. We were given the opportunity to attend 

sessions with outstanding educators and reading experts from across the 

nation who were brought to Texas by the State effort. Among these noted 

experts were Drs. Jo Stanchfield, Madelyn Hunter, John Goodlad, Ethna 

Reid, and Evelyn and George Spache (see Document I for articles). 

By the end of the 1974-75 school year, I had completed my formal 

Right-to-Read training and had taken the opportunity to enroll at Texas 

Woman's University at Denton in a master's degree program with plans to 

pursue a reading specialist certification. Along with the Right-to-Read 

Effort, The Texas Education Agency had adopted requirements for 

certifying reading specialists in the state. There were only three 

universities in the state offering the required program of courses. Dr. 

John McFarland, Dean of the College of Education at Texas Woman's 

University, along with the staff, was working closely with the Texas 

Education Agency in developing modules for training Right-to-Read 

directors and in conducting training sessions. During my training 

sessions, I had the opportunity to hear many outstanding Texas educators 

at the Texas Education Agency, and from universities across Texas, 

Baylor University at Waco, Southwest Texas University at San Marcos, 

University of Texas at Austin, Texas Tech University at Lubbock, Pan 

American University at Edinburg, North Texas State University and Texas 

Woman's University at Denton. I kept notes and made audio tapes when 

possible to share information with the other teachers in the local 

school. 
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Definitely, we were being exposed to the best top educators the 

state and nation had to offer toward changing traditional attitudes and 

practices of dispensing knowledge to a "class" or "grade" to that of 

facilitating learning with a focus on individual students within a 

school setting. The problem of putting these ideas into effect in order 

to improve reading instruction and to develop a successful reading 

program for the students in the Kingdom school was mine as director of 

the program and the teachers who had willingly committed themselves to 

the effort. 

I was motivated toward changing attitudes and practices, not only 

from a conscientious commitment I felt as director of the program, but 

from a deep personal desire to see some real changes take place in the 

way we were teaching students. I had been alarmed by the low 

self-esteem and failure syndrome I sensed in the Title I students with 

whom I had worked. The individual differences and needs of the first 

grade students in my classroom bad triggered a deep personal urge to be 

more knowledgeable and capable in assisting them. The other teachers 

who were willing to help develop an improved reading program in the 

local school had voiced some of these same concerns. They were excited 

and willing, but like me, were not sure how to begin implementing some 

of the practices about which we were learning. 

I was already using hands-on teaching aids for independent 

practice, grouping into small groups for reading instruction, and 

arranging center areas within the classroom. I decided the best way I 

could help the other teachers and myself during the remainder of the 
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1974-75 school year would be to experiment in my own classroom with many 

of the ideas to which we were being introduced. This idea developed 

into a kind of "modeling" technique. I would try some idea we had seen 

demonstrated in a school we had visited or had heard an educator explain 

and encourage. Then if it worked for me and my students, I would 

excitedly share the idea with the other teachers. They began to do the 

same idea sharing with me and each other. Our excitement, team effort, 

and commitment took on a new momentum. Needless to say, we began to 

spend many extra hours after school and on weekends making and 

developing materials during the remainder of that year. There seemed to 

be a universal principle at work--that when one is excited and highly 

motivated, the energy level is exceedingly high. Perhaps we were 

experiencing a principle that educators would do well to put into effect 

in their classrooms so their students experience this high level of 

energy. 

Mary, the kindergarten teacher, and I had gone back to the open 

school we had visited earlier to make more detailed notes on how some of 

their hands-on material was made and organized. We learned how to make 

up practice material in game form for many of the readiness and word 

attack skills that our young children needed to practice. Many of these 

skills could be practiced in a matching kind of format. Self-checking 

keys could be attached to the back of the game, or to the game box or 

holder, so the student could play the game, then check to see if he was 

correct. We learned how to color code game pieces and holders so 

students could manage the materials and keep things organized. At the 
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school we visited, we had been especially impressed with the attention 

and motivation of the children toward the tasks in which they were 

involved. It was evident that these young children were in the process 

of learning to assume responsibility for their own learning through the 

use of materials and activities aimed toward this end. 

Wilson, the third grade teacher, and I had noted teacher-made 

skills boxes and learning labs that were being used in some of the 

schools we visited. We recognized these as a source of independent 

practice on specific skills that would be valuable in our classrooms. 

The service center coordinator brough to our school a resource person 

who met with all of our teachers in the elementary level to show us how 

to tear up consumable workbooks and to use the sheets along with 

mimeograph sheets to make our own boxes of Skills practice materials. 

With a duplicate copy of each worksheet, a key or answer sheet could be 

filled out and attached to the back. When the student finished the 

worksheet task, he or she could turn the sheet over and check his or her 

own work. We had seen plastic overlay sheets in some of the 

commercially prepared learning labs. From this idea, we devised our own 

constructed of cardboard and a clear plastic sheet. With the worksheet 

slipped under the plastic overlay, students could use grease pencils or 

crayon markers to mark their answers on the plastic. Then the worksheet 

could be flipped over to expose the key or answers for self-checking. 

The worksheets could be coded and organized in various boxes according 

to the specific skills we were teaching and on which students needed to 

practice. 
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I began to make and use some of these boxes of material in my room, 

as did the second and third grade teachers. We saw how valuable this 

source of material could be, not ,only in our own classrooms, but to 

share with another teacher who might need some practice material on a 

lower or upper level. If we were really going to individualize 

instruction for our students, we realized we would need access to much 

multi-level reading material. The Skills box idea was potentially 

significant for Dottie, the fifth grade teacher, who was going to set up 

the departmentalized reading for the fourth, fifth, and sixth grades the 

coming year and would need a variety of multi-level materials. Wilson, 

the third grade teacher, volunteered to help her through the summer in 

making boxes of material of this kind. 

In late February of the 1974-75 school year, the Texas Education 

Agency hosted another Right-to-Read Awareness Conference in Austin for 

superintendents, curriculum directors, and directors of reading from 

schools across Texas expected to join the statewide effort in the 

1975-76 school year. The state director contacted me and asked if we 

would plan a one-hour presentation for the new school districts to share 

some of the accomplishments we had made in our local Right-to-Read 

program aimed at improving the overall reading instruction in our 

school. I asked the superintendent if I could plan on some of the other 

teachers helping with the presentation and if he could assist as well. 

The service center agreed to supply funds for substitutes to release the 

kindergarten, third, and fifth grade teachers. The teachers and I 

decided to go to Austin the day before the conference in order to have 
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an opportunity to visit some of the area schools. The superintendent 

and his wife came the day of the conference. 

The conference triggered new enthusiasm in all of us. We heard 

outstanding state and national educators who gave inspiring accounts of 

the progress and plans to eradicate illiteracy in the United States by 

the end of the 70s. Sharing what we were doing with other school 

districts was exciting. Planning the presentation gave us an 

opportunity to pull together steps we had taken and were planning to 

take. This, I think, gave those of us involved with the presentation, 

including the superintendent, a real focus on the progress we were 

making in our local effort, and that this progress was due to a combined 

effort on the part of those of us committed to the effort. The state 

director, Celestia Davis, in her letter thanking us for sharing our 

experiences at the conference, stated the same idea concerning the state 

effort in her final sentence, "The success of this program depends upon 

the combined efforts of trained leaders in the school districts and 

service centers (see Document J for letter)." 

The visitation of schools we combined with our trip to the state 

capital city proved to be most helpful. Notably, among the helpful 

ideas, were those having to do with classroom management systems. In 

two of the schools we visited teachers were using contract sheets 

successfully with their students. We had been exposed to the use of 

contracts in some of our other visits and in lecture sessions, but we 

had not really been in a situation to observe the value of using this 

technique with students in the classroom in order to individualize 
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instruction. Wilson and I were especially excited since we were at a 

point of needing some way to manage our students to the skills boxes and 

other practice work we had developed for independent practice. Dottie 

could see implications for the use of contract sheets in organizing and 

managing the reading instruction for the three grades she would have the 

coming year. 

Upon our return, Wilson and I set about to implement some of the 

classroom management ideas we had seen. We coded more of our material 

and developed contract sheets to manage groups of students at various 

times to material on which they needed individual practice. Using 

contract sheets, or student plan sheets as we later called them, was 

time consuming for us as teachers, but we began to see some amazing 

things happen with our students. We observed both first grade and third 

grade students alike highly motivated by the self-checking material 

provided for them. We noted individual students becoming more involved 

in the planning and in completing the tasks agreed upon and assigned. I 

was shocked to find that I had actually been _holding some of my faster 

students back. They wanted to do--and did--many more tasks than I had 

been assigning for practice. As I allowed the faster students to do 

more independent work, I was freer to help and tutor individuals and 

small groups of slower students who were having more problems with 

learning and mastering certain skills. I was convinced that teachers 

can learn new and better ways of teaching if they are willing, and that 

students can become independent thinkers and involved in their own 

learning process if we allow them to. 
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The Right-to-Read coordinators at the Service Center and at the 

state level were always there to aid us, according to their commitment, 

when we were ready to move toward another step in our program 

development. Sensing our readiness and need for an organized management 

system to monitor our students' progress and to diagnose and prescribe 

for individual students, they suggested that we develop a continuum of 

reading skills that we would desire our students to master as they moved 

through the levels of schooling. The Kingdom system, like many in Texas 

at that time, had no curriculum guides for any of the subjects taught. 

The state adopted textbook served that purpose. The people at the Texas 

Education Agency had stressed in the directors' training sessions that 

the state supplied textbooks were not to dictate a curriculum guide for 

schools, but should be used along with other resources to teach Skills 

and concepts each local school district felt their individual students 

needed, and had adopted and written into a local guide for teachers. 

The implied warning was that if we allowed the adopted textbook to be 

the sole curriculum guide for a subject, we were in essence allowing the 

publishing company to write our curriculum for us with no thought as to 

whether the skills and concepts really met the needs of the students 

within the local system. 

Toward the end of the 1974-75 school year, the service center 

coordinators invited the directors and their superintendents to a 

meeting with several publishing companies who had developed reading 

program monitoring systems. The coordinator explained that we could get 

some ideas to develop our own, or that if one fit our local needs, we 
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might be interested in purchasing a prepared program. All of the models 

we looked at were similar in design. Each outlined a scope and sequence 

of reading skills from kindergarten readiness level through sixth grade. 

Accompanying each program were booklets of criterion referenced test 

items corresponding with each skill listed on the scope and sequence 

chart and a system for keeping pupil profiles for each student in the 

system to show mastery of skills and to track those skills in which 

individual students needed more work. The programs ranged in cost as 

well as in difficulty to use and interpret by classroom teachers. We 

brought back sample copies of the programs for the other teachers in the 

program to see. The superintendent said be did not think we would be 

able to buy any of the programs due to the school's limited budget. 

The other teachers and I were impressed with the monitoring system 

published by the same company who published the basal reader series we 

were using, the Houghton Mifflin Company (1974). The scope and sequence 

of skills tied in with those covered in our textbooks, yet added some 

that were not covered but were those we thought needed to be added. 

After critically studying the system, we decided we had rather secure 

the prepared one if it were possible, and use the time we would spend 

developing our own monitoring system in developing much needed teaching 

materials and aids to use in helping our students learn the skills. 

The superintendent told me we could not buy this program even 

though it was the least expensive of those we had seen. The school 

purchased achievement tests which were administered at the end of each 

year and the superintendent said that was all they could afford. The 
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consumable test booklets for the Houghton Mifflin Monitoring System were 

the expensive items. They were sold in minimum orders of 36 for each 

level. We would need test booklets for levels K through 6, and each 

level contained three booklets per level. I was aware that if we 

consumed the booklets, the cost would not be small. The third grade 

teacher and I had purchased, at our personal expense, end of level tests 

for our basal readers. We were using these in a non-consumable manner 

to test our students to see if they were ready to move to the next basal 

reader level. The kindergarten teacher and I used these tests under 

plastic overlays with individual or small groups of students, having 

them mark their answers on the plastic with erasable markers. The third 

grade teacher had devised answer sheets for students to write answers 

corresponding with test items in the booklet. I talked with the 

coordinators at the service center and asked them if there would be a 

possibility of trading some test booklets with some other schools, or 

with them, since the publishers would not sell less than 36 booklets per 

level. They said if our school would buy test booklets for levels K 

through 3, they would buy levels 4 through 6. We could trade them equal 

numbers of test booklets from levels K through 3 for levels 4 through 6. 

I approached the superintendent with this idea and he agreed if we could 

use the test booklets in a non-consumable manner, eliminating additional 

cost year after year. It would be an added burden for the teachers to 

use them in this manner, since it would necessitate testing small groups 

of students at a time. The teachers agreed, and figured that, in the 

l ong run, time would be saved for making materials. 
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The criterion referenced tests were purchased and the trade with 

the service center was made. By the beginning of the 1975-76 school 

year, I had devised answer sheets that could be mimeographed and used 

with the test booklets. I had also condensed the pupil profiles onto 

one sheet per pupil. These could be placed in each student's cumulative 

record folder and would track the student's individual mastery and need 

for mastery of reading skills as he or she moved from grade to grade. 

The coordinator at the service center advised us to drop back one 

complete level in our initial testing of our students. A sixth grade 

level student would be tested on fifth grade level skills, a fifth grade 

level student on fourth grade level skills, and so on down. In many 

individual cases, we found we had to drop back more than one or two 

levels to find mastery levels. The testing, checking, charting, and 

profiling took time, but the teachers were very cooperative. We helped 

each other. The third grade teacher gave the fifth grade teacher much 

assistance. They had worked together during the summer, planning and 

developing materials for the fifth grade teacher to use in the new 

departmentalized plan. The fifth grade teacher carried a triple load in 

testing and determining reading levels for three grades, fourth, fifth, 

and sixth. 

The year began on a high note. The teachers who were developing 

the Right-to-Read program were enthusiastic and energetic. The fourth 

and sixth grade teachers apparently were pleased with the 

departmentalized plan for the intermediate level. Since the fifth grade 

teacher would be teaching all of the language arts skills, reading, 
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language, and spelling, the other subjects were divided between the 

fourth and sixth grade teachers, each assuming those of their choice. 

The superintendent was pleased that our Right-to-Read program was on 

target and coordinated from kindergarten through sixth grade. In May of 

1975 the State Director had asked that we file with the state office a 

time-line that would indicate points in time during the next five years 

when we planned to accomplish certain goals and objectives in our 

program development and implementation. The service center people were 

excited about the progress we were making, as were the people at the 

state level. As director of the program, I was becoming more convinced 

that the Right-to-Read Effort was a great revolution and reform of the 

educational system as I knew it, and I was becoming more and more 

dedicated to its success. 

The scope and sequence of reading skills, the criterion referenced 

tests for testing student mastery of those skills and the pupil profile 

sheets had made possible an organized system for individualizing reading 

instruction for the students in kindergarten through sixth grade in the 

Kingdom school. The scope and sequence of skills provided a framework 

around which to organize reading instruction for the students within our 

individual classrooms. It also provided a framework in which to work in 

securing, making, and organizing practice materials. The big job for us 

as teachers of those grades was to organize and manage our materials, 

classrooms, time, direct instruction plans, and ourselves so that we 

could help each student master skills he or she needed and have the 
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desire to become a proficient reader according to his or her own ability 

level. 

Individually, we experienced a tremendous amount of trial and error 

in organizing and reorganizing. Reva, the second grade teacher, a few 

years my senior, had been in the system much longer than I, and her 

teaching practices were more traditional. She was reluctant to make too 

many major changes in her classroom organization and management, since 

she was considering retirement. However, she was a good teacher and a 

strong supporter of the program we were developing. She grouped her 

students according to ability levels for reading, and was enthusiastic 

to use many of the material ideas and methods that we had learned. Her 

son-in-law was a principal in a large Texas school district where they 

were implementing the Individually Guided Education plan (see Document K 

for brief description) in reading and math, so she was interested in the 

new movements in education that were taking place. 

The kindergarten teacher and I had already organized our classrooms 

into center areas for the purpose of working with small groups or 

individual children. Our students rotated from center to center. We 

were able to organize our center areas toward more individualized 

instruction through the use of individual contract sheets, pupil 

profiles of skills mastery and needs, and more efficient coding and 

organization of the material used at the centers. The third grade and 

fifth grade teachers used the center idea as designated locations for 

practice material and task work. Student contracts were made out so 

that small numbers of students were scheduled at certain times through 
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particular area. 
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By mid-term an individualized program in reading instruction was 

visibly in action in grades K through 6, however, definitely in need of 

constant revision and improvement. The additional hours we were 

spending in developing materials and organizing learning activities for 

our students were exceedingly numerous and exhausting. We solicited 

assistance from volunteer parents and upper level students who had some 

free study hall periods. This proved to be an exceedingly valuable 

source of aid. We were spending far too much of our own money to 

purchase supplies to make materials for our classes, but we were still 

excited about what we were doing and anxious to get things organized in 

the best way we could. The service center assisted us as much as they 

could with discarded materials, a materials check-out service, and 

assistance in making materials. There was no direct funding for program 

materials from the state, and the local school had made no provision for 

funds for the program. The superintendent had told me he would divert 

any federal fUnds the school received to the program so long as the 

guidelines for the use of the money allowed. We had asked for some 

head-phone sets so we could set up some listening centers. He managed 

to get these for us as well as some tape recorders, for which we were 

delighted. The use of listening centers opened up a whole new avenue 

toward meeting the needs of individual students, as well as an 

opportunity for students to get hooked on books by listening to stories. 

... 
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I had made an intentional effort toward informing the community of 

what we were doing in the Right-to-Read Effort in order to secure 

support and assistance. I had presented a program for the local 

parent-teacher association and for the local woman's club. The woman's 

club donated $100.00 to help us with materials. Dottie, the fifth grade 

teacher suggested to the superintendent we have a garage sale to raise 

money. He quickly vetoed the idea, but later agreed to let her and her 

students engage in a sales program of Christmas jewelry gift items, in 

which school groups could earn a percentage of sales made for the 

company. This was a successful venture and helped the teacher secure 

needed materials for the fourth, fifth, and sixth grade reading program. 

The Awareness Conference in February of 1975 was not the first or 

only time we had been asked to share our experience of developing an 

improved reading program in our school. On several occasions, the 

Service Center had invited the superintendent and me to other school 

districts who were beginning to develop programs to talk with their 

administrators and staff. They were also sending groups of teachers 

from other districts to our school to visit our classrooms to gain 

ideas. As a part of our commitment in becoming a part of the Texas 

Right-to-Read Effort, we obligated ourselves as a model school site to 

share our program development as one promising in the improvement of 

reading instruction. Early in the 1975-76 school year, we were invited 

to become a part of the Demonstration Schools in Individualized 

Instruction Network in Texas (see Document L for description data). 

This network had been formed out of the Texas Education Agency in 1972 
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as another effort to move successful ideas from one school to another. 

The focus was on individualizing instruction for students across grade 

levels, not only in reading, but in other subjects as well. In the 

early days of the network, math and reading were the areas in which most 

schools associated were attempting to achieve individualized instruction 

for their students. The regional service center had nominated our 

school due to the progress we were achieving in developing a new reading 

program. 

Selection of a school as a part of this network rested on an 

evaluation process by a steering committee composed of representatives 

from public schools, service centers, colleges of education, the 

Governor's office, regional laboratories, and the Texas Education 

Agency. A team of educators were sent to the school nominated to view 

the program, collect information concerning the operation of the 

specific program, and report back to the screening committee. In broad 

terms the network defined individualized instruction as a system of 

organizing learning experiences around the individual needs of students, 

whether working alone or in groups. It was further defined as an 

approach for providing experiences compatible with each student's 

particular style of learning to "help them become self-actualizing, 

self-evaluating, self-directing individuals who are concerned, capable, 

and competent as they leave the public schools of Texas." The 

definition stressed that individualized instruction was not an isolated 

element in itself, nor was it teaching students "one on one." It 

i ncorporated many methodologies and techniques, old and new. The 



teacher's role was vital, as always in education, in "analyzing, 

prescribing, instructing, guiding, leading, motivating, counseling, 

stimulating, always working to discover every possible means for 

realizing the potential of the individual learner" (p.7). 
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Early in the spring semester of the 1975-76 school year we were 

visited by a team of educators from the Demonstration Schools in 

Individualized Instruction Network. The superintendent and I met with 

them to give them an overview of the program before they visited the 

classrooms to talk with the teachers and the students. We met in the 

small room that had been built for a principal's office space when the 

building was constructed years before. This was the room the previous 

superintendent had let me use as the Title I reading room since the 

principal was a teaching principal and did not use the space. A Title I 

aide now used the desk space in the room to work when she was not 

helping in the classrooms, but for the most part the room was used for 

coffee breaks, small faculty meetings, and as a work space for teachers. 

The principal was still the full-time eighth grade teacher, but used 

this room to take care of any duties as the principal during his 

planning period. Earlier in the year, with the principal's permission, 

I had put up a large bulletin board in the room to keep the staff up to 

date on happenings with our Right-to-Read effort. As first grade 

teacher, my contact with other teachers and staff was limited. The 

kindergarten and first grade ate together early and had separate recess 

and break times. Of course I had close contact with the teachers who 
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were developing the Right-to-Read program due to the after school hours 

we were spending together. 

The bulletin board presented a very good graphic overview of the 

overall goals and objectives we had adopted. A timeline showed how and 

when we hoped to achieve these objectives. We showed the team the scope 

and sequence of reading skills we had developed as a framework from 

which to plan reading instruction for the students in kindergarten 

through sixth grade. We explained how we were keeping individual pupil 

profile sheets in cumulative folders for each student. Information was 

recorded from the criterion referenced tests administered on an ongoing 

basis to test for individual mastery of the skills listed on the scope 

and sequence chart. What we were doing coincided with the guidelines 

they were to look for in evaluating our program (see Document M). There 

were three major conditions that were outlined. First, it was necessary 

to have a "diverse array of goals and objectives." A monitoring 

procedure to provide information for making decisions with a high degree 

of confidence was necessary. Also, there must be many alternative 

methods to reach each objective. When they visited the rooms to see the 

program in operation, they would be looking for these features: (a) a 

flexible, workable system of intra-class grouping; (b) teachers and 

students utilizing a variety of materials, selected and assigned after 

careful diagnosis of the individual student's needs; (c) a 

differentiation of assignment, based on careful planning with an 

efficient system of record keeping; (d) each student experiencing a 

feeling of autonomy, having played a part in setting objectives and 



148 

establishing the activities to be undertaken to reach those objectives; 

(e) tutoring, both teacher-student and student-student used to help the 

individual student learn. These were some of the things we were 

attempting to accomplish in our reading program, however meager our 

attempts were at the time. 

The team of educators apparently were impressed with what we were 

doing, and we were selected to become a part of the network. We had to 

agree to have visitors from other school districts come to our school on 

a limited basis to view our program. The teachers who were doing the 

Right-to-Read program had agreed to the visitation plan. The Kingdom 

school was listed and the reading program for K-6 was described in the 

catalog that went out to Texas' schools in the late spring semester that 

year. The teachers who had worked to implement the program felt this 

was a kind of reward for a job well-done. As the director of the 

program, I was elated and proud of what we had accomplished, and I felt 

we were doing what the state expected of us according to our commitment 

as a Right-to-Read school. The superintendent was pleased. Before he 

became superintendent, when he was the agriculture teacher, his 

department had always been outstanding among the high schools in the 

state. Now that he was superintendent, he was eager for our school to 

be outstanding in all areas. 

I kept the community informed about the Right-to-Read Effort by 

placing articles in the local weekly newspaper (see Document N). I had 

written articles explaining individualized instruction and some of the 

new trends in education. The former teacher who had moved into the 
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community and whom we had invited to our first meeting was the publicity 

person for the local parent-teacher association. She visited our 

classrooms periodically and published interesting and informative 

articles in the local newspaper about happenings on campus. As we began 

to have educators from school districts across Texas visit our school, I 

reported these visits. Toward the end of the year, we were especially 

excited when the state Right-to-Read director and some of the 

administrative people from the local service center visited the school 

to view our reading program. The superintendent and I felt this was 

quite an honor for our school. We took pictures and submitted a 

lengthy article to the local paper. 

I developed a slide presentation of our reading program that could 

be used as an overview when visitors came. I took shots of the teachers 

and students doing on-task activities and wrote a dialogue describing 

the Kingdom reading program to accompany the slides. The service center 

took the slides and with a professional reader and background music 

developed it into a professional sounding visual-audio presentation. It 

was difficult for me to be away from my classroom for a very long period 

when we had visitors. Usually one of the aides would relieve me so I 

could meet the visitors and give them an overview before they went into 

the rooms to visit. The slide presentation would save me some valuable 

time. If the visitors spent the day, I could meet with them when my 

students had been dismissed to answer questions they might have (refer 

to Document N for visitor data). 
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Late in the spring semester, the state director asked our school to 

present again at the 1976 Awareness Conference in Austin. It was 

inconvenient to release the teachers who had helped present the program 

the year before, so it was decided that I would go alone. The service 

center people suggested they help me by bringing equipment from the 

center so we could use the slides and audio presentation we had 

developed (see Document 0 for text of audio). It presented such a 

complete overview of the development and implementation of the reading 

program in the Kingdom school and was so well received, that the service 

center later made duplicate copies to be loaned to other schools who 

were developing programs. 

The Awareness Conference proved again to be inspiring for me as a 

part of the Texas Right-to-Read Effort. As I watched the slide 

presentation, I was renewed with a feeling of dedication as I saw the 

happy faces of children in our school. I listened again to the words as 

I beard my first graders sing a little Right-to-Read song I had learned 

in my training and had taught them to sing. "A Right-to-Read! A 

Right-to-Read! All God's children got a right to read. So take us by 

the band and lead us to the promised land and give us a Right-to-Read!" 

I thought about the things we had -accomplished in a relatively short 

time in the Kingdom school. The team effort and sacrifice, in personal 

time and money on the part of a group of teachers dedicated toward goals 

they envisioned as helping to bring about improved education for the 

children they taught, was like a ray of sunshine pointing toward a 

brighter day in education for all children. The "moonshot" Commissioner 
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Allen had talked about in launching the national effort of reading 

improvement, that by the end of the 1970s, no student would be leaving 

our schools "without the skill and the desire necessary to read to the 

full limits of his capability," for an instant, appeared to be reachable 

(Allen, 1965, p.97). 



Part 4 

The Mounting Storm 

Soon after I returned from Austin, I submitted an article to the 

Kingdom weekly newspaper. I used the Awareness Conference presentation 

to recapture the purpose, goals, and success of the local Right-to-Read 

Effort in the report. Along with the article, I submitted a picture of 

the large bulletin board I had developed and displayed in the teachers' 

workroom at school. I had used the bulletin board display at the 

conference in Austin as a visual aid to show the direction the Kingdom 

effort would hopefully move. 

Early in the 1975-76 year, when the state had asked that we fill 

out a time-line, to be filed in their office, showing dates and goals we 

planned to achieve, I met with the superintendent. He told me to fill 

it out according to my own judgment as to the dates in time, that I 

thought we could meet the criteria as outlined by the state. Before I 

sent it into the state office, he checked it and said it looked fine. I 

had decided to develop the bulletin board display around this time-line, 

and to use it to communicate to the staff, community, and visitors to 

the school our expected direction. I hoped the bulletin board would 

help staff members, who were not directly involved at the ~ime, have a 

better understanding of what the Right-to-Read Effort was about. I also 

hoped it would continue to remind all of us that our involvement was to 
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be a combined effort, in which we were all expected to participate 

according to the state guidelines to which the school had committed. 
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The display featured a large, four-phased, red rocket aimed toward 

a 1980 landing on "Education's Moon," on which there was mounted a large 

picture of a child completely absorbed in the pleasure of reading a 

book. The rocket, manned by the teaching staff, was shown being 

launched from a 1974-75 labeled launch pad, supported by the 

administration, with statements I had clipped from a copy of the 

Criteria of Excellence explaining the role of each. I had secured from 

the staff small pictures of each teacher, from kindergarten level 

through high school, including the superintendent and principals, and 

had mounted these on the rocket phases and on the launch pad. Phase I, 

labeled 1975-76, represented the implementation of an individually 

guided, continuous progress, instructional program in reading in levels 

K-6. Phase II, labeled 1976-77, represented the extension of the same 

type reading instruction in the seventh and eighth grade levels. Phase 

III, labeled 1977-78 and 1978-79, represented the extension into the 

senior high school levels, and Phase IV, labeled 1979-1980, represented 

a combined effort of all personnel. 

The display also featured a large illustrated control center that 

outlined the role of the Texas Education Agency and the Regional Service 

Center in assisting schools. A copy of the 12 points of the Criteria of 

Excellence (refer to Document B for Plan of Action p.11), that the Texas 

Education Agency encouraged participating schools to attain, was a part 

of the control center. A description of each of the twelve points was 
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enlarged and tied from the control center to the rocket phases to give a 

continuity of the time-line involved in attaining these goals. 

A large silhouette of the United States pictured an insert of James 

E. Allen (1969) and his quote of the ultimate goal which launched the 

national effort, "As U.S. Commissioner of Education, I am herewith 

proclaiming my belief that we should immediately set for ourselves the 

goal of assuring that by the end of the 1970s the right to read shall be 

a reality for all--that no one shall be leaving our schools without the 

skill and the desire necessary to read to the full limits of his 

capability. This is education's'moon'--the target for the decade ahead. 

With the same zeal, dedication, perseverance, and concentration that 

made possible man's giant step of last July 20, this moon too can be 

reached" (p 97). 

Beneath the silhouette of the United States was posted the premise 

and the assumptions upon which the national effort was established (see 

Document P for complete brochure). It stated, "The National 

Right-to-Read Program is based on the premise that given the opportunity 

to participate in an effective, individualized process, based upon 

multiple approaches in method, adults and children can learn to read." 

It further stated, "It is the belief of those who formulated the 

National Right-to-Read Effort that the first step toward effective 

reading program improvement in schools is through a coordinated, 

systematic appraisal of (a) the needs of the students in an individual 

school, (b) the strengths of the teachers and staff at that school, and 

(c) a complete inventory of the resources available. The second step is 
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to select the alternative or alternatives for program improvement that 

best fit the student needs at that school. The third step is to 

implement a staff development program to enhance the teachers' knowledge 

and skill in meeting individual student needs for reading instruction." 

The basic assumptions underlying the national Right-to-Read program 

were stated: (a) All individuals in a democratic society must have the 

opportunity to become functionally literate, (b) Each individual is a 

unique person, has his own rate of growth and development pattern, (c) 

Reading is an integral aspect of learning, and instruction in reading 

must be a continuous process, (d) Each teacher must recognize the role 

of reading in his field and provide needed assistance, and (e) The 

schools have the prime responsibility for functional literacy. 

I submitted an article to the newspaper containing the above 

information as well as that I had presented at the conference with the 

slides concerning the local program. I included in the article the fact 

that the school's invitation to present at the State Awareness 

Conference for the second year had come as the result of the State 

Right-to-Read director's visit to the local campus, at which time she 

highly commended the Kingdom administration and staff effort in 

complying with the state goals. The article gave a more complete 

summary of the goals of Right-to-Read and the local school's progress in 

the effort than previous ones I had submitted. The editor of the small 

local paper was delighted to print it, and gave it a large front page 

spread titled "Reading Program Gains State-Wide Acclaim" (see Document Q 

for complete article) 



156 

The 1975-76 year appeared bright when I looked at the progress and 

the accolades the Kingdom school district was achieving in its 

commitment to the Right-to-Read Effort, and in improving reading 

instruction for the students it served, but underneath things were not 

as promising as they appeared to be. There were shadows of problems 

developing. 

The problems anticipated by the service center coordinators 

concerning the departmentalized program for the fourth, fifth, and sixth 

grades surfaced the middle of the year. The teacher who had agreed to 

implement the reading program for those levels reported to me that 

parents were beginning to complain about the amount of homework 

assignments their students were expected to do. The reading teacher was 

attempting to keep her assignments to a minimum, but the assignments 

given by the other teachers in math and other content areas were 

increasingly heavy. I talked to the coordinators at the Service Center 

about the problem, since I, as director, did not want the local 

Right-to-Read program to be blamed for an increasing amount of 

complaints from parents concerning the homework overload. 

The coordinators offered to meet with the staff and the 

administrators in an effort to help find a way to resolve this or any 

other problems we were experiencing in our program development. I 

talked with the superintendent about having a meeting. He said he did 

not think we had any real problems concerning the program, but agreed to 

have a meeting. I asked each of the Right-to-Read teachers to bring to 



the meeting notes of any problems they were experiencing in doing the 

program as we had developed it. 
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. The meeting took place a week or so later during the last period of 

a school day. The superintendent arranged for an aide to keep the 

principal's and the departmentalized reading teacher's class. The third 

grade teacher agreed to keep the primary level children on the 

playground to free the first and second grade teachers. The 

kindergarten teacher, who worked with Title I reading students in the 

afternoon, canceled her appointments with students scheduled to her at 

that time. Since the special education teacher was free that period, 

the superintendent asked her to meet with us. 

During the meeting, we discovered there had been several complaints 

to the principal from parents about the excessive homework expected of 

students in the intermediate levels. The special education teacher 

voiced her own complaint in the meeting, as the parent of a student in 

those levels. The service center coordinator assured us that this was 

always a major concern and a foreseeable problem in departmentalized 

situations. She suggested the best way to deal with it would be for the 

three teachers to plan together so each one would know the amount of 

homework the others were assigning. The reading teacher said the three 

teachers had really had no contact with each other all year due to lack 

of time. The superintendent asked the principal if he thought they 

might be able to work out some time for the teachers to meet together to 

see if the problem could be eliminated. They agreed to try. 
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The lack of sufficient time to accomplish necessary tasks was a 

problem all of the teachers were experiencing in attempting to 

individualize the reading program. The kindergarten, first, second, and 

third grade teachers complained that their planning period alone did not 

allow enough time to do the extensive charting of pupil profiles from 

the continuous testing and planning for individual needs of their 

students. I suggested the first, second, and third grade teachers might 

rotate the responsibility of the afternoon playground physical education 

period for all three grades in order to allow the teachers more time. I 

also suggested the departmentalized reading teacher be given more 

assistance from the Title I aides. The superintendent and the principal 

agreed to both suggestions. 

The primary level teachers found the rotation of the physical 

education period helpful. Some of the time we were spending after 

school was eliminated. Following the staff meeting, the homework 

overload problem diminished, but the departmentalized reading teacher 

said there were never any meetings arranged with the three teachers 

involved. 

I became aware during the course of the 1975-76 year that the 

elementary principal was not as committed toward individualizing 

instruction as some of us were. After we had set up the criterion 

referenced testing program with the pupil monitoring system for our 

elementary level students in the area of reading, the third grade 

teacher and I approached the principal about developing the same kind of 

system for our math. We were convinced that it would be as beneficial 
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for each teacher to know the math skills as well as reading skills each 

student had mastered, and those on which he or she needed remedial work. 

He was emphatic that he did not intend to individualize the math for the 

seventh and eight grade students he taught. He said he knew what the 

high school teacher expected the students to have been taught in those 

grades before going into high school, and that was what he was going to 

teach. I asked him if he did not think it would be helpful to know if 

one of his students needed some remedial work in some of the lower level 

skills that they might not have mastered. He said he did not want to 

know, and furthermore, he was not about to keep all those charts and 

records we were keeping in reading. 

As the school year drew to a close, the principal distributed to 

the teachers in the elementary building the yearly evaluations he had 

completed for each of us. At the end of the 1972-73 school year, the 

Kingdom school district had adopted the evaluation instrument that was 

being used (see Document R). The evaluation procedure came about in 

compliance with a state mandate, and was put into effect the 1973-74 

school year. I had served on the evaluation committee that, with 

assistance of regional service center personnel, had formulated and 

adopted the plan to be used in the local school. 

The stated purpose of the evaluations was toward improvement of the 

instructional program. I~ fUrther stated that lines of communication 

between the teacher and the evaluating administrator should be reached, 

with the development of professional attitudes and the improvement of 

the quality of instruction as the ultimate goals. According to the 
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outlined procedure for evaluation, all threat was to be removed in an 

on-going and cooperative process. The first evaluation was to be a 

self-evaluation by the teacher, and an evaluation by the principal using 

the same instrument or form, followed by a conference between the two. 

The second evaluation was to be made by the principal and submitted to 

the teacher. The completed evaluation form was to be signed by both 

teacher and the evaluator, and filed in the teacher's official office 

file. The teacher was to receive a copy of the completed evaluation, 

and was to have the right to react by a written statement that would be 

attached to the evaluation to be filed. The file was to be open for 

inspection by the teacher at all times. 

The priority behaviors for teacher improvement, outlined on the 

instrument, were in the areas of personal attitudes, professional 

attitudes and growth, and instructional skills and classroom management. 

A numerical system was used to rate teacher behavior on each item listed 

under each of the above areas. The ratings ranged from a 1, 

commendable, to a 4, unsatisfactory. A rating of a 2 indicated the 

behavior to be acceptable, and a 3 indicated the behavior needed 

improvement. Following the outlined behaviors that were to be given 

ratings, there were blank lines for the evaluator to note, in more 

detail, points of strengths concerning the teacher's behavior, and also 

areas where improvement was needed. There was also space for the 

teacher and the principal to add any other comments necessary. 

The first year the instruments were used, 1973-74, the guidelines 

were followed verbatim. The teachers were given an instrument on which 
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to evaluate themselves, followed by a conference in which the principal 

and teacher discussed strengths and weaknesses. A second evaluation 

instrument was filled out by the principal, a copy given to the teacher 

and another copy signed by both was filed in the teacher's permanent 

file in the superintendent's office. This particular procedure was not 

followed the 1974-75 or the 1975-76 year. The teachers were handed the 

evaluations when the principal had completed them, with no previous 

conferences, and were asked to sign them. The teachers were not offered 

copies of the evaluations. 

My personal evaluations for both the 1973-74 and the 1974-75 years 

had shown commendable ratings, with no exceptions on any of the items 

listed. In 1973-74, on points of strength, the principal had written, 

"enthusiastic carry-over to students--innovative," and on the same item 

in 1974-75, he had written, "innovative, enthusiasm, a tireless worker, 

likes children and strives at all times to improve. Her leadership in 

the Right-to-Read Program is certainly commendable. A credit to our 

school." He had also added a comment under the area where improvement 

is needed, "Rest some." 

When he handed me my 1975-76 evaluation, I noted that I had dropped 

from a 1 rating, commendable, to a 2 rating, acceptable, on a number of 

items, 18 to be exact. Among the areas in which the rating dropped 

were; emotional stability, reliability and dependability, having an 

understanding of child growth and development, adhering to district 

policies and procedures, being receptive to constructive criticism and 

change, cooperating with ad.ministration, maintaining effective class 
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management and control, providing for individual differences among 

pupils, pre-planning and making daily preparations, improving classroom 

methods and techniques, having pupil assignments and homework that is 

meaningful, and considering all aspects of the pupil's performance in 

evaluating. My reaction was not one of alarm since a 2 rating was 

acceptable. The interesting thing was that the areas that dropped were 

those in which I thought I had been improving the most, since they were 

also target areas for instructional improvement incorporated in the 

Right-to-Read program. His comments as to points of strength again were 

positive, "dedicated, hard-working, knows the skills necessary for 

reading- has shown leadership in this area for Kingdom." 

I did not argue the point on any of the ratings except one. He had 

given me a 3 rating, needs improvement, on the item "Be accurate, neat, 

and prompt in attention to records and reports," with the comment, 

"lunch reports should be completed promptly of a morning." He told me 

this was due to the fact that the aide had remarked to him that she 

often bad to wait for my lunch report. This was certainly true, and in 

no way would I try to deny it. My room was the door right next to the 

entry way into the elementary building, so the aide came to my room 

first each morning on her rounds to collect the money and lunch records. 

I explained to him that it was a hassle to collect, record and balance 

lunch records for six-year-olds and meet a dead-line 20 or 30 minutes 

after the children arrived. Especially was this difficult with the many 

unforeseen episodes that can occur with young children, such as lost 

lunches, lost money, brothers or sisters who come to pay for the 
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siblings lunch, but who want the change in nickels, dimes, or quarters, 

so they can have coke machine money. 

I showed him a large board I had devised in an attempt to organize 

and expedite the lunch report for me and my students. When the children 

arrived, they put their lunch money in plastic bags labeled with each 

child's name. These were then bung on a hook under their name label on 

the board, along with a small cut-out symbol of a lunchroom plate or a 

luncbbox. I could quickly determine how many and which students were 

going to eat in the lunchroom that day. After I started the students on 

assignments or activities, I could total and record the money. The 

system had helped me to be more efficient and had saved some valuable 

teaching time I had been losing early in the morning. He said that 

maybe the problem was in the way the overall lunch reporting system was 

being handled and maybe some changes needed to be made. The principal 

said he would ask the aide to stop by the lower level grades last each 

day. He did not offer to change my rating on the item, and I did not 

insist he do so. Although I did not agree with his ratings, I was not 

ready to take a strong issue on the points, so I signed the evaluation 

to be filed. 

Later in the day, Mary, the kindergarten teacher, came over to my 

room. She was upset about her evaluation. Her evaluations the past two 

years had reflected commendable ratings. She had also dropped to a 2 

rating on many of the same items as I had, and to a 3 rating, needs 

improvement, on the same item pertaining to records and reports. The 

principal had explained to her that the reason for the low rating on the 
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records item was due to mistakes she had made on her daily register 

during a six-weeks period that year. Teachers were required to keep 

daily registers that were distributed by the state. The average daily 

attendance was determined from these records, and the monies per child 

distributed from the state to school districts in Texas were based on 

the results. Teachers were instructed to be accurate and to strike 

through any mistakes with only a one-line mark, initialed above. At the 

end of the year, teachers were required to sign an affidavit that their 

markings were true and correct. The principal collected the registers 

at the end of each six-week period to check them and to compile a report 

of the elementary school attendance. 

The principal told her that she was out of the school during one 

in-service day when he checked registers and compiled his report. He 

told her she had made so many mistakes that it took him a long time to 

change and correct her report. She remembered the day as one of the 

Right-to-Read arranged visitation days, when she had gone to another 

school, some 50 miles away, to visit another kindergarten class. She 

did not remember having ever made numerous mistakes on her register that 

the principal had corrected, and if the day in question was the one she 

remembered, it had occurred not this year, but the previous one. She 

had her register for the present year in her hand, and it contained no 

corrections whatsoever. I suggested to her that she go to the 

superintendent's office where the registers were kept from previous 

years, and ask to see hers from the year before. If her memory was 

correct, then she should talk with the principal. 
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Mary was also concerned about two other items on which she had been 

given a 3 rating. The items were two new ones that had been added to 

the typed form and written on some extra lines in long hand. Although I 

had received a 2 rating on both items, I did not question the principal 

about these items when I talked to him about my evaluation. I did 

question in my mind as to why these items had been added without the 

teachers knowing beforehand that they would be evaluated on them. They 

were added to the section dealing with professional attitudes and 

growth, and were stated; "In touch with community," and "Supports school 

activities with reasonable attendance." 

The principal had explained to the kindergarten teacher that her 3 

ratings, needs improvement, were due to the fact that she did not attend 

the faculty Christmas party, and that she did not trade with the local 

merchants. She explained to him that she had stayed after school and 

helped with the decorating for the Christmas party, also that she had 

contributed food for the party. She and her husband did not choose to 

drive back for the party from their home some 35 miles away, but she 

explained to him she thought she had supported and participated in the 

event. So far as trading with local merchants, she told him she 

occasionally stopped at a local grocery store on her way home, but she 

felt she stayed in touch with the local community through encouraging 

parents of her students to visit and to help as aides in the 

kindergarten room when they could. 

Earlier that year, she had planned a Saturday workday for the 

parents to help make learning material for the classroom. The response 



166 

and attendance had been excellent. Among parents who came in throughout 

the year to assist in the room was a grandfather who eagerly came two or 

three times each week. 

The principal listened to her explanations, then suggested that in 

the future she try to be seen shopping more in the local town to improve 

in the area marked. 

Immediately after the talk with me, Mary went to the 

superintendent's office, and asked to see the previous year's daily 

register. She found only one correction of one item had been initialed 

by the principal on the day she was gone. When she confronted the 

principal, he dismissed it with a remark that it must have been someone 

else he had her confused with when he wrote the evaluations. She asked 

him to change the ratings on those items, but he discouraged the idea, 

telling her the ratings could come up the next year. 

She told me she felt she had been unfairly evaluated, especially 

when she had spent so much time and effort toward improving instruction 

for her students. She indicated that she would be less willing in the 

future to spend so much of her personal time and money toward achieving 

the goals and objectives of the Right-to-Read program, if her efforts 

were not appreciated. 

The next morning when I arrived at school, Wilson, the third grade 

teacher, met me in the parking lot. She told me we might be losing one 

of our Right-to-Read teachers. When I questioned who she was talking 

about, she told me she was upset about the ratings and the remarks on 
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her evaluation form, and was on her way to talk with the superintendent 

(see DocumentS for evaluation). 

Later in the afternoon she explained to me what had happened. 

Twenty-two items had dropped from a 1, commendable, rating the year 

before to a 2 rating. On three items, the ratings had dropped from a 1 

to a 3, needs improvement. Included in these was the new item 

concerning the support of school activities. As in the case of the 

kindergarten teacher, the principal had explained the low rating as due 

to not attending the faculty Christmas party. She had also helped with 

the food and decorations for the party. She was dissatisfied with the 

rating since she had three teenage boys attending the school, who were 

involved in sports and other school activities, and she and her husband 

had been very supportive of events. 

The item she was most disturbed about was one having to do with 

maintaining good rapport with students, colleagues, and parents. When 

she asked the principal for an explanation, his answer was quite vague. 

He told her it had more to do with getting along with her "fellow-

workers" than with students and parents. She insisted he be specific 

and give her instances, because she was not aware of any problems 

existing. He wrote the following remarks in the blank space for 

comments concerning areas needing to improve: 

Strive to have a pleasant atmosphere w(h)ith all school 
personnel. Did not attend Christmas social which is the only 
social event for teachers. 

The principal reason for improvement indicated in item I part 
g is apparently the Janitor's inability to satisfy--with resulting 
criticisms of his work frequently. Two other specific instances 
(1) Interfering with another teacher's room (name of fourth grade 
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teacher) involving a pencil sharpener regarding movement of a 
pencil sharpener, (2) Tactless response to a co-worker (name of 
sixth grade teacher) when she responded to a oompl(e)ment on 
clothing with "I never notice others clothing." (Name of sixth 
grade teacher) felt that her compl(e)ment was responded to harshly 
and too that a harsh manner was taken over homework for her son who 
is in (teacher's) class. 

She said the principal appeared to become angry when she tried to 

defend herself on these points. She asked for a copy of the evaluation, 

and refused to sign it until she had more time to think about it. When 

she had talked to the superintendent that morning, his attitude was that 

she was making too much of an issue out of things that were rather 

insignificant. He told her that nobody ever saw those evaluations, they 

were just a matter of compliance with the state mandate. 

The evaluation guidelines stated, "The teacher should receive a 

copy and could react (by written statement attached to the evaluation 

form) to his completed evaluation form that is to be filed." Wilson 

decided to write a reaction to be attached to the evaluation in order to 

gain some satisfaction from the situation. She wanted her explanations 

to be there in case something should arise in the future concerning the 

matter. Her reply was as follows: 

Re: Item h ~ 
A child in my room has a diagnosed dust allergy and I am also 

sensitive to chalk dust. I vacuum my room once or twice a week for 
this reason. I was not aware that the janitor was affronted. I 
have never complained to (Janitor's name) nor his employers about 
his work. 

(1) The noise of the fourth grade pencil sharpener, at times, 
interferes with my teaching. Last year, I went to (Fourth Grade 
Teacher), explaining that other pencil sharpeners had been placed 
on the outside wall of the room to correct this problem. (Teacher) 
told me that she would think about my request. Some time later, 
(Principal) advised me that (Fourth Grade Teacher) did not wish to 
move her pencil sharpener. I accepted (Fourth Grade Teachers's) 
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prerogative. However, at last year's evaluation conference, 
(Principal) asked if there had been any fUrther "trouble" (or words 
to that effect) between (Fourth Grade Teacher) and myself. I 
assured (Principal) there had not, nor did I anticipate any in the 
future. I was surprised when this was brought up again on this 
year's evaluation. 

(2) I did not realize (Sixth Grade Teacher) was offended by 
any reply I made to any compliment she made. I regret that it was 
interpreted in this way. I do not bear any animosity toward (Sixth 
Grade Teacher) concerning the homework problem. I am aware that 
the three teachers participating in the team-teaching situation 
were not allocated a special time together to coordinate their 
giving of homework, a necessity to avoid homework conflicts. 

The reason for my written statement is not that I wish to 
differ with the accuracy of any item as listed in Item I.g., but 
rather to register my surprise that such matters be brought up on a 
teacher evaluation record. 

The third grade teacher expressed discouragement to me, as had the 

kindergarten teacher. To have received a poor evaluation at the end of 

a difficult year in which they had spent long hours in implementing 

changes called for in the Right-to-Read Effort, did not make sense. 

While the third grade teacher and I were talking, the fifth grade 

teacher came into my room. She too had received lower ratings on her 

evaluation than she had the year before. She had been rated a 3, needs 

improvement, on the two new items on the form, but she said she told the 

principal she would not accept that. So far as the item stated, "in 

touch with the community," and explained by the principal as shopping 

with local merchants, was concerned, she told him that if he did not 

change that, she would take him in her car to all the merchants in town 

with whom she shopped and have them verify the fact. She also told him 

that she and her husband had attended the Christmas party and, and if he 

did not remember her being there, she would have the other teachers who 
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said he was not aware of the facts. 
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The next day I decided to talk with the principal. I told him the 

kindergarten, third grade, and fifth grade teachers had confided to me 

the fact that they were upset about the lower ratings on their 

evaluation reports. His first reaction was that their evaluations were 

really none of my business. I explained to him that my major concern 

was as the director of the reading program, and that the school system 

might lose some dedicated teachers who were key elements in the reading 

program development. I related to him the accomplishments that had been 

made in the elementary level due to the extra hours these particular 

teachers had spent together, after school and on weekends, in developing 

materials and methods for improving instruction in their classrooms. He 

remarked to me that they did not pay him to stay at school on weekends 

to see who was there working. So far as the reading program, he 

laughingly told me that I was unnecessarily concerned about it, that it 

was like all governmental programs, "here today and gone tomorrow." 

Later when I was over in the high school building to check my 

mailbox, the superintendent called me into his office. He told me the 

principal had talked to him about our conversation. He implied in his 

remarks to me that the evaluations were the principal's responsibility, 

and the teacher's should not have confided to me their concern. I 

expressed my belief that their coming to talk to me was natural, since I 

was the director of the reading program. In my role as the director, I 

had encouraged them toward making many changes in classroom management 
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and instructional techniques. They had spent much more time and effort 

than in previous years, yet received lower ratings. I told him my real 

concern was that there was a possibility these teachers might be so 

discouraged, they would leave and look for positions nearer their homes. 

If this happened, he knew as well as I, what a detriment it would be to 

the local Right-to-Read program we had developed. 

The teachers, kindergarten, second, third, and fifth grade, formed 

the nucleus of the program in the elementary level. The second grade 

teacher had not mentioned to me any concern on her part about her 

evaluation, but she had already announced that she planned to retire at 

the end of that year. Although she had not been as aggressive toward 

individualizing instruction in her classroom as the others of us, her 

contributions and support had been invaluable. If the person hired to 

replace her the coming year did not agree with the local program 

directives and be willing to support them, the effort would suffer a 

set-back. If the whole group of teachers who formed the core of the 

program left, the set-back would be insurmountable. Even if they chose 

to stay, I was concerned that the experience of the evaluations would 

threaten their enthusiasm toward the future of the program. 

The superintendent assured me my concerns were unduly warranted. 

He told me that nobody sees the evaluations, not even the board members. 

During the conversation, I suggested to him that as director of the 

program, I would like to write a letter of commendation to give to each 

of these teachers and to have placed in their permanent file. He said 
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he did not think it was necessary, but I insisted I would like to do it 

as a gesture of appreciation. 

I typed a two-page letter outlining the accomplishments the four 

teachers had helped achieve in developing and implementing the local 

reading program (see Document T for letter). I commended each of the 

teachers for their willingness and efforts to individualize instruction 

for their students, especially when their class sizes exceeded that 

which was recommended for managing an individualized program. I 

commended their cooperation in working together as a team in 

experimenting with and sharing innovative practices in order to improve 

their instruction in the area of reading. I stated that these teachers, 

willing and anxious to become more informed, exemplified a sincere 

dedication as educators toward their chosen profession and the students 

they served. 

The letter began with the following heading: 

As the Right-to-Read director of the Kingdom Public Schools, 
having been appointed to that position by the administration, and 
approved by the Kingdom school board, I have prepared this letter 
of commendation which I would like to have attached to the 
evaluation file of each of the following teachers for the year of 
1 97 5-76: (list of names of the four teachers and grades they 
taught) 

At the close of the letter, I stated that I was forwarding a copy 

of the letter to Celestia Davis, State Right-to-Read director for the 

state files. 

I made copies for all of the teachers to have personally. I also 

made a copy for the principal and explained to him the letter was to 

express my personal appreciation to these teachers as the Right-to-Read 



173 

director. I told him, I felt someone needed to say "thank you" for the 

effort these teachers had exhibited, and maybe it was my place to do so. 

He expressed he thought it was unnecessary, but he did not object or 

appear to be upset about my doing it. 

The superintendent agreed to place the letters in the teachers' 

files. I also asked him if he would read the letter to the school board 

at the next meeting, so they would recognize that these particular 

teachers were making an outstanding effort toward reaching the goals of 

the Right-to-Read Effort in the school. He said he would. 

The teaching staff had increased by the 1975-76 school year. A 

Title I teacher and two aides had been hired to service students who 

were identified as migrant. The teacher, who had been hired for this 

position, was the young wife of a new local banker in town. An 

additional aide had been hired to work with the resource teacher in the 

special education program. Through a cooperative shared by several 

counties, and supported by state funds through the local service center, 

the school had added the services of a deaf education teacher and an 

aide. The wife of the new minister of the local Methodist church had 

secured the deaf education position. The aide who assisted her was the 

wife of a member of the Kingdom school board and the mother of a deaf 

child enrolled in the local kindergarten class. An extra English 

teacher had been hired in the high school level. The daughter-in-law of 

the elementary principal, who had completed her student teaching in the 

local kindergarten and second grade the previous year, secured this 

position. 
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Toward the end of the 1975-76 school year, the fifth grade teacher, 

who was implementing the reading program for the fourth, fifth, and 

sixth grades, told me she was very concerned about the coming year. The 

school was serviced by a counselor on a shared basis with two other 

school districts in the county. The counselor's salary was shared by 

the three districts, and her hours were divided among campuses 

accordingly. The superintendent had told the fifth grade teacher that 

the present counselor was going to retire. Since the fifth grade 

teacher also held a state certification in counseling, he planned to 

release her from her classroom duties for a period or two each day the 

coming year, and have her do the counseling work. She told him she did 

not see that it would be physically possible for her to do the 

additional work in combination with the already heavy demand on her time 

in the departmentalized reading program. She told him she would be 

interested in the counseling position as a full-time job. He told her 

the school district could not afford that. When she asked him if there 

would be an additional stipend to her salary for the additional work, he 

told her no, she would just be on her regular salary. She told me that 

if he continued to insist, over her objections, that she take on the 

extra responsibility, she would probably look for another job during the 

summer. She said she enjoyed the work she was doing in the reading and 

language arts area, but we both knew it was demanding both physically 

and mentally. Even as much as I enjoyed our teaching relationship, and 

as valuable as I felt she was as a teacher in the system and to the 



reading program she had helped develop and implement, I could not 

encourage her to stay and accept a greater responsibility. 
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I did not intervene on her behalf with the superintendent. This 

was an administration decision in an area not directly pertaining to the 

Right to Read, although it would have a definite effect on the fUture of 

the local reading program. In my earlier conversations with both the 

principal and the superintendent, I had stressed how important I thought 

it was that the system not lose any of the key teachers. I could say no 

more to make my point, if I had not already made it. 

In July the following summer she did resign. The situation had 

grown into a real controversy between the teacher and the superintendent 

because she refused to take on the added responsibility. It ended in 

August when the teacher secured the assistance of an attorney. He 

accompanied her to the superintendent's office, in order to clear up 

some disagreements concerning materials she had purchased with personal 

money, and a sick-leave form she had failed to sign. The superintendent 

had refused to release her final check from the school district. Before 

she received her check, she submitted copies of receipts for the 

material to verify she had purchased the material she had taken from her 

room. She also requested a certification from the superintendent 

showing that she had left the material that belonged to the school (see 

Document U for data). 

It was a most regrettable incident. The teacher did not have 

another teaching job. She decided she would help her husband with his 

business the coming year. In conversations with me before school 
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started, the superintendent treated the incident as if this was the sole 

reason she resigned, and no mention was made as to any controversy 

between them. He knew the teacher and I had become close friends, so he 

must have suspected she told me what had transpired between them. 

I had sensed a definite change in the communication between the 

superintendent and myself following my voiced concern over the teacher 

evaluations at the end of the 1975-76 year. My husband and I were with 

him and his wife on social occasions often. The two men played golf 

together during the summer and on weekends. When I came to town from my 

home in the country, I always stopped by their house for a cup of coffee 

and a visit. When we talked about school related issues, our 

conversations were not nearly as open and relaxed as before. Following 

the fifth grade teachers's resignation, I sensed an even more strained 

communication level between us. This was nothing drastic, by any means, 

just a noticeable difference. 

I was surprised at the beginning of the 1976-77 school year when I 

received notification that I had been nominated by the superintendent 

and the principal of my school, and had been selected as one of the 

outstanding teachers in Texas. About the same time I received 

notification, an article with my picture appeared in the local newspaper 

(see Document V). The superintendent had submitted the article, and it 

was quite complementary in its contents. I expressed to the 

superintendent how much I appreciated the unexpected honor. He said he 

felt I certainly deserved the recognition due to the outstanding work I 

had done. I thanked the principal as well. He said he did not know 
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anything about it, that the superintendent must have submitted my name, 

but he certainly thought I deserved the recognition. 

My apprehensiveness concerning the events that occurred at the end 

of the previous year had subsided somewhat. I was excited during the 

summer when the superintendent had told me the board had agreed to hire 

the local Methodist minister's wife, who had been working with the deaf 

education program, as the new second grade teacher. She was a former 

kindergarten teacher who had taught in a much larger school district 

before moving to Kingdom. She was familiar with the Right-to-Read 

program we had developed, and had helped the kindergarten teacher most 

of the time the year before, since the deaf child she served was in that 

classroom. She had shared many innovative ideas with the primary 

teachers. She was an energetic, enthusiastic teacher, and I was sure 

she would be willing to continue the individualized, continuous 

progress, program in reading for the second grade. 

The resource teacher, Ella, was moved from the special education 

program to fill the vacancy in the fifth grade. She, too, was familiar 

with individualized instruction due to her work in the special program. 

Kingdom was her home, and she, like me and the third grade teacher, had 

decided to return to college to get teaching certifications after our 

own children started school. I had taught her youngest child, and she 

had done her student teaching with me in first grade and in the 

kindergarten. As a member of the local Right-to-Read task force, she 

had met with us in the needs assessment and planning phases, so she was 

aware of the direction the program was taking. The special programs' 



178 

coordinators at the local service center had been helping all of the 

special programs in the region develop diagnostic-prescriptive 

management systems to monitor student progress. They were encouraging 

the use of criterion referenced tests and individually prescribed plans 

for each student in an effort to improve the instructional process. 

One day before the 1976-77 school term began, several teachers were 

at school getting a head start in preparing their rooms. I returned 

some charts to the room that had housed the departmentalized reading or 

language arts the previous year. I had borrowed some of the pupil 

profiles and charts to demonstrate at the Awareness Conference how the 

teacher was monitoring student progress for the fourth, fifth, and sixth 

grade levels. The three teachers of those levels were there. They 

asked me if I knew whether the former arrangement of the 

departmentalized plan would continue, or if they would again have 

self-contained classes of all subjects. I told them that neither the 

superintendent, nor the principal had told me anything. The former 

resource teacher indicated she would be willing to continue the 

departmentalized plan, but was apprehensive as to whether she could do 

all that was required in individualizing the reading and language arts 

for all three grades. The other two teachers said they had been 

satisfied with the departmentalized plan. I told them that whether the 

reading program continued to remain departmentalized or revert back to 

each of the self-contained classroom teacher's responsibility, I would 

help all of them in any way I could. 
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I showed them the pupil profiles we were keeping in each student's 

cumulative folder to monitor each child's progress. The former teacher 

had the records up to date for all of the fourth, fifth, and sixth grade 

students, so much of the hard work was already done. The criterion 

referenced tests were in the workroom in a file, and I told them I would 

help them when they were ready to do further testing as skills were 

taught. One of the profiles in each folder was a basal reader profile 

for the student. It indicated the student had been tested on end of 

level tests for the basal and at which level he or she was reading. We 

had also secured these end of level tests and they were in the workroom. 

I explained to them that we were not consuming the tests--students 

answered on answer sheets. With the complete information the profiles 

afforded, it would be relatively easy to determine the skills, as well 

as the level in the basal reader series, individual students were ready 

to work on. The difficult part would be developing a management system 

for the classroom that allowed for grouping the students for instruction 

or working with individuals. Also difficult would be collecting a 

variety of multilevel reading material for each classroom. I assured 

them that the primary teachers, who were individualizing for their 

students, would be glad to share ideas and material to help them. 

I told them that as the director of the reading program, I would 

not be "breathing down their necks" all the time. The present year 

promised to be busy for me, both as a classroom teacher with an 

estimated 36 students, and as director. The school was listed in the 

new catalog sent out to all schools in the state by the Demonstration 
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Schools in Individualized Instruction Network. We anticipated having 

even more visitors to the school than we had the previous year. The new 

fifth grade teacher remarked that she did not want any visitors in her 

room until she got things going. I assured her we would not press her 

to have visitors until she was ready. Before I left the teachers, I 

reassured them that whatever the superintendent and principal decided to 

do concerning the arrangement for the three grades, I would be willing 

to help them any way I possibly could. 

The superintendent did not mention to me anything concerning the 

plans for the intermediate level during the workdays before classes 

began, but the days were quite busy. On one of the days, a new school 

in the Right-to-Read Effort sent their director and four of their 

teachers to our school. They wanted to meet with me for a detailed 

explanation as to how our program was started and implemented. The 

meeting developed into a full day. The next day the superintendent 

asked me to meet with the deaf education supervisor from the County 

Cooperative Program, the new deaf education teacher, and the school 

board member's wife who was the deaf education aide and mother of the 

deaf child who would be assigned to my class that year. 

The former deaf education teacher who had worked with the child the 

previous year had told me the mother was very protective of her son, and 

would be quite insistent as to how the child should be instructed. The 

mother was the daughter of a prominent family who bad owned the local 

bank in Kingdom for many years. Although the child's bearing bad been 

severely impaired since birth, the mother had refused to place the child 
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miles from Kingdom two or three times a week to give the child some 

special training at a large university there. 
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The superintendent had become concerned with the inconvenience the 

family was experiencing, and the fact that they wanted the child 

educated in the local public school. He had managed to secure the deaf 

education program through the County Cooperative primarily for this 

child. He had also arranged for the mother to be hired as an aide to 

assist with the deaf education program in the local school. A screening 

process had disclosed a sufficient number of students with some type of 

hearing disorder to qualify the school for the program. 

I was delighted to learn that the new teacher, who had been hired 

to work with the deaf program, was a specialist in the area of deaf 

education. The County Cooperative supervisor explained to me that they 

wanted to meet with me to discuss the instruction process for the deaf 

child for the coming year. The County Cooperative had secured a hearing 

device that had just been put on the market for the severely deaf, and 

had been found to be helpful in the classroom. The device looked like a 

small radio on a cord to be worn around the neck. The student's device 

was equipped with ear phones that allowed magnified transmissions from 

another device the teacher wore to be heard by the student. 

I explained to them that I had my room organized into many 

self-directed center areas where the students worked with me or 

independently, and which allowed for any individual learning style needs 

to be met in a close contact between teacher and student. The open 
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concept would allow the deaf education teacher, who would primarily be 

with this child during the day, freedom to the room and materials to 

work with the child. I stressed the fact that I would consider the deaf 

education teacher the expert, and would allow her to take the lead in 

planning the child's learning activities, but would assist her in anyway 

I could. I explained to them that we anticipated 34 to 36 students to 

be enrolled with me in the first grade. Among the students would be two 

emotionally disturbed students who would be in the self-contained room 

most of the day. 

During the conversation, they kept insisting that they wanted the 

child to have as many large group activities as possible. I assured 

them that I did plan large group activities for the students in the 

areas of science, health, music, and physical education. I sensed there 

might be a deeper meaning to the insistence toward large group 

activities. I had taught the board member's middle child two years 

earlier. He was a bright, fast learning student who succeeded well in 

the open concept framework in which I organized the room at that time. 

This was prior to the mother's employment as an aide in the school, but 

she visited the class several times during the course of the year. 

Although she never made any negative comments concerning my classroom 

management system, she never made any positive ones either. 

The large enrollment that had been predicted for my classroom that 

year did occur. My concerns with my students, as well as with visitors 

who began to come early in the year, left me little time to worry about 

the fact that the upper levels, the fourth, fifth, and sixth grades, 
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lovable little boy, and the teacher assigned to him was pleasant to work 

with. I laid to rest any apprehensions I had had earlier, and set about 

to make it a good year for my students, and for the reading program. 

The kindergarten teacher, third grade teacher, and I assisted the 

new second grade teacher with materials she needed to get started 

individualizing the reading for her students. She contributed fresh 

ideas that assisted us in some changes toward improving our instruction 

in our own classrooms. Together we developed a booklet, that the 

service center duplicated and put into a bound form, we could hand to 

visitors who came to the school. The handout contained a detailed 

description of the individualized, continuous progress, reading program 

for the kindergarten through third grade. The former resource teacher 

who had been moved to the fifth grade had told me she did not want 

visitors until she had time to organize her classroom instruction. The 

fourth and sixth grade teachers had indicated the same feeling the day 

before school when I had talked with them. We limited the booklet to a 

description of the primary level reading program, so these teachers 

would not feel pressured. 

Near the middle of the fall term, the Demonstration Schools in 

Individualized Instruction Network sent some self-evaluation forms for 

us to fill out if we desired to continue as a demonstration site for the 

1977-78 year. If we agreed to continue in the program, the network 

would again send an evaluation team to the school in the spring to 

determine if our program still exemplified a model program of 
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forms and told me to see if the other teachers wanted to continue in the 

program. I made copies of the forms and distributed these to each of 

the teachers through the sixth grade. I attached a note to each copy 

asking the teacher to read the form, and if she agreed to be a part of 

the network to fill out the form, sign and return to me. The form was a 

rating scale that outlined key elements found in an individualized 

program. Key elements were to be rated on a scale of 1 to 5 in whether 

the element was "rarely being done" to "sometimes" to a "striking 

feature" of the program (see Document W). 

The fourth, fifth, and sixth grade teachers returned the forms to 

me blank, and said that they were not doing any of the elements outlined 

as key elements. The other teachers in the primary level filled in the 

forms and agreed to continue with the visitation program. Although they 

agreed, they had comments concerning the extra effort it involved. 

There were complaints about lack of time to prepare for visitors. The 

elementary janitor was an elderly man. Our rooms were swept daily, but 

many times without floor-sweep material to eliminate dust stirring up to 

cover materials and supplies in the room. If floor-sweep sawdust was 

used, it might be left in a dustpan on top of our desk, or the sawdust 

was scattered in game boxes on low shelves in center areas. The third 

grade teacher and I bad been bringing our vacuum cleaners so we could 

clean before visitors came, as well as other times when the dust was 

unbearable. They also complained that they were still spending their 

own money to laminate and make hands on learning materials. We were 



buying extra mimeograph paper since the school only furnished each 

teacher with three reams of paper at the beginning of each year. The 

teachers were using extra paper in the visitation program, since they 

shared sample worksheets and ideas with visiting teachers from other 

schools. 

I took the forms to the superintendent and told him the primary 

level teachers agreed to continue, but wanted to meet with him to 

discuss some ways to make their task less difficult. He said he was 

glad they were willing to continue, because he thought the network was a 

good thing for the school. He also said we would try to get together to 

talk. He made no comments concerning the refusal of the fourth, fifth, 

and sixth grade teachers. The DSII program was a voluntary effort, and 

in actuality not a part of the commitment to the state as a 

Right-to-Read site, although it had come about because of the program we 

had developed in that effort. 

Just before the Christmas holidays, the regional Service Center 

contacted the superintendent to ask if the Kingdom district would be 

willing to have the school designated as a national site so educators 

from across the nation could visit the reading program as a model in 

individualized instruction. The superintendent had just finished 

talking with the service center when the second grade teacher and I 

entered the high school building to check our mailboxes. The former 

second grade teacher was there in his office visiting. They were 

excitedly talking about its being a real honor for Kingdom to be 

selected as a national site. The superintendent told me to check with 
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answer to the Service Center people. 
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The primary level teachers, including me, were pleased and excited 

that the Service Center was impressed with the program we had developed 

to the extent that they would want educators from across the nation to 

visit for ideas in developing their own programs. There had still been 

no meetings arranged with the superintendent and principal to discuss 

some of the problems they had expressed earlier in the semester. The 

teachers said they were willing to be a part of the extended visitation, 

but they were insistent on a meeting with the administrators to discuss 

problems, and plans for eliminating them, before they made a final 

agreement. 

The teachers expressed a new concern, one dealing with attitudes on 

the part of the other teachers who were not directly involved in the 

Right-to-Read individualized program. They had heard some of the upper 

level teachers make some unfavorable remarks about the program. Some 

remarks had been made about the coffee pot being moved occasionally into 

the health room to allow visitors to meet with me or with the 

superintendent in the small workroom where the teachers usually met for 

their morning break. The other primary teachers said the remarks were 

usually made in a joking sort of way, but there was a great deal of 

subtlety involved. 

Their concerns were well warranted. I remembered that I had been 

the brunt of a joke one morning during the other teachers' break time. 

The kindergarten teacher and I took our young children out for a morning 
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recess when the older students were not on the playground, so we seldom 

had break time with the upper level teachers. The second through eighth 

grade teachers took turns on the playground with their children, so 

there were usually a number of the elementary teachers in the workroom 

during recess time. On this particular morning, the second and third 

grade teachers were on playground duty with the children. My classroom 

door was open, as it usually was since the kindergarten teacher and I 

were back and forth sharing materials. The principal came to the 

doorway and called me to the hall. In a very serious voice, he said, 

"Mrs. Braune, do you think we could get the lady we heard speak at the 

Texas State Teachers' Conference the other day to come to Kingdom and 

speak to our Right-to-Read?" 

The lady to whom he referred was Dr. Jo Stanchfield from 

California, a noted consultant, lecturer, and educator. I had been 

given the opportunity to hear her during a conference on individualized 

instruction at the regional Service Center in the summer prior to the 

school term. I had invited the kindergarten teacher to go with me to 

hear her the second day of her lecture. We were delighted when we 

learned Dr. Stanchfield would be the keynote speaker at the fall 

teachers' conference that the faculty always attended. We had found her 

to be a most inspiring lecturer concerning the need for change, on the 

part of educators, in attitudes toward improving instruction in the 

public schools of our nation. 

I thought, for a minute, the principal was serious in the question 

he asked me. I replied that I certainly wished we could, but that due 
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to her reputation and the cost of having her come to our school, it was 

quite inconceivable. He began laughing that I thought he was serious, 

and said he would not sit through another session with her for any 

amount. I looked to my left and saw the other teachers standing in the 

doorway of the workroom next door. They were laughing, and I realized 

they had been listening to what was a pre-planned joke. The fifth grade 

teacher walked on over to where the principal and I were standing and 

said she thought the lady would never stop talking. I turned back to my 

classroom and students with a remark that I had already heard her twice 

in the summer, and thought she was a most outstanding speaker. 

I did not report the above incident to the superintendent, but I 

did relay the primary teachers' request to meet with him and the 

principal to discuss concerns before making a final decision to become a 

visitation site for educators outside the state. The superintendent 

said he would get a meeting together right away. As time passed and no 

meeting had been announced, I checked with him. He said he had been so 

busy, but he would get right on it. Several times as we happened to see 

each other, he would say, "I'm still trying to find time for that 

meeting." The last day before the Christmas holidays, I passed him in 

the hall, and he told me he and the principal had been so busy, they had 

not been able to do anything about a meeting with the teachers. Now, we 

would have to wait until after the Christmas holidays. 



Part 5 

Forces of the Elements Strike 

After the Christmas holidays I was busy as we moved into the spring 

semester of 1977. I had a new student teacher, an older woman, who was 

a great help to me with the 36 students in my classroom. Visitors from 

other schools arrived early in the semester. The superintendent never 

mentioned having the meeting the primary teachers had requested before 

Christmas. 

In mid February, an evaluation team from the Demonstration Schools 

in Individualized Instruction Network again visited us to see if the 

reading program we had developed continued to demonstrate practices and 

achievement in the areas of individualized instruction. I met with the 

group of educators and explained that only the kindergarten through 

third grade was actively involved in the individualized continuous 

progress program, but that we anticipated the fourth, fifth, and sixth 

grades would soon be involved again. 

The team praised the primary reading program, and the state 

notified us that the primary level would be listed as a visitation site 

in the 1977-1978 Texas catalog. Earlier, I understood that this 

evaluation would also qualify the school as a national site. When I 

asked the superintendent about it, he said we had waited too late to 

notify the Service Center about our agreement to participate in the 

national network. I was disappointed, but did not express my feelings. 

189 
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I did remind him that we still needed to have a meeting with him and the 

principal to discuss problems impeding the program's success. 

The primary teachers were excited about the favorable report from 

the group of educators. Each of our classrooms was becoming better 

organized. We were seeing significant changes in the attitudes of our 

students toward reading and learning. The students in Wilson's third 

grade had been involved in the individualized continuous progress 

concept throughout their school experience. She reported observing the 

class as a unified whole, more self-motivated and self-reliant in all 

subjects. The students, who had always been exposed to self-checking 

their practice work, charting their own progress, and assisting the 

teacher in determining skills they needed to work on, were showing signs 

of being independent and critical thinkers. 

Our students were reading more supplemental readers and library 

books than we had observed in the past. I had developed a check sheet 

which listed the titles of all the school's supplemental readers from 

pre-primer to fourth grade level. A sheet was placed in each student's 

cumulative folder. This provided a record for the teacher and the 

students as to books the students had read. Each classroom had its own 

library and the teachers exchanged books frequently, enabling the 

students access to many books. All four classrooms were using listening 

centers. I had made tapes for many of the supplemental readers that I 

shared with the other teachers. We also shared a number of read-a-long 

books and tapes that we had purchased with extra library funds allotted 
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to us. We chose classic stories as well as animal and science books the 

students enjoyed reading over and over. 

Students in all four primary classrooms were given the opportunity 

to participate in a variety of creative arts projects. Each classroom 

teacher set up an art center where small groups of students worked 

throughout the day. The students had custody of the materials and were 

responsible for cleaning the area. Creative writing and creative 

dramatics also formed a large part of the creative arts centers. 

Among the group of evaluators representing the Demonstration 

Schools in Individualized Instruction Network was a reading supervisor 

from a large school district in Texas. In late February, she contacted 

us and asked if she could send eight teachers from a school in her 

district to spend the entire day with us to learn more about how we 

managed and organized our classrooms. At the end of their visit, they 

expressed amazement at how self-motivated and involved the students were 

in the tasks and activities they were doing. Our students were 

generally not distracted by visitors in the room. In fact, they proudly 

showed visitors how independent and reliable they were. 

We were invited for the third year to make a presentation of the 

Kingdom school's reading program at the April annual state Right-to-Read 

Awareness Conference. Since the conference was to be held at the local 

service center headquarters building in Colby, the superintendent agreed 

to release all four primary teachers to assist with the presentation. 

The regional service center encouraged all administrators in the region 

to attend. The Right-to-Read coordinator called me from the service 
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center and asked me to persuade the Kingdom superintendent to accompany 

us to the meeting. 

Along with the Right-to-Read Effort, the Demonstration Schools in 

Individualized Instruction Network, and the Individually Guided 

Education (IGE) Schools, Texas had also attempted to establish a League 

of Cooperating Schools organization to assist in implementing change and 

improving education in the state (see Document X). Dr. John Goodlad, 

Dean of the graduate school of education at the University of 

California, who had worked with school districts in California in 

organizing the League of Schools in that state, had been invited to 

Texas to speak to groups of administrators. The idea incorporated in 

the League of Cooperating Schools was to form a support system between 

and for administrators who were attempting to bring about changes in 

their local school systems in an effort to improve education for the 

students. It gave the administrators an opportunity to share ideas and 

get advice from others on problems they were encountering in their 

individual schools. 

Wilson and I were privileged to hear Dr. Goodlad on an occasion at 

the local service center when he discussed the League of Cooperating 

Schools. He said it was very difficult for administrators to open up to 

each other and discuss problems they were having. He related that in 

California he had met with a particular group of administrators from 

schools who were implementing new reading programs. After about five 

meetings, one administrator finally stated that he did not know one 

thing about the teaching of reading. Dr. Goodlad said this honest 



confession opened the door for communication, and the group began to 

seek support and expertise from each other. 

193 

The service center coordinators wanted the Kingdom superintendent 

involved with the League of Cooperating Schools effort. In 

conversations with the coordinators, they assured me that our school was 

not unique in experiencing arising problems in implementing changes 

toward improving instruction. The League of Cooperating Schools offered 

Right-to-Read school administrators an avenue toward helping each other 

deal with arising problems. The Kingdom superintendent attended a 

meeting at the service center and gained an overview of the 

organization, but decided not to become officially involved. 

The annual Right-to-Read Awareness Conference, previously an all 

state conference held in Austin, was held this year in separate meetings 

at the regional service centers across the state. Its purpose was to 

provide a more intense and closer contact between school districts of 

the particular region involved in the process of improving reading 

programs in their schools, and new schools joining the effort. A 

majority of the Right-to-Read directors from districts in our particular 

region were either classroom teachers, reading teachers or reading 

supervisors. Unless local administrators attended the monthly regional 

Right-to-Read Directors' . meetings, they had little contact with other 

administrators in the region and knew nothing about the progress or the 

problems each school was encountering. The conference offered an 

opportunity to bring the ad.ministrators together. 
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The Kingdom superintendent agreed to attend the Right-to-Read 

Awareness Conference and volunteered to drive his car. The primary 

teachers were delighted that we would travel together. This provided an 

opportunity for the teachers to discuss the reading program needs and 

problems with him (see Document Y for news article and note of concerns 

of regional directors). 

In an opening address from the State Right-to-Read Director, she 

reported that Texas was experiencing overall success in the number of 

school districts involved in developing improved reading programs 

according to the guidelines set forth in the Criterion of Excellence 

developed by the Texas Education Agency. The director announced that 

she was calling for a detailed evaluation report from the school 

districts who had joined the effort in 1974. Data from these reports 

would provide more information about the progress individual school 

districts were experiencing in developing and implementing improved 

reading programs for their districts, as well as changes observed in 

student behaviors in the reading-learning process. The Kingdom school 

district was among those she mentioned in her address as exemplifying a 

model program in reading instruction improvement according to the 

guidelines set forth by the state. The state director also reported 

more successful implementation of improved reading programs from schools 

where the principal served as the local Right-to-Read director, or where 

the local effort had strong support from the administrative level. 

The presentation given by the Kingdom primary teachers was well 

received. After school let out, we had spent several afternoons 
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planning our presentation. We prepared a detailed handout booklet for 

the participants that included an overview of the developed reading 

program in the Kingdom primary level, daily schedules and management 

plans for instruction in each classroom, sample criterion referenced 

testing material, student profiles and class charts used to track 

individual student progress, and sample student contracts and other 

means of managing and organizing reading material for individual student 

needs. Each presenting school district was located in different areas 

of the building so participants could spend time viewing and asking 

questions of the presenters. The Kingdom area drew large numbers of 

participants aiming questions to the primary teachers about how we 

conducted our reading program. 

Kingdom's Right-to-Read program was popular; the superintendent 

beamed with pride. He talked freely with other superintendents visiting 

the area, and complemented "his teachers" for their excellence in 

developing and implementing the program. 

On the drive back to Kingdom, June, Mary, Wilson and I initiated a 

discussion with the superintendent about the problems hindering future 

progress of the reading program. I was concerned about the problem of 

implementing the program as it was organized in the primary level on 

through the intermediate level and beyond. With input from the other 

teachers in the car, I explained to him that the criterion referenced 

testing, the pupil data recording, and the individualizing for each 

student in reading, required each successive teacher to be involved in 

the process. If a break persisted in the process, as now existed at the 
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end of the third grade, children who still had a special need for more 

individualized instruction in reading might become frustrated in a 

situation where they were expected to operate with the class at the 

reading level of the particular grade. There also existed the danger 

that these students might actually regress in their reading progress and 

lose their excitement and initiative toward learning. 

Wilson said that her own situation as the third grade teacher was 

precarious due to the break in the program's implementation at the end 

of her year with the students. She stated that she sensed an 

estrangement with the fourth grade teacher concerning the reading 

program. Wilson continued sending the criterion referenced testing 

profiles for each student, along with other cumulative records at the 

end of each year, to the fourth grade teacher. If the teacher viewed 

the records as some kind of intimidation aimed at coercing her into 

participation, it might explain some of the animosity Wilson 

experienced from her--for example, the pencil sharpener incident that 

had appeared on her evaluation the previous year. 

June and Mary concurred with Wilson's feeling of animosity from 

other teachers in the school not involved in the program. They reported 

remarks made by the other teachers, sometimes apparently in jest, but 

still pointed. For example, on days when visitors were expected and we 

moved the coffee pot into the health room to allow a prior meeting with 

visitors in the office workroom, we heard them make remarks such as, 

"Oh, no! Are ya'll having visitors again?" or "Do we have to move 

again for ya'll?" On one occasion, Mary overheard the deaf education 
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ai~e who was the wife of one of the school board members make a 

derogatory remark concerning a Right-to-Read poster I had placed in the 

hall of the elementary building. 

June suggested that it seemed unfair to expect a few teachers to 

carry the burden of a program that should involve the entire faculty. 

As we began to relate how much of our personal time and money we had 

expended toward developing materials to individualize for students, the 

superintendent seized the opportunity to turn the discussion around. He 

accused us of having excessive mimeograph work for the office aide and 

that in the future it would have to diminish. As primary level 

teachers, we knew we attended to our own mimeograph needs; we were in 

the workroom early and late most every school day. During the remainder 

of the ride back to Kingdom, the superintendent failed to comment on any 

of our complaints. 

Soon after our return from the Awareness Conference, I developed an 

evaluation instrument for assessing the progress of the Kingdom 

Right-to-Read program. The state director said she would call for a 

report from schools entering the effort in 1974. The end of the school 

term was near and my time was limited. One day I left my class room with 

the student teacher who was in her last week with me and needed some 

experience in managing the classroom alone. I went to the workroom next 

door to work on the evaluation instrument. I asked Rose, the office 

aide who was actually hired under the Title I reading program, but spent 

most of her time as secretary for the superintendent, if she was going 

to need to use the typewriter. She said she would need it in a little 
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while, but that if I needed it, she would go to the superintendent's 

office and use the one there. When she returned some time later, she 

said, "Mrs. Bratme, I want to explain something to you. The 

superintendent may say something to you about using the typewriter here 

and I want you to know I did not intend to cause you a problem." She 

related that he came into his office and asked her why she was doing her 

typing there. She told him I was using the one over in the workroom. 

She said he angrily said no one was supposed to use the typewriter in 

the workroom except the Title I aides. I thanked Rose for telling me 

and explained that neither I nor any of the other elementary teachers 

who occasionally used it had been informed of this fact. 

I returned to my room angry and disappointed. So much of the extra 

paperwork I needed to do as the Right-to-Read director I had to do at 

home due to my classroom duties. Now, when I had an opportunity to do a 

little of that work at school while I had the assistance of a student 

teacher, I was denied the use of the typewriter. 

The student teacher and I had become very good friends during the 

weeks she had worked with me in my classroom. She was the mother of 

two, one a graduating senior and the other a first grader. Her husband 

was a school board member in the district where they lived. She 

exhibited great interest and support of our reading program development. 

Her major field was library science, but she wanted to teach in a 

class room and to learn about the teaching of reading. Our primary 

classrooms, which were organized and managed in order to meet the 

individual needs of our students, were fascinating to her and to her 
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supervising education professor from the nearby university. She told me 

on several occasions that her professor had asked her to explain and 

demonstrate to the class of student teachers how we were managing and 

organizing. After which, the professor told the class that they should 

all create this kind of experience, since individualizing instruction 

was the direction of the future in education. 

That afternoon during our planning period, I told the student 

teacher what had happened in the workroom that day and that I feared the 

superintendent was becoming less supportive of the program. The 

principal had indicated no support, and the fourth, fifth, and sixth 

grade teachers did not want to be involved in the program. The seventh 

grade teacher, Bessy, a woman my age and mother of three daughters near 

my youngest daughter's age, worked closely with the principal 

departmentalizing subjects for the seventh and eighth grade levels. We 

had been friends since she came to teach in the school in 1969 when the 

smaller district where she taught consolidated with the Kingdom 

district. When her youngest daughter married following graduation, my 

daughter was her bridesmaid and I sang for the wedding. It was not 

uncommon for Bessy, a jolly, outgoing kind of person, to stop by my room 

and tell me a new joke. She always complimented the Right-to-Read 

Effort and willingly offered to participate "when it got to her level." 

That particular year in the course of completing my master's degree, I 

developed a handbook for middle school teachers in individualizing 

instruction in reading. According to my prospectus I had to have it 

evaluated by middle school level teachers. I asked Bessy to evaluate 
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the handbook for me as to its usefulness. She was most complimentary 

regarding the handbook and stated that she would like to do more of the 

kinds of things I had outlined toward improving reading instruction for 

the seventh and eighth grade levels. I was encouraged, thinking she 

supported the program. 

In discussing with the student teacher my fears about the lack of 

support exhibited for the program by the administration and faculty, she 

told me she could substantiate some of my concerns about the faculty. 

She was in close contact with the other elementary level student 

teachers in the Kingdom school, since they were under the same 

supervising professor. The student teacher who was working with Ruby in 

the fourth grade had made negative remarks about the lack of control of 

the students in the primary level of the Kingdom school. MY student 

teacher told me that from the remarks made, she felt the other student 

teacher was being heavily influenced by the cooperating fourth grade 

teacher. When the student teachers met with their supervising professor 

at the university, she said the fourth grade student teacher had been 

very vocal in making subversive remarks about the individualized 

program. My student teacher friend and I agreed that someone observing 

an open concept, center organized classroom could easily mistake the 

freedom for chaos without an understanding of the purposes and 

objectives of the organization. I knew Ruby, the fourth grade teacher, 

was a strict disciplinarian and did not allow noise in her room. 

My fears concerning lack of support for the program were confirmed 

during the final week of the school term. One day after dismissing my 
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students I assisted the principal with the music for the eighth grade 

graduation exercises in the auditorium. The mother of twin boys who 

were in my room came to the school to see me. When she did not find me 

in my classroom, she went across the hall to the kindergarten teacher's 

room asking my whereabouts. After learning that I would soon return, 

she visited with the kindergarten teacher while waiting. 

Upon my return, I invited her into my room. She told me she was 

upset about an incident that had happened the day before with one of her 

twin sons. The aide who had been with my children the previous 

afternoon when I left school early had paddled the child. The incident 

occurred on the playground when the aide called the children to line up 

to return to the classroom and the child disobeyed. Her son's excuse 

was that he was helping a classmate, the little deaf boy. The mother 

explained that she taught her children to help those less fortunate and 

she felt the child had been punished for doing just that in helping the 

deaf child. I told her I could understand her concern and that I would 

check with the aide about the incident. I also pointed out to the 

mother that she and I both knew the child to be quite obstinate at 

times. His behavior had been quite trying earlier the day before 

resulting in my having to reprimand him at the morning recess for not 

coming to line up when it was time to go. Possibly, there could be more 

to the incident than the child's story reflected. I assured her I would 

clear up the matter and call her. She agreed that the day before had 

been a trying one for her with him, and she left to wait to bear from 

me. 
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I immediately checked with the aide and she confirmed my suspicions 

that the child kept refusing to come to line up even after the deaf 

child had lined up with the other children. I called the mother before 

I left school and explained the situation from the aide's view. She 

seemed to be satisfied with the explanation and with the child's being 

punished for his own obstinacy and disobedience, but repeated that she 

did not want her children punished for helping someone less fortunate 

than they. I told her I firmly agreed and the conversation ended on 

what I felt was a happy note. 

The "all's well that ends well" feeling was premature on my part. 

Mary, the kindergarten teacher, came over to my room when I had 

completed my conversations concerning the incident. She told me she was 

afraid there was a real faction arising that was opposed to the 

Right-to-Read program. While the parent had waited for me and visited 

with the kindergarten teacher, she had voiced her opinion against the 

program. She related that she was planning to run for the school board 

and was going to see that some changes were made in the school system, 

the first would be to get rid of the Right-to-Read program. 

I was really surprised. The mother had visited my room on several 

occasions and I had worked closely with her in giving her extra material 

and suggestions for helping the twin who was not able to progress as 

fast academically as the other. With her assistance and all the 

individual help I could give him, he was improving steadily. At the 

same time the other twin was working in material at his level and 

progressing rapidly. Her niece, the daughter of her husband's brother, 



who was on the school board, was also in my class. She was reading at 

about a third grade level and I had her working in material at a more 

challenging level. Her father, who was a former teacher, had visited 

the room several times and seemed very pleased to see how the 

individualizing techniques provided for students at all levels of 

mastery in the class. 
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The next morning some of the riddle began to unravel. About the 

time the children were arriving, Clara Langly and the deaf-education 

teacher came into my room. Clara, the deaf-education aide was the 

mother of the deaf child who was in my class. I was in the art center 

mixing paints for the day and continued since I thought they probably 

wanted to get some material. I was startled and realized a 

confrontation was at hand when the mother told me she wanted me to know 

that she did not like the way I was allowing her son to roam the hall in 

the afternoons. She said when she was in her car out front waiting for 

school to be dismissed, he would come to the glass beside the front 

doors of the building and wave to her. I told her I was aware of that 

and I was watching him each time he did it. It had not alarmed me, I 

knew he was just reassuring himself that she was there waiting for him. 

I explained to her that the times he had gone to check to see if she was 

there were times I had allowed him to work in the art center while the 

class was having a health or science discussion in which it was hard for 

him to sit still since he could not hear what we were discussing. The 

deaf-education teacher interjected that their major concern was that the 

child be given all the large group experiences possible. I explained to 



204 

them that this period which was the only one during the day when the 

deaf-education teacher was not there to interpret for him was a large 

group health or science period. Most of the time we were doing 

experiments or activities with visual aides in which he could 

participate. Occasionally we read and discussed from the text or had a 

sharing kind of discussion. When be would become bored from not being 

able to hear what was being said, I allowed him to go to the art center 

where I felt he could develop his needed coordination skills using the 

clay, tempera paints, scissors, and other materials there. They kept 

insisting they wanted him with the group and not out in the hall. By 

this time I was surrounded by my first graders with lunch money, the 

normal early morning questions, and things they just couldn't wait to 

tell the teacher. I told the mother and the other teacher that this was 

just not the time for us to discuss this. I told them I would do what 

ever they wanted or if the mother wanted to take the child out that last 

period, I would be glad to check on that possibility. 

After they left, the pieces concerning the afternoon before began 

to fit together. I knew the mother of the twins was a friend of the 

mother of the deaf child. Perhaps the sequence of their complaints had 

not been coincidental. I was distraught over the incident. As I was 

dealing with the thoughts tumbling through my head, June, the second 

grade teacher, came in. I told her what had just happened. She had 

already had her own frustrating experiences with the mother of the deaf 

child the previous year as the deaf-education teacher when she tried to 

do the things she thought best for the child and the mother objected. 
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June insisted I go over and tell the superintendent what had happened. 

I told her I just didn't have time to even think about it, because we 

had a group of visitors coming from another school that day as well as 

the service center coordinator who was bringing a doctoral student to 

view our program. I had to get my students settled in for the day and 

organized so I would have time for visitors. She said she would go over 

and tell him if I didn't because she was sure the board member's wife's 

attack signaled trouble. 

At the same time the second grade teacher left the ~lementary 

building and headed in the direction of the superintendent's office in 

the high school building, Clyde Langly, the school board member, drove 

up in his pickup and his wife, the aide, walked from the elementary 

building to meet him. June was sure something was amiss, so she ran as 

fast as she could. The superintendent was not in his office, but she 

quickly found him in the auditorium. She hurridly told him what had 

happened, that the board member and his wife were on their way to his 

office, and that if he was smart he would defend his first grade teacher 

and not lose the best teacher she had known. 

She came back by my room and told me what had transpired. I was 

sure it was not me personally, but the program that was at stake from 

the remarks the parent had made to the kindergarten teacher the day 

before. Of course, as director of the program, I had become more or 

less synonymous with it. I felt nauseous and it was all I could do to 

keep tears back. I knew I could not even think about what might be 
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would be arriving soon. 
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By the time the visitors arrived, I had calmed myself and had the 

children organized for the day. The group of visitors included the 

reading supervisor who had been a member of the evaluating team from the 

Demonstration Schools in Individualizing Instruction Network. She had 

brought a principal and some of the teachers from a school in her 

district to give them a firsthand view of our reading program. Soon 

after I had given this group an overview using the slide presentation 

and had directed them to the various primary classrooms to observe, the 

service center coordinator and her guest arrived. I took time to visit 

with them and while the visiting doctoral student observed my classroom, 

I related the events of the past two days to the coordinator. I told 

her I felt our program's continuance was in real danger from an opposing 

faction. She said she was going over to the superintendent's office and 

perhaps she would have an opportunity to lend some support if the board 

member was still in the office. 

Later, when the service center coordinator was back in my room, she 

said she did have an opportunity to enlighten the board member as to the 

purposes of the Right-to-Read Effort and the success the service center 

and the state believed Kingdom school district was achieving in its 

local reading program. She said the conversation was very pleasant and 

the board member was very cordial, so maybe it was just a flare-up that 

would settle back down. I sincerely hoped so. 
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The entire school dismissed early that day since it was the 

occasion for the end of school picnic for the high school students. 

June, Mary, Wilson and I had gathered in the hall near the front door of 

the building as soon as the students were dismissed. We were anxious to 

know the outcome of the early morning meeting between the board member, 

his wife, and the superintendent. The superintendent came into the 

building to check with the lunchroom, making sure the picnic lunches 

were prepared and ready to load on the buses. When he saw our anxious 

faces, he came over and put his arms around June and me and told us 

everything was going to be fine. He said he didn't have time to talk, 

but we were not to worry, all was well. 

The next day, Leland Winters, another of the school board members 

stopped by my room. Father of a child in my room, he was also the 

brother-in-law of the lady who had been upset two days before concerning 

the punishment of her child, the same lady who had expressed her 

disapproval of the Right-to-Read program to the kindergarden teacher. 

The board member told me he was aware that his sister-in-law had caused 

me some concern, but not to worry about it, because she was always 

getting up in the air over something. He told me he was pleased with 

the instructional situation his daughter had experienced in my room that 

year. The man, a former teacher himself, had brought his father, a 

successful dairyman in the community, to visit the room and to show him 

the advantages his daughter was receiving. The little girl was a fast 

learner and I had her working in second and third grade material 



compatible with her learning level. I thanked him for his support, 

especially at a time when I needed it the most. 
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Before the school day ended, the wife of the owner of the local 

newpaper stopped by my room. She said she and her husband had lunched 

with the superintendent and he told them I was receiving some complaints 

about the Right-to-Read program. She said she wanted me to know that 

they were elated that their son, who had been in my class two years 

before, had been given the opportunity to have the individualized 

instruction. She said probably more people were supportive of what we 

were doing than were speaking up. She said she wanted me to know she 

and her husband appreciated my work. 

In the back of my mind, I wondered if the superintendent had asked 

them to stop by my room, but I did not ask when I talked with him the 

following day concerning the incident. Again he assured me that he 

thought there was absolutely nothing to worry about. I showed him some 

charts I had made that indicated gains in the overall reading level 

growth of the Kingdom students compiled from scores on achievement tests 

over the past seven years. He asked to keep the charts. If necessary, 

he would show them to the disgruntled school board member, in a further 

attempt to support the reading program. 

I also had with me, for his approval, the completed evaluation form 

I had developed to assess the Right-to-Read Effort in the Kingdom school 

in making my report as the director to the state (see Document Z). The 

evaluation would be a two phase assessment. The first form would be 

used by the superintendent, the elementary principal, and the local 
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director. The form was a typed copy of the Criteria of Excellence for 

School Reading Programs that had been developed by the Texas Education 

Agency and to which Right-to-Read schools were committed in developing 

local programs. I had allowed a rating scale for each of the 12 goals 

and the subsequent behavioral objectives. Each administrator and the 

director would determine by personal judgment how well we were meeting 

the goals described and indicate on a 1 to 5 scale, with the 5 rating 

complete fulfillment of requirements of the goal. After the three of us 

had rated the forms, I would collect, average, and summarize the data 

for the report to the state. 

The other form was one to be filled out by the teachers in levels 

kindergarten through sixth grade. In developing this form, I had used a 

copy of the goals and objectives the task force had adopted for the 

local Kingdom reading program. It was approximately six pages in length 

and required answering yes or no questions and filling in numbers from 

data on criterion referenced tests, end of level reading tests, and 

achievement tests. The evaluation form also gave the teachers an 

opportunity to make comments concerning needs in various areas as well 

as changes that might need to be made in developing the program. I 

explained to the superintendent that with the data from the two forms, I 

felt we could make an accurate and informed report to the state reading 

director regarding the progress of our program in the school. After 

looking it all over, he told me it looked very good and gave me 

permission to have the secretary make copies to hand to the teachers. 
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My meeting with the superintendent occurred the last school day of 

the year. The copies of the evaluation were not ready until late in the 

afternoon, so I was unable to give them to the teachers before they left 

school. The next day was a workday for teachers with a general faculty 

meeting scheduled for the morning. Before the faculty meeting, I 

reminded the superintendent that I had the evaluation forms ready to 

hand out. At the close of the meeting, he announced that I had some 

forms for the elementary teachers to fill out and that they should see 

me. I was disappointed that he did not explain the purpose of the 

forms. When the fourth, fifth, and sixth grade teachers picked them up 

from me I tried to explain their purpose which I had written into the 

introductory part of the evaluation. I also told them I would help them 

in filling them out if they needed me. They did not appear to be 

overjoyed with this additional task. 

The morning faculty meeting proved interesting. A representative 

from the local service center explained the five-year accreditation plan 

that required participation of Kingdom and other Texas school districts 

by the state. According to the plan, a school would do a needs 

assessment to determine needed improvement, in both academic and 

physical areas. Then, based on determined needs, the school would 

establish goals and objectives within a time-frame for improvement in 

those areas. After the meeting, I told the superintendent the plan 

sounded similar to our reading program development, and if that was the 

case, we were well on our way. He agreed with me and made a joking 

remark that he was going to take the service center representative out 
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to play golf that afternoon so we could get him to help write our 

five-year plan. 

The primary teachers popped in and out of my room during the 

afternoon asking me questions concerning the evaluation forms they were 

filling out. I told them not to spend a lot of time, to answer the 

questions as best they could. The number of students reading at various 

levels according to the tests could be approximate since our time was 

limited. Before the day was over all of the teachers, including the 

fourth, fifth, and sixth grade teachers had returned the forms to my 

room. The principal and the superintendent had also returned their 

forms that I had given them the day before. 

I did not have time to look at the completed forms until the 

weekend when I started my report for the state director (see Document 

AA). At the end of the evaluations I distributed to the teachers I had 

quoted the premise on which the National Right-to-Read Effort was based, 

"that given the opportunity to participate in an effective, 

individualized process, based upon multiple approaches in method, adults 

and children can learn to read." I had posed three questions as follow: 

1 • Do you feel 
2. Do you as a 
to the students 
3. Do you want 
committed? 

you understand what the Right-to-Read Effort is? 
teacher feel the Right-to-Read Effort is beneficial 
of Kingdom kindergarten through twelfth grade? 
to continue the effort and will you become 

I had asked the teachers to answer the questions honestly and sincerely, 

and to write all comments necessary so we might know their problems, 

needs, and desires concerning the program. The primary level teachers' 

comments were quite positive concerning the program. Although they 
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listed some specific needs in the way of materials and supplies, they 

stated they felt the program was beneficial for the Kingdom students and 

were willing to remain committed to the effort and its goals. The upper 

level teachers had taken the occasion to voice their objections to the 

Right-to-Read program. All three stated that they were willing to see 

the program continue in the kindergarten, first, and second grade 

levels, but not beyond. They stated they felt the program was good for 

gifted, overachiever, or fast students, but bad for average or slow 

students. One teacher stated she felt the program was good for 

overachievers, but bad for underachievers who need a push. Another 

teacher stated it was good theory, but not practical and not the way she 

wanted her own child taught. In answer to the question, "Do you want to 

continue the effort and will you become committed?" all three teachers 

agreed that at that time they were not willing to commit to the program. 

On Monday morning, I made an appointment to meet with the 

superintendent in his office. I had summarized the data from the forms 

on a chart and had done a summary report for the state Right-to-Read 

director. I needed the superintendent's approval of the summarized 

report before I mailed it to the state, but my main concern was to talk 

to him about the division between the teachers concerning the 

continuance of the Right-to-Read Effort in the school. When I met with 

him, I showed him the teachers' evaluation reports and asked him if we 

might call a meeting of all of the elementary level teachers to try to 

get us all together. I told him the primary level teachers were willing 

to readjust the program we had developed if necessary to bring about a 
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meeting of minds on the subject. I added that I did not believe the 

upper level teachers understood that individualized instruction did not 

have to equate with techniques the primary teachers were using with 

five, six, and seven-year-old students. There were many ways to 

individualize and do diagnostic-prescriptive teaching and from the 

reports, it was evident that the fourth, fifth, and sixth grade teachers 

were doing some individualizing already. If we could get together and I 

could explain to the teachers the benefits of the criterion-referenced 

testing program we had initiated and keeping pupil profiles up to date 

to assist each succeeding teacher in prescribing or planning for their 

students' needs, I felt the teachers would find various ways to 

individualize. It was quite evident from the reports that the fourth, 

fifth, and sixth grade teachers planned instruction in terms of the 

class or group, rather than the individual student. 

The superintendent told me he realized there was opposition to the 

program, but he did not favor calling the teachers back to school for a 

meeting. On Friday when I had handed the evaluation forms to the 

teachers to fill out, the superintendent said he had found it difficult 

to convince the principal that we needed to fill them out for the report 

to the state. Apparently the fourth, fifth, and sixth grade teachers 

had gone to the principal to see if they had to do them. 

The superintendent assured me that all teachers sooner or later 

were going to have to do the kind of teaching we were doing in our 

Right-to-Read program. He pulled from his shelf a book entitled, Texas 

Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development--A School 



214 

Curriculum Design for the 1980s. The book contained the 1974 report of 

a study commissioned by Dolph Briscoe, the present governor of Texas, 

and completed by a Texas Association for Supervision and Curriculum 

Development Task Force composed of 10 outstanding educators in the field 

of curriculum development. The report drew my personal attention when I 

saw the chairman of the Task Force was my own major professor and 

chairman of my master's thesis committee, Dr. John W. McFarland. In 

1973, the governor's office bad requested the group to develop a study 

of improvements needed in elementary and secondary education in the 

Texas school system that would provide optimum learning opportunities 

for students in the 1980s. Inside the cover of the report was a letter 

from Governor Dolph Briscoe, dated September 23, 1974, and addressed to 

the president of the Texas Association for Supervision and Curriculum 

Development (see Document BB). In the letter Governor Briscoe stated: 

If my perceptions are essentially correct, the major thrusts of the 
blue print for program development are: (1) tailoring programs to 
meet the individual student's needs, in contrast to mass 
production, assembly line techniques; (2) ensuring flexibility in 
the funding system which will stimulate the development of 
innovative uses of human and material resources to meet the varying 
needs of students; (3) providing career-oriented educational 
opportunities from kindergarten through grade twelve; and (4) 
emphasizing in the early years the importance of the development of 
basic communications and computation skills and positive attitudes 
toward self and school. Even though I may not agree with all of 
the specific recommendations embodied in the report, the pervading 
messages are congruent with my own perceptions of the need for 
programmatic development. It is my hope that the major tenets of 
the report will become underlying premises in any program adopted 
by the 64th Legislature. 

The superintendent also showed me a bulletin be had received from 

the Texas Education Agency entitled Priorities of the State Board of 



Education (see Document CC). One of the major priority areas was 

Individualization of Instruction. Under this priority heading was the 

following: 

Purpose, Charge, Authority, or Mandate(s) 
Under Texas statutes it is the policy of the state "that each 
student enrolled in the public school system have access to 
programs and services that are appropriate to his or her 
educational needs." Basic to the selection of this priority is 
recognition of the diversity of the Texas pupil population and a 
belief that education must be designed for all pupils. All can 
benefit from individualization of instruction. But for the 
potential dropout, the necessity for individualization of 
instruction is especially acute. 

The bulletin continued with Long-range (Multi-year) Objectives as 

follow: 
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By 1979, 75 percent of the schools in the state will have developed 
and implemented systems for identifying pupil needs, record 
keeping, and reporting. 
By 1980, 50 percent of the schools in the state will have developed 
and implemented an objectives-based program for individualizing 
instruction for elementary and secondary pupils. 
By 1980, 75 percent of the schools in the state assigning students 
within grade levels to "phases" or "tracks" where they remain for 
one or more years will be using more flexible methods of grouping 
which encourage frequent movement into and out from the groups. 

As further proof, the superintendent showed me the new 

accreditation document under which Texas schools would become and 

continue to be accredited by the state, Principles, Standards and 

Procedures for the Accreditation of School Districts (see Document DD 

for portion). He explained that the guidelines called for 

diagnostic-prescriptive teaching in all subject areas. We would be 

required to have goals and objectives defined with a scope and sequence 

of skills that the students were to master in all academic subjects. 

Assessment of individual student achievement of the defined skills or 
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behaviors in each subject area would be required by the use of 

criterion-referenced type testing. He turned to pages 25, 26, and 27 of 

the document and reiterated that the teachers were going to have to do 

what we were doing in our Right-to-Read program or perhaps lose their 

jobs. He underlined as he read to me a section under Principle 7, 

described, "Constructive, skillful, and personalized teaching is evident 

in implementing the instructional programs of the district." The 

section he underlined and read to me stated, "Grave deficiencies in 

teaching skills and/or knowledge of curriculum content on the part of a 

teacher, which are not being satisfactorily remedied, result in 

termination of employment." (The section continued with, "Fairness in 

termination actions is safeguarded by due process rights accorded to the 

teacher. In the interest of students, however, the district moves 

expeditiously to correct or eliminate gravely deficient teaching.") 

I did not think the upper level teachers were deficient in their 

teaching skills, but I told the superintendent I did think the teachers 

were not aware and did not understand the direction the Texas Education 

Agency was moving toward improving education in the state. For this 

reason I felt it was important to call a meeting and to discuss the 

matter of our Right-to-Read involvement so there could be more 

understanding on the part of the principal and all the teachers. I 

expressed again my personal concern about the school board member and 

his wife who had spent a previous morning in his office complaining 

about the Right-to-Read program. I told him I felt there was an 

increasing amount of misunderstanding and I confessed that unless we 
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could come to some agreement and cooperation in the endeavor of the 

reading program, I was ready to resign as the director. I felt I could 

no longer be effective in moving the program through the upper levels 

when the teachers in those levels were resistant and would possibly 

remain so unless there was an opportunity for more understanding 

concerning the program. 

I told him I also felt my effectiveness in encouraging the primary 

level teachers to continue doing the program was weakening. They had 

expressed on more than one occasion the unfairness they were beginning 

to feel about doing the program when the other teachers resisted doing 

it. They were also concerned about the wall that seemed to be building 

between the primary and intermediate level teachers. This, more than 

any other reason, necessitated a meeting of the teachers in order to 

clear the air and establish a compatible working relationship. 

Wilson had confided to me that she had asked to be transferred from 

the third grade to a position as the computer teacher that had opened up 

in the migrant program for the coming year. The new position was 

inviting to her due to her background as a legal secretary, but more 

than that, it provided her an opportunity to move from what she felt was 

a stressful situation between the primary and intermediate levels of the 

Right-to-Read program. I discussed Wilson's request to be moved to 

another position, and pointed out to the superintendent that I was 

concerned that teachers not be put into stressful situations due to 

conflicts over the Right-to-Read program. I told him I was further 

concerned as the Right-to-Read director that if Wilson moved to the new 
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migrant program, I would be put in the position of recruiting a newly 

elected third grade teacher to accept the responsibility of continuing 

the reading program as we had developed it in the primary level. If the 

new teacher were unwilling to assume the tasks involved, we would 

virtually be back to kindergarten through second grade in our program 

effort. At that point, the superintendent assured me that if the change 

in staff took place, he would see that the new teacher who was hired 

would be someone familiar with the techniques we were using and would 

have no choice but to assume the responsibility of continuing tasks the 

program required. 

I was glad to hear such a supportive statement regarding the 

program from the superintendent, but I told him I felt strongly that if 

we could not have a meeting and come to some compatible understanding 

concerning the reading program, I was ready to resign as director. He 

assured me that would not be necessary. So far as the school board 

member's complaint, he planned to ask the board to make a new commitment 

to the effort at the next regular meeting. In the matter of the 

teachers, he did not want to call a meeting, instead, he said he would 

rather handle it himself. 

He reminded me that we both knew from the first faculty meeting 

with the visiting reading supervisor who came to acquaint us with the 

Right-to-Read Effort and from the outset of developing the program that 

Ruby, the fourth grade teacher, had not been supportive. He said he 

felt she had been influential with the other two teachers so far as 

their support was concerned. He said he would talk to her to see if she 
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would consent to be the director for the intermediate level. He 

commented that no one likes to reinvent the wheel, so more than likely 

if he could get her to consent to lead the program for the intermediate 

level, she would pick up on what we were already doing. I would remain 

director for the primary level and we would function as co-directors. I 

told him it sounded great to me if she would agree to it, but I told him 

I still felt we needed a meeting to clear the air of any feelings of 

animosity the teachers might have toward each other due to the program. 

He pulled himself up to his six foot height and patted me on the back, 

like a father might do his child, and told me not to worry about it, he 

would take care of everything. 

I left his office feeling somewhat apprehensive, but hoping he 

could take care of the problem. I really did not have time to deal with 

it since I was leaving town that day. I had enrolled in courses for the 

summer at Texas Womans' University to complete a major portion of my 

master's degree. Wilson had also enrolled in some reading courses to 

complete her reading specialist certification, so we had decided to rent 

a dorm room for the summer rather than make the long drives back and 

forth. I did not have an occasion to talk with the superintendent 

during the summer months to see if he had made any arrangements for the 

coming year concerning the Right-to-Read program. 

A week or two before the 1977-78 school year was to begin, I was in 

and out of my room as usual to have things prepared before the students 

would be coming. June, the second grade teacher, had been working on 

her room, rearranging to make more space for her center areas. She had 
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asked the superintendent if she could have her husband make some tables 

for her room to replace some of the desks that took up much more space. 

He had given permission, so her husband had made the tables and she was 

there painting much of the time I was working in my room. One day she 

told me she had talked to the superintendent about some supplies and 

some changes in the parent reporting system she felt might help improve 

our Right-to-Read program. She said she found him to be unreceptive and 

pointedly evasive discussing the Right-to-Read program. 

A few days later, I went to his office to discuss needs for the 

program for the ensuing semester. The three reams of mimeograph paper 

the school fUrnished each teacher was in no way enough for the regular 

classroom needs for a year and certainly was not enough for the extra 

sheets we ran for visitors. I had mathematically figured the minimum 

amount of paper each teacher needed in order to run answer sheets for 

the criterion-referenced tests, end of level tests, contract sheets, 

student profiles, practice work and other things in order to do the 

individualized reading program. I had figured ten reams per teacher as 

a conservative figure for the year. His face flushed as if he were 

angry that I would suggest such a number, and he was quite adamant in 

his reply that no teacher could use that much paper, that the school did 

not even budget that much paper. After another question or two, I 

quickly understood what the second grade teacher had meant when she said 

she had found him to be unreceptive to discussing the Right-to-Read 

program. I had intended to ask him if he had talked with the fourth 

grade teacher about a co-directorship, he continued to avoid discussing 
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the program. He changed the subject and started telling me a long story 

about how, during the summer, he helped the superintendents throughout 

Texas present a petition to the state for improving administrative 

salaries. He showed me some letters and appeared to be very excited 

about whatever it was he had done. I did not really understand what he 

was telling me, or maybe I really wasn't listening, because that was not 

the reason I had come to talk to him. 

I left his office feeling discouraged. If he had talked with the 

fourth grade teacher and they had come to any decision, he surely would 

have told me. I sensed he avoided the issue for some reason, but what 

that reason was, I did not know. 

During the time I was working in my room, I met Lilly, the new 

third grade teacher. To my regret, but with my best wishes, my friend 

Wilson had been moved to the migrant program and the board had hired a 

young woman who had just graduated from the nearby university. I was 

disappointed when I learned of the appointment of the young teacher, 

nothing personal toward her, but because I felt there was a display of 

politics involved. A woman whom Wilson had met in a graduate class at 

the university had applied for the job. Wilson had visited with her 

enough to learn that she had taught in a school in a larger city where 

they were doing individualized instruction and was very knowledgable of 

methods and techniques. Wilson and I had hoped the school -would hire 

her for the position, but one morning my neighbor, an elderly man who 

lived on the farm next to our ranch, stopped me on the road to tell me a 

bit of news. He said the superintendent had told him that if he would 
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friend" hired to teach the third grade. The "little friend" was the 

young woman they had hired. 
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Although I was disappointed that they had not hired the lady who 

was experienced in the area of individualized instruction, I knew I 

could not let it color my attitude toward Lilly, the young lady they had 

hired. She was excited about her first teaching job and indicated to me 

that the superintendent had told her she would be expected to 

participate in the reading program we had implemented. I showed her 

some of the things we were doing and assured her I would help her as 

would the other primary teachers. I mentioned that on one of our 

teacher in-service days before classes started, I was scheduled to hold 

a Right-to-Read workshop at an area meeting for teachers in the nearby 

university town. Lilly suggested we ask the superintendent if she could 

go with me to the meeting rather than the one scheduled for the Kingdom 

teachers. I was delighted in her interest to learn more about the 

Right-to-Read Effort. The superintendent thought it was a good idea and 

agreed for her to attend the meeting with me. 

The school term opened with the planned week of in-service and work 

days for the teachers. I held my Right-to-Read workshop on the 

scheduled day in the town nearby and Lilly accompanied me. I used some 

of the information from the Texas Education Agency and the Governor's 

Task Force Study the superintendent had shared with me earlier in the 

summer to show that the state was encouraging teachers to move away from 

the concept of the traditional large group instruction to a more 
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individualized approach for students in the Texas schools. I explained 

the organization and management plan the primary level teachers had 

developed in order to individualize reading for the students in the 

Kingdom school. I had taken a variety of hands-on materials, skills 

boxes, and other practice materials to set up model centers to show the 

workshop participants that it was possible to have individual students 

working independently on practice material at their particular level 

freeing the teacher to work with individual or small groups of students 

in introducing new skills, practicing, or remediating skills already 

introduced. When I finished the presentation, I hoped the teachers from 

the four schools in attendance who were just beginning as Right-to-Read 

schools had a more knowledgeable concept of the Right-to-Read Effort, 

but most of all I hoped the new Kingdom third grade teacher had become 

more informed and would be excited toward working in the program. 

There was no mention from the superintendent concerning the 

Right-to-Read program in any of the Kingdom general faculty meetings 

during the week, although other plans for the coming year were 

discussed. Neither was there any word to me personally from the 

superintendent as to a proposed co-directorship of the program for the 

coming year. 

On the morning of the last workday before the students were to 

begin classes, I was late arriving to school. My car had a flat tire at 

my home some 15 miles away, so I had called the office that I would be 

delayed until I could get it fixed. When I arrived, the principal was 

in the entry hall. I apologized for being late and he said the office 



had notified him as to my delay. He asked me if I could move the two 

desks I had sitting in the hall beside my door back into my room. I 

explained to him that I had just put them there until I could see if I 

was going to need them or not. I proceeded to move them back into my 

room and told him it was no problem since I always could use them for 

storage space. 

224 

I went across the hall to say good-morning to Mary, the 

kindergarten teacher. She and June, the second grade teacher, were 

waiting for me in tears. They explained that the principal had stormed 

into June's room earlier and told her she would have to get her tables 

out of her room and the desks that she had put out in the hall back in 

place. She had tried to explain to him that the superintendent had 

given her permission to move the tables into her room during the summer. 

The principal told her they had no place to store the desks and the 

superintendent wanted them to get the desks out of the hall. I was 

struck, as were the other two teachers, with the inconsistency of the 

mandate. It had always been the custom for teachers to place extra 

desks out in the hallway until after students had a~rived and each 

teacher knew how many and what size desks would be needed. Any extra 

desks always had a way of disappearing because someone always needed 

extra ones. In fact, that very morning there were other desks in the 

hall beside the doors of other teachers as was the custom. Knowing this 

fact and sensing the inconsistency in the superintendents' change of 

direction, the second grade teacher had immediately gone to the 

superintendent's office. A heated argument had ensued between the 



teacher and the superintendent. It ended with the superintendent 

supporting the principal in that the principal was responsible for the 

physical operation of the elementary school. 
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Both teachers assured me that if the incident indicated the kind of 

support the primary teachers were going to receive in doing the 

Right-to-Read program, then they were finished participating in the 

effort and in accommodating visitors from other schools in the 

visitation program. They both felt it was a blatant attack on the 

Right-to-Read teachers since apparently we were singled out for the 

reprimand concerning the desks. The kindergarten through third grade 

teachers were the only teachers in the building who used tables and 

center areas as a part of their classroom management and organization 

plan in individualizing instruction. I agreed the incident appeared to 

be irregular indeed and definitely was not supportive of the 

Right-to-Read teachers. 

As the director of the program my feelings were a mixture of anger, 

discouragment and betrayal by the superintendent. The principal had 

made it clear earlier that he was not supportive of the Right-to-Read 

program when I had discussed the 1976 teacher evaluations with him. The 

superintendent had indicated he knew the principal was not supportive 

when he told me earlier in the summer that he had to convince the 

principal that the evaluation process of our local program for the state 

director was important and necessary. The superintendent had confirmed 

to me that be was aware of opposition to the local Right-to-Read Effort 

on the part of a school board member and his wife who was an aide in the 
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school. When he and I had discussed the fourth, fifth, and sixth grade 

teachers' stated refusals on the program evaluations to become committed 

to the effort, he had confirmed to me that he knew there was strong 

opposition on the part of the fourth grade teacher concerning the 

program and had told me he would handle that problem during the summer 

by persuading her to become co-director for the intermediate levels. He 

had not told me whether he had or had not been successful in this 

endeavor. In conversations with him the few days before, I had the 

feeling he was trying to avoid discussions concerning Right-to-Read for 

fear I might press the question as to what had transpired in this 

matter. Although the superintendent had shown me documented evidence 

from the Texas Education Agency that Texas' schools would be mandated to 

have individualized instruction for students in all academic areas by 

1980, he apparently was not ready to mandate or to support the 

individualized instruction plan in reading we had developed in the 

Kingdom school. 

Before I left school for the day, I wrote a letter of resignation 

as the Right-to-Read director and took it to the superintendent's office 

(see Document EE). He was not in his office and the high school 

principal said he did not know when he would be back. I left the 

following letter on the superintendent's desk: 



August 26, 1977 

Superintendent 
Kingdom Independent School District 

Please accept my resignation as the Right-to-Read Director and as 
the contact person for the Individualized Instruction Network for 
the State of Texas. 
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I do not feel I can continue in this capacity without more support 
from administration and faculty. 

Respectfully, 
Veriena Braune 

cc: DSII Coordinator 
Texas Education Agency 
Right-to-Read Coordinator 
Region Service Center 
President of the School Board 
Kingdom Independent School District 



Part 6 

The Forces Intensify 

I had expected the superintendent to call me to his office or come 

to my room as soon as he read my resignation. My decision in writing 

the letter in the first place was to make my resignation final, for I 

knew if I talked with the superintendent beforehand, he would insist 

that everything was fine and tell me again that resigning was not 

necessary. On the other hand, I realized that I might have acted 

hastily due to the events that had occurred and that there was a 

possibility that he had worked something out with the school board and 

with the fourth grade teacher. 

In view of this fact, I delayed mailing the copies of the 

resignation to the school board president and the other people to whom I 

felt obligated, but when a week had passed and he had made no attempt to 

see me, I mailed the copies. I felt he and I needed to discuss the fact 

that I had resigned, but since he had made no effort to do so, I 

hesitated to go to his office. 

After I mailed the copies, I expected to hear from the coordinator 

at the Service Center. It was not uncommon for her to call me at home 

to discuss business, but she did not call. I felt my resignation would 

come as no surprise to her since she understood some of the problems we 

were experiencing. When I had attended a meeting at the Service Center 

during the summer, I showed her the summary sheets of the evaluation of 
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the local reading program we had completed at the end of the year. 

Although we were definitely showing reading level gains for our 

students, the program itself was becoming a source of conflict. 
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I told her I had come to the point where I felt I could not be 

effective as the director in view of the fact that the upper level 

teachers were not willing to participate in the effort and the 

administration was apparently hesitant to insist they do. She had 

discouraged me from thinking about resigning because she felt the 

Kingdom program was such a successful model for other schools to follow. 

I assured her that so far as individualizing and doing 

diagnostic-prescriptive teaching in our classrooms, the primary level 

teachers would continue to do so, because it had become our style of 

teaching. 

A month had passed from the time I had left my letter on the 

superintendent's desk and I had not even seen him. I had the feeling 

that he was avoiding me, but one afternoon after classes had been 

dismissed, I saw the superintendent in the hall of the elementary 

building. I was visiting with a group of teachers in the kindergarten 

room. Among the teachers there was the kindergarten, second grade, the 

new third grade, my friend the retired English teacher, who was doing 

some substituting in the high school, and the new high school drama 

teacher. When I saw him, I asked if I could talk with him a few 

minutes. He came on into the room and sat down with the group. I told 

him I had been wondering if he had found my letter I had left on his 

desk a few weeks earlier in which I had resigned as the Right-to-Read 
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director. He said yes, he had. I told him I was uncertain since he 

had made no attempt to acknowledge it. 

He explained that he had been busy and had not had time to get back 

to me on the matter. He went on to explain to the group that he had 

been involved in trying to secure a grant to get some additional 

portable buildings to alleviate some of our crowded condition. It 

seemed that if we had a certain number of students who were children of 

workers at a nearby nuclear plant, we could qualify for a grant due to 

the fact that these children increased enrollment and placed an 

additional burden on the school facilities. The grant would be made 

possible through the large company who employed the people at the 

nuclear plant, but he said the service center people were working with 

him in trying to help accomplish this endeavor since they knew it was 

difficult for the school to conduct its special programs in limited 

space. 

At one point when the superintendent mentioned something about the 

large company at the nuclear plant, the new third grade teacher 

interjected into the conversation that we might be able to get the 

company to help us with our shortage of mimeograph paper. Her husband 

worked there and he had been bringing her some extra paper to use to run 

things for her students. I was shocked when I heard the superintendent 

tell her that paper was no problem at our school, that the teachers had 

all the paper available that they needed. This statement was a direct 

contradiction to what he had told me in his office a few weeks earlier. 
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As the superintendent started to leave, I followed him out into the 

hallway and toward my classroom, since I did not feel our conversation 

had ended. Again he said he meant to get back to me but had been so 

busy. I asked him what he planned to do concerning the Right-to-Read 

program. He said something about the Service Center understood our 

crowded conditions and were not going to press us too much and that he 

thought he would make the principal the new director. I told him that 

was probably the best thing to do if the program was to be developed in 

the upper levels. I assured the superintendent that I would be willing 

to assist the principal anyway I could if he became the new director. 

After the superintendent left, I had more apprehensive feelings. 

In the first place I wondered if the principal would agree to undertake 

the directorship of a program with goals and objectives toward 

instruction with which he had indicated to me he did not agree. The 

superintendent offered no explanation as to whether he had talked with 

the fourth grade teacher about a co-director arrangement, so I wondered 

what had happened. Another concern I had was that the superintendent 

kept mentioning that the Service Center people knew how overcrowded we 

were. I wondered if he had indicated to them that my reason for 

resigning was due to its being difficult to conduct the reading program 

we had developed in our present facilities. The numbers of students 

each teacher had to plan for in individualizing instruction became 

overwhelming at times and definitely more help was needed in the way of 

aides or parent volunteers, but we had managed to implement the program 

in our physical facilities quite well. I saw our problems as ones of 
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conflicting attitudes on the part of staff and administration toward a 

reading program that required a process of diagnosing, prescribing, and 

monitoring progress for individual students rather than the traditional 

whole class or grade level instruction. 

A few days later, the coordinator at the Service Center called me 

at home. She expressed her regret that I had resigned and asked me if I 

would agree to attend a director's meeting with the Kingdom 

superintendent and the principal, who she understood was going to be the 

new director. Since Kingdom had been such an outstanding model in the 

regional Right-to-Read Effort, she said she would like to make the 

transition in directorship as inconspicuous as possible to the other 

school districts. I interpreted her statement to mean that she hoped 

the other school districts would not know that we had problems. I 

agreed to attend the meeting, if the Kingdom superintendent invited me. 

She told me she would take care of that, but she wanted to be sure I 

would agree first. 

A day or two later, the superintendent came to my room and asked me 

if I would attend the meeting with him and the principal. With some 

reservations, I agreed. I felt sure I was being asked only because the 

Service Center coordinator had insisted they bring me along. The 

hundred mile drive there and back with the two men would possibly be a 

tense situation. Conversations between the superintendent and I were no 

longer relaxed and comfortable as they had once been, but were quite 

businesslike. 
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The meeting was in the town of one of the larger school districts 

of the region. Some of their teachers had visited the Kingdom school to 

view our program and I had held workshops for two of their schools when 

they were developing their local programs. It was good to see old 

friends. All of the other Right-to-Read directors with whom I had done 

my training were there. We had become close friends during the time we 

had traveled to the state capitol and other towns, sharing motel and 

hotel rooms and also sharing with each other bits and pieces of our 

personal lives as well as our successes and problems in implementing and 

developing reading programs in our local schools. 

When the group dismissed for lunch, four or five of the directors 

with whom I was especially close invited me to go to lunch with them. 

During the time I confided to them that I had resigned and that although 

there had been no official announcement, the Kingdom elementary 

principal would be assuming the directorship of our local program. They 

expressed regret that I would no longer be attending directors' meetings 

where we had shared such enjoyable professional and personal 

camaraderie. Two of the directors, who were classroom teachers, said 

they understood my position perfectly since they were experiencing 

similar difficulty in their own school systems and did not know if they 

were going to be able to continue in their capacities as directors. 

With no authority as a classroom teacher and without a great deal of 

support from those in authority, it was most difficult to encourage 

other teachers to become involved in order to move the program 

throughout the school system. 



The day proved to be good and I was glad I had come, because as 

always when I had the opportunity to be with educators who were 

developing and experimenting with innovative ideas to improve 

instruction, I became excited and motivated toward improving myself as a 

teacher. I loved the challenge of teaching my students, but the past 

few weeks had been depressing to say the least with the problem at hand. 

For a while I forgot our local problem, until a remark from the 

superintendent jarred me back to reality. 

During part of the afternoon session, we were given time to walk 

around and view some of the materials the local schools had developed. 

The school in which the meeting was being held, a primary school, had 

developed a central organized file for practice worksheets to be used 

with the adopted basal reader program. The principal of the school, a 

lady with whom I had become friends, showed me a large file that 

contained multiple copies of practice sheets for the various skills 

taught from the kindergarten level through the third grade level ready 

for the teachers assigned to any grade level to take out for their 

students to use. That meant that for a third grade teacher who had a 

student reading on first or second grade level, practice material for 

that student was available by simply pulling it from the file. 

I was excited when I saw what they had done, because I had started 

developing something similar during the previous summer. I had acquired 

a large number of heavy file dividers from a scrap paper company where I 

occasionally bought rolls of newsprint for my art center. I had cut up 

a copy of the scope and sequence of reading skills we had adopted for 
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the Kingdom reading program for kindergarten through sixth grade and had 

mounted each skill or objective for each level at the top of each 

divider. I had filed these in order of levels and the numbered skills 

sequence and placed them in large boxes in the workroom at school. 

During the summer, I had gone through my files and had started 

filing my extra mimeographed worksheets in the file as to the 

appropriate skill and level of the worksheet. Before school had 

started, I had showed these to the primary teachers when we were 

preparing our classrooms and had explained to them that if we each 

started filling the file with practice sheets, filed appropriately, we 

would have a valuable multilevel reading skills resource file to draw 

from in working with our students. In making the file, I thought this 

might provide one way to make individualizing easier for the teachers in 

hopes the fourth, fifth, and sixth grade teachers might be encouraged to 

participate in the program. The primary teachers thought the file was a 

good idea as it would provide each teacher with needed multilevel 

practice material for the students. 

Having seen the file of the host school, I rushed to find the 

Kingdom superintendent and principal to bring them to see the file. 

When I showed it to them, explained it purpose and advantages, and told 

them that I had started developing something similar to aide the 

teachers in the Kingdom program, the superintendent said it looked good, 

but with a laugh that betrayed his seriousness, told me we could never 

use that much paper, that we could not afford it in our school. I was 

too disconcerted to even argue the point that the primary teachers, due 
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to the shortage of paper supplied by the school, had devised overlays of 

plastic under which worksheets could be used with grease pencils and the 

worksheets not consumed. 

On the drive back to Kingdom, the superintendent discussed the 

events of the day. I picked up on the fact that the superintendent was 

making an attempt to educate the principal concerning what Right-to-Read 

was all about. I quickly joined in the conversation, because my 
~ .. , 
I ··~ I 

greatest desire was to see the local program continue and I realized 

that unless the principal really became committed to its purposes and 

objectives, all that had been done in developing the program in the 

Kingdom school would probably be lost. The principal said he could not 

see that what we were doing was any different than anything we had 

always been doing. 

I tried to explain to him that for the first time, we were 

identifying reading skills our students needed to master at certain 

points or levels in their educational progress, providing instruction 

toward learning those skills, testing for mastery of those skills, and 

remediating or reteaching each individual student until he mastered the 

skills needed regardless of the grade level to which he was assigned. 

The principal said he still did not see this to be any different than 

what we had been doing. 

I explained to him that although some teachers had possibly been 

doing this in a kind of haphazard fashion, we now had an organized plan 

whereby each succeeding teacher would have continual up-to-date 

criterion-referenced testing and monitoring results for each student 
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placed in that teacher's classroom. The teacher would have immediate 

diagnostic information on the pupil profile sheet from the previous 

classroom teacher to use with his or her own observations and testing to 

determine a student's needs. In the past, all we bad was achievement 

test data that only compared student progress with a national norm, but 

did not identify specific skills in which the student was deficient. 

With continuous testing data of the skills from the adopted scope 

and sequence, as well as the basal reader end of level testing data 

incorporated into the local Right-to-Read program, each succeeding 

teacher could place the student in reading material at his or her 

individual level. Of course this necessitated each teacher's having 

access to a variety of multilevel material since teachers would have a 

number of students above the assigned classroom level as well as a 

number of students below. The principal shook his head and said he 

still could not see any difference. I did not try to explain further, 

because I remembered a few years before when Wilson and I had tried to 

discuss with him our desire to develop a scope and sequence of skills 

for the elementary level in math, he had stated that he did not intend 

to keep any of those charts we were doing so not to send them on to him. 

About two weeks later, the Service Center coordinator called me 

again to ask if I would come to an in-service day they were having at a 

district school just outside the Service Center town. They had invited 

the superintendent and principal to come, but she particularly wanted me 

to come so I could meet with a new Right-to-Read school district that 

would be there and give them some assistance in how to go about doing 
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their needs assessment and goal planning. She said she would make 

arrangements with the superintendent for me to go. I agreed to go if I 

was given approval. 

In a day or two the principal came to my room and told me the 

Service Center had asked for me to come to a meeting and arrangements 

had been made for me to go. With little enthusiasm he said he supposed 

he and the fifth grade teacher would be going. He did not invite me to 

accompany them at that time and did not mention it later. On the day 

before the appointed day, I checked with the superintendent to see if an 

aide or a substitute had been arranged for my class and he said it had 

been taken care of. He made no mention about whether the principal and 

the other teacher were going. Since I had heard nothing about travel 

plans, I went alone the next morning. 

The principal and the fifth grade teacher were there. I joined 

them for the morning session and seated myself beside Ella, the fifth 

grade teacher. I was glad for the opportunity to visit with her, since 

my first grade schedule allowed me little or no contact with her or the 

other upper level teachers. Ella had done her student teaching with me 

before being assigned to the special education program. The experience 

had been pleasant and enjoyable as was our relationship later when I 

taught her youngest son. 

An unfortunate incident that had occurred during her student 

teaching with me had caused us both some concern, but had not damaged 

our friendship nor our working relationship. Both Ella and the present 

superintendent's daughter had done their student teaching with me during 



my second year as the first grade classroom teacher. Both of the 

student teachers were working toward a kindergarten certification, so 

they were assigned to work alternately with the kindergarten and with 

me. 

I was delighted to have both students, especially the 

superintendent's daughter. I felt very close to her since her mother 

and I were good friends and our families were together often. Her 

younger sister was the age of my youngest daughter, so the three girls 

spent a lot of time together, alternately between our house in the 

country and theirs in town. I was glad she had chosen teaching as a 

profession and was anxious to help her as much as possible in her 

training. 

~9 

As a student teacher in the classroom I found her to be a bit 

withdrawn, shy and very soft spoken with the children, as was evident in 

her natural personality. She was a very sweet and pleasant individual 

and the children loved her, but I encouraged her to work toward being 

more assertive in her role as that of a classroom teacher. She was very 

cooperative and her time with me proved to be beneficial to both of us 

as well as to the children. 

At the end of the appointed time, the superintendent's daughter and 

Ella who had been working with the kindergarten teacher exchanged 

classrooms. Ella's classroom manner was much different, in fact much 

more like my own. Perhaps the fact that we had both been parents of 

older children before beginning our teaching careers contributed to the 

fact that we were naturally more assertive with the children and 
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innately more aware of their needs in working with them. Our 

relationship was more that of a team-teaching situation due to her 

natural instincts and her willing cooperation in the classroom. She 

apparently enjoyed her experience in my classroom, and the feeling on my 

part was quite mutual. 

I was surprised one morning toward the end of the student teachers' 

time with us when their supervising professor from the university 

appeared unexpectedly at my door and asked to talk with me. I had been 

concerned that Ella had not arrived, something very uncommon for her. 

The professor explained to me that Ella had called her earlier in the 

morning and tearfully told her that she just could not bring herself to 

come to class since she had heard at the beauty shop in Kingdom the day 

before that I had made some negative statements about her. 

I was appalled and explained to the professor that I had certainly 

not been guilty of discussing my student teachers with anyone in a 

beauty shop. In fact as I searched my memory, I could not remember 

saying anything negative about Ella to anyone at school or anywhere else 

because I really had no negative thoughts about Ella. 

Suddenly a memory flashed across my mind. When the 

superintendent's daughter and I had met for her evaluation a few days 

earlier, I had casually made a remark concerning her need in her fUture 

teaching career to continue to work toward being more assertive with her 

students in the classroom. However, I told her that my criticism and 

concern on the point could possibly be unwarranted. Perhaps her soft 

voi ce and mannerisms would work to her advantage rather to her 
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disadvantage in her own classroom. I explained that I had been aware 

that the students in my classroom appeared to talk more quietly when she 

was there than they did when Ella was working with me. Ella and I had 

more forceful voices and when we were both working with separate groups 

of students the noise level was much higher than when the 

superintendent's daughter and I had been working. 

I assured the professor that in no way did I mean the remark as 

anything more than an example of fact and in no way meant it to be taken 

as a derogatory remark toward Ella. If this remark had been taken out 

of context and repeated in some blown-up fashion at the beauty shop, it 

might be the cause of concern. A woman herself, the professor 

understood the ever present possibility of beauty shop gossip especially 

in a small town such as Kingdom. Before she left, I assured her that I 

would talk with the superintendent's daughter and see if she had 

repeated the remark to anyone in an attempt to rectify the situation. 

Above all, I assured the supervising professor that I would call Ella 

immediately and let her know I had no negative thoughts about her or her 

student teaching in any way. 

Before school was dismissed, I went to the superintendent's office 

and told him I was planning to come by his house after school to talk 

with his daughter concerning a problem that had arisen and that I would 

like for him and his wife to be there. He said fine and didn't question 

me further. 

When I arrived they were all three there. The daughter was sitting 

on the living room floor working on some teaching aids. I sat down with 
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her and quickly approached the problem because I knew they were all 

three wondering why I needed to talk to her. I related the events of 

the morning. Then I told them that the only thing I could think of that 

I had said was the statement I had made to the daughter during our 

discussion of her student teacher evaluation. I asked her if she had 

repeated anything concerning the comparison I had made concerning the 

two student teachers in our conversation to anyone who might have taken 

it out of context and repeated it at the beauty shop. She began to cry 

and told me she hadn't. I quickly assured her I was not there to 

reprimand or accuse her, but just to try to get to the bottom of the 

situation and to clear it up. I also added that more importantly I 

wanted to be sure she understood that although what I said might have 

been complementary to her in some respects, it was not intended to be 

uncomplimentary to Ella. All of us have our own styles of presenting 

ourselves in the classroom and we tend to do what is natural for each of 

us. 

The superintendent quickly agreed on this point. As he initiated 

further discussion concerning the advantages of there being differences 

in styles of teaching, I realized the superintendent's wife, Lelah, had 

immediately left the room when I asked her daughter if she had repeated 

my remark to anyone. 

Although Lelah and I had been close friends, I was always very 

careful in what I said to her that I might not want to be repeated in 

the community. I was aware from previous remarks Lelah had made to me 

that Ella who lived two doors down from the superintendent and his 
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family was not one of her favorite neighbors. The beauty shop Ella 

frequented was the same one my friend Lelah used. I began to suspect I 

had found my answer to the problem. Due to the superintendent's quick 

response toward changing the subject from the problem at hand, I 

suspected he also knew the answer. It would have been quite natural for 

the superintendent's daughter to have shared our conversation concerning 

her student teaching evaluation with her mother. From there the remark 

could have easily found its way in some form to the beauty shop. I 

decided to press the issue no further. There was no point in upsetting 

the daughter any more, now that I had explained the intent of my remark 

to her. 

Before I left I told the superintendent that I had called Ella and 

assured her that I had nothing but the highest regard for her and the 

work she had done with me as a student teacher. I apologized for any 

remarks she had beard to the contrary and told her I would try to 

discover the source in order to rectify the unfortunate circumstance. 

She said the incident was so unexpected, she was not sure how to deal 

with it that morning, but that she felt better and would be in class the 

next morning. The superintendent said he thought I had taken proper 

steps and he was sure everything would work out fine. Lelah returned to 

the room before I left, but did not comment on any of our remarks. 

The next morning I explained to Ella the remark I had made to the 

superintendent's daughter and the context of its intent. I had no way 

of knowing for sure if that was the source of the incident, but if it 

was I was indeed sorry because I had not intended it to be a criticism 
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of her or her work. She told me she felt much better about the incident 

and suggested we both try to forget it. I agreed it would probably be 

best for all of us, so Ella and I dropped any fUrther discussion of the 

matter. 

There was no more discussion concerning the matter between the 

superintendent's family and me. It was as if we all knew what had 

happened and silently agreed to let it drop. Our friendship continued 

as usual, and two years later, I helped Lelah plan her daughter's 

wedding at which time I sang for my former student teacher her favorite 

love songs. 

Upon Ella's completion of her degree, she was hired by the Kingdom 

school system to complete the term as the fourth grade teacher when the 

former long time teacher became terminally ill with cancer. She had 

expressed disappointment to me the following year when she discovered 

the superintendent had promised the fourth grade to the daughter of a 

local outstanding merchant in the town who bad been commuting some 100 

to teach fourth grade in another school. Ella was assigned to the 

special education program which necessitated her returning to the 

university for certification in that area. 

I had never felt Ella carried any resentment toward me due to the 

student teaching incident even during the recent arising conflict 

between the elementary teachers concerning the local Right-to-Read 

reading program. In fact, I felt Ella, more than any of the upper level 

teachers, would be more willing to become involved in the kind of 

instruction the program required if she was given more information 
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concerning the program's purposes and objectives. From working with her 

as a student teacher and as the special education teacher, I had 

experienced her as being highly concerned about individual student 

needs. Although she had agreed with the fourth and sixth grade teachers 

on the reading program evaluations that she did not want to be committed 

to the Right-to-Read Effort, she had indicated that she was grouping her 

students as to ability level for reading instruction in her classroom 

and was administering the basal end of level tests and keeping those 

profiles up to date. 

At noon I had to leave the session the principal and Ella were 

attending to meet with the new Right-to-Read school in another area of 

the building as had been previously arranged. I hoped the day would 

prove to be informative for Ella as well as for the principal so they 

might gain a new understanding of the Right-to-Read Effort and become 

more dedicated to its goals and objectives as they applied to the 

Kingdom district. 

During the morning session one of the principals of a school that 

had brought teachers the past year to visit Kingdom asked if I could 

come to their school in the near future to do a workshop for them. I 

had directed her to the Kingdom principal for confirmation. He said we 

would have to talk with the superintendent about it when we returned to 

Kingdom. 

At lunch a few days later, the primary teachers and I were sitting 

together in the school cafeteria when the elementary principal came to 

our table. He said the Service Center wanted to send some teachers to 
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visit our primary classrooms to view the Kingdom reading program. 

Immediately the second grade and kindergarten teachers said no, they did 

not want to have visitors. The new third grade teacher chimed in that 

she was not doing anything for anyone to see in her classroom. The 

principal's face reddened and with a loud voice filled with anger, he 

retorted that he did not understand their reluctance since they had been 

accepting visitors to their rooms. He added that be understood the 

third grade teacher's situation as that of a new beginning teacher, but 

that the others of us were putting him in an embarrassing situation. 

The second grade and kindergarten teachers bravely held their 

positions in the issue. They told him that they felt until all the 

elementary teachers were willing to become involved in the program 

itself as well as the visitation aspect, it was unfair to expect them to 

bear the entire burden. I remained silent because the point the two 

teachers were making was the one I had been trying to make all along. 

Maybe they would be able to make administration understand our position 

better than I. 

The principal's anger appeared to subside as he sat down at the 

table. He began a discourse concerning the fact that we must be doing 

things that were commendable in the eyes of the Service Center people in 

that they were sending educators from all over the state to visit. He 

directed some personal statements to the kindergarten teacher and to me, 

saying that we were the best kindergarten and first grade teachers he 

had ever seen. Jokingly be looked at the second grade teacher, who was 
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about her. 
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Assured that even with his change of tactics, the teachers were not 

going to change their minds and agree to accepting the visitors, he 

left. I followed him into the hallway to explain my position since I 

had not done so during the table conversation. I told him I personally 

felt obligated to receive visitors to my room due to my close 

association with the Service Center in helping other schools develop 

Right-to-Read programs, but that due to the fact that the primary 

teachers had been cooperative and supportive with me as the past 

director in developing and implementing our local reading program, I was 

going to support their decision at this time. 

I continued to expound further on the necessity of the entire 

elementary staff's being informed and committed to the Right-to-Read 

Effort if it were going to continue in the school. I also related my 

concern to him that from my perception, I assumed he was the new 

Right-to-Read director, but that no official announcement had been made 

to the teachers to that effect and no staff meetings with the 

administrators had been held to make fUture plans under a change of 

leadership. The principal shrugged and said that was the 

superintendent's responsibility. 

Before we parted, I asked him if he had talked with the 

superintendent about my going to the school whose principal had asked me 

at the recent meeting to hold a workshop for their teachers. He said 

the superintendent did not want to release me from my teaching duties to 
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principal know so they would not plan for me to come. 
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The fall semester progressed toward midterm and still there was no 

announcement of a change in directorship or direction from the 

administration for the continuation of the program. The kindergarten 

and second grade teachers talked to me about whether we should continue 

doing the reading testing and monitoring we had been doing for each 

student in our classroom. I told them I was continuing to do mine since 

it aided me personally in planning for my individual students and 

plotting their progress. They agreed they felt the same about the 

process and would continue. However, the second grade teacher was 

unsure about specifically keeping the profiles up to date to send on to 

the new third grade teacher at the end of the year. 

My resignation as the Kingdom Right-to-Read director occurred two 

days after the workshop trip the third grade teacher and I had made 

together during the week of in-service for the local staff. From that 

time forth, I had made no effort to act in any capacity as the reading 

program director in the local school and that had included in any manner 

persuading the third grade teacher to do the program we had developed. 

She had made no further effort to inquire about what we were doing in 

the primary level reading program. Although she had shown some interest 

in the effort before and immediately after she had attended the workshop 

with me, I had been aware that the fourth grade teacher had quickly 

assumed the role of helping her become acquainted with the school 
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program subsided. 
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A wall continued to exist between the superintendent and me so far 

as any communication concerning the Right-to-Read program. I seldom saw 

him in the elementary building, and when I did our conversations were no 

more than casual remarks to each other. With all the work and concern I 

and the other primary teachers had personally shown toward the 

Right-to-Read Effort, he had to know we were eagerly waiting for some 

hint of its direction, but he offered none. 

That 1977-78 school year, the system had hired a young man who was 

a beginning teacher to teach most of the eighth grade classes and to 

assist with the junior high school athletic coaching. This had allowed 

the elementary principal to devote his time entirely to administrative 

duties. If he were indeed going to serve as the Right-to-Read director, 

he had ample time and the authority to be carrying out the duties 

involved. 

I began to wonder if it were possible that "lip service" as to the 

local program's continuance was being conveyed to the Service Center, 

when in reality, the program that had been developed in the Kingdom 

school was being allowed to die away. The kindergarten and second grade 

teachers had also questioned this in their minds. All three of us felt 

as if the program, along with us, was in a kind of limbo state. 

We believed the program as we had developed it had merit in 

continuing to improve instruction in reading for the students in the 

Kingdom school. Although we were each continuing to utilize the 
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innovative practices and techniques we had learned in the 

staff-development sessions planned for us by the combined effort of the 

regional Service Center and the Texas Education Agency, we felt we had 

lost our spark of enthusiasm toward striving for more excellence in our 

teaching. We agreed this was primarily due to the fact that we felt no 

support for our efforts on behalf of the school administration. The 

superintendent who had demonstrated enthusiastic support in the 

beginning had made a complete turn about face. The principal who had 

shown very little positive support, and at times was very negative 

toward the program, was making no apparent effort to inspire us now in 

the direction of improving instruction for our students. 

My friend, the retired English teacher with whom I had first taught 

in the Kingdom school, had been asked to substitute quite often in the 

high school that year. She had told me that in her contact with the 

aides and teachers in both the elementary and high school, she had 

become aware of a real concerted force of opposition toward me 

personally as the director of the Right-to-Read program and the effort 

itself. Her major concern for my well being was due to the fact that in 

the course of negative remarks or conversations she had overheard that 

were directed toward the Right-to-Read Effort, the program was always 

referred to as "Mrs. Braune's program." 

I was alarmed that the program had taken on the connotation of its 

being "my" program, but I could see that without sufficient knowledge 

and understanding on behalf of the staff that it was a national and 

state instituted movement, sanctioned, supposedly, by the local school 
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board, there was a possibility of its being misconstrued to be something 

I had personally instigated. However, in my own mind it was 

inconceivable that it could be so misconstrued in light of the numerous 

articles I had written for the local newspaper explaining the 

Right-to-Read Effort, the local staff meetings with Service Center and 

State personnel when explanations were made, and the various bulletins 

from the Texas Education Agency concerning the state's progress in the 

Right-to-Read Effort I had kept posted on the workroom bulletin board as 

they were received. My friend the English teacher reminded me not to 

deceive myself into thinking people really read or heard what was 

presented to them if they already had a mind-set in opposition. 

I realized what she said was true, that people do not listen unless 

they really want to, but I was immediately set on a course to try to 

defend myself in the matter and to try again to educate Kingdom 

concerning the Right-to-Read Effort. Hy anger was directed primarily 

toward the superintendent, because I felt it was his responsibility to 

have clarified for all concerned what the school's commitment to the 

state effort entailed. Previous attempts on my part to persuade him to 

call meetings in which the staff and administration could sit down 

together and discuss the program in order to bring about some 

clarification had failed. 

I began to consider going to the school board, who had appointed me 

to the position of the director, in an attempt to defend my actions 

concerning the reading program and the Right-to-Read Effort. There was 

a question in my mind as to whether the local school board had really 
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approved my appointment as the director of the program and if they had 

been instructed as to the guidelines under which we were committed as a 

cooperating school in the state effort to bring about improved reading 

programs. 

When I discussed the possibility of my going to talk to the school 

board with Wilson, June, the second grade teacher and Mary, the 

kindergarten teacher, they agreed it was a good idea and pledged their 

support if I decided to do it. 

Wilson was enjoying working with the computer and with her students 

in the Migrant program, but the conditions under which she was working 

were not the most pleasant. She, another Migrant program teacher and 

two aides were housed in a classroom along with the Special Education 

teacher and her aide. The crowded situation was annoying, but the thing 

that made the situation more unpleasant was the unfriendliness she felt 

emanating from the other Migrant teacher, a lady by the name of Lula, 

and Edith, the aide who was assigned to work with both Wilson and Lula. 

The two ladies attended the local Baptist church along with Ruby, the 

fourth grade teacher, and the three were good friends. From the 

beginning of the year, Wilson had suspected the unfriendliness toward 

her was due to their friendship with Ruby and possibly their allegiance 

to support her in opposing the Right-to-Read Effort in the school. The 

deaf education aide, wife of the school board member who had voiced 

objection to the Right-to-Read program, was also a close friend of the 

three and she and her husband attended the Baptist church along with the 

others. 
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Wilson's situation was made bearable by the friendliness on the 

part of the other Migrant aide, Patsy, and the Special Education 

teacher, Laura. Patsy was in and out of the room since her duty was to 

visit the homes and make contact with the parents of the students 

assigned to the program. She was a vivacious person with a background 

in business and secretarial training. Wilson and I had both taught 

Patsy's son and she had worked as a Title I aide and helped the primary 

teachers in the early inception of the Right-to-Read program. 

The Special Education teacher was new to the district, having come 

to Kingdom from a very large Texas school district. Very friendly and 

an experienced specialist in the field of special education, she had a 

very professional air about her. Wilson, Jane, Mary and I had noticed 

early in the year that the other teachers had isolated her to some 

extent, so we had gone out of our way to make her feel welcome in the 

school. 

One Monday afternoon after school was dismissed in late January of 

the 1977-78 school year, Mary, Jane, Wilson and I were in the second 

grade classroom discussing the unchanging dilemma into which we felt we 

had been thrust. Becky, a close friend of Jane's and the high school 

Home Economics and Consumer Education teacher, came in. She said she 

had just come from the superintendent's office and another confrontation 

with him. 

Earlier in the year she had refused to move her three children to 

Kingdom from the school in the larger university town where she and her 

husband lived and where her husband was the Methodist Student Union 



director. From that time on, she related, she had felt a kind of 

harassment on the part of the superintendent in negative responses he 

made regarding materials she requested for her department and release 

time she needed to attend professional meetings or conventions, among 

other things. At the time she refused to move her children and enroll 

them in the Kingdom school system, the superintendent had insinuated 

that she might not have a job there the coming year. 

She said she was irate because teachers seemingly had no recourse 

when they felt their rights were being manipulated. We all discussed 

various things we knew to be violations of our rights, such as being 

coerced to join and attend organizations such as the Parent Teacher 

Association, when on the back of our State of Texas teaching 

certifications it specifically stated this was unlawful. Of course we 

all agreed that we probably would voluntarily be involved in the above 

mentioned organization, but at Kingdom, every teacher was expected to 

join and attend every meeting. All of us were aware that if we did not 

attend, there would be retaliations from the administration level. 
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The teachers present there in Jane's room that day were all members 

of the Texas State Teachers Association by choice. In previous years 

under the administration I had begun my teaching career at Kingdom, 

every teacher was expected to join this organization and to attend 

county-wide meetings. During those years, control of the decision 

making of this teacher organization, the largest one in the state of 

Texas, was actually in the hands of administrators across the state who 

served in a majority capacity as its officers and board members. The 
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former Kingdom superintendent had served on the board of directors 

several years before his retirement. However, in recent years as 

teachers had begun to challenge administrators concerning their 

professional rights in local districts across the state and the Texas 

State Teachers Association had supported teachers in such conflicts, the 

administrators had begun to lose their administrative control of the 

organization and had decided to leave and form their own. 

The five of us discussed the possibility of contacting the Texas 

State Teachers Association to see if there was some effective way to 

make our grievances known and reconciled in a professional manner. I 

mentioned to Becky, the Home Economics teacher, that I had seriously 

been thinking about going to the school board with my own particular 

problem concerning the Right-to-Read program. 

A few days later on Thursday, Becky came by my room and told me 

that after her conversation with me and the other teachers, she had an 

occasion to talk with one of the school board members, who was the local 

medical doctor, about her problem with the superintendent. She said in 

the course of their conversation, he asked her if anyone else was having 

problems and she told him that I was. She had come by to let me know of 

their conversation because she thought he might contact me to inquire. 

Just the day before, I had been so angered by a remark my husband 

had heard in town, that I had decided the time had come for me to make a 

decision. Someone at a local service station was discussing school 

affairs and had stated that I had angrily slammed my resignation down on 

the superintendent's desk and said, "Here is my damn resignation!" 
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Besides this gossip, I heard another bit of information that 

spurred my anger. My husband had learned from the local banker that the 

school had an unusually large amount for a small school system of 

accumulated money invested in Certificates of Deposit. Upon learning 

this information, I was enraged to think that the superintendent had 

always told me the system was so poor we could only have three reams of 

paper for our students each year and that the teachers were spending 

their own money in order to have supplies they needed. I was appalled 

to think that tax money as well as state funds for a particular year was 

not being spent for the needs of the deserving students in that year's 

time-frame, but was being accumulated for later use. 

After school that day Becky had been by my room, I went by my 

husband's office to tell him I had definitely decided it was time to try 

to straighten out some things and I was going to go to the school board. 

One of the school board members, Hank Franklin, the administrator of the 

local hospital and a friend of my husband, was there visiting. He and 

his wife had always been supportive of my efforts as a teacher since I 

had taught their daughter my second year in first grade. Hank said, 

"Hon! I hear you're upset about some things happening up at school. Do 

you want to talk to me about 'em?" 

I told him I was upset and I did want to talk to him as well as all 

the other board members. I explained to him that I had decided to write 

a letter and ask to come before the school board at their next meeting. 

The board was to meet the approaching Monday night, so he suggested I 

write my letter and get it into the mail immediately so the 
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superintendent who made out the board agenda could put me on for the 

coming meeting. I told him I was unsure of what the superintendent's 

reaction would be when he received my letter. The board member, who was 

secretary of the board, suggested I mail a copy to him at the same time 

in case the superintendent decided to disregard my letter. 

I typed the letter and made copies before I left my husband's 

office that afternoon so I could drop them in the mailbox on my way home 

(see Document FF). I decided I should address my request to the 

president of the board, Mr. Clarence Wiggins, a local building 

contractor, with copies to the superintendent and to Hank Franklin, the 

secretary of the board. MY letter, dated January 26, 1978, read as 

follows: 

Mr. Wiggins: 

I would like to appear before the school board at the next board 
meeting, January 31, 1978, or at a special called meeting as soon 
as possible. If this request is not possible, I would definitely 
like to be placed on the agenda for the regular February 20, 1978 
board meeting. 
Please notify me in writing the date I am to appear. 

Respectfully, 
Veriena Braune 

Shortly after I arrived home, the telephone rang and it was school 

board member Dr. Haley who Becky had told me might contact me. I had 

known him quite well since he had been our family physician since our 

move to Kingdom some 13 years before. He told me he would like to talk 

to me and asked if he could come to my house the next night to do so. I 

explained to him that I had just posted a letter requesting to talk with 

the school board as a whole at their next meeting. He was insistent 
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that he wanted to come to my house to talk with me, so I told him that 

if the other board members came with him I would agree. I explained 

that what I had to say I wanted to say to all of them, not just one at a 

time, so there would be no misunderstandings. He said he would talk 

with the other board members and that probably they would be coming to 

my house. 

The next day, about the middle of the morning, Mr. Wiggins, the 

president of the school board, appeared at my door with a letter for me 

(see Document GG). A soft-spoken man, he said they had set a special 

meeting for me to meet with the board and he mumbled something about the 

other teachers would be getting letters, too. After be left, I read the 

letter that was dated January 27, 1978 and was signed by the 

superintendent and the president of the school board with a notation of 

a copy having been sent to the secretary of the school board. The 

letter said: 

Dear Mrs. Braune: 

Your request to meet before the board has been granted and a 
special called meeting set for Wednesday evening, February 1, 1978 
at 7:00P.M. in the High School. 

You have been placed on the agenda for this meeting along with 
others who may want to appear. 

I was glad they had agreed to allow me to go before the board, but 

the last sentence of the letter concerned me. I did not understand its 

meaning or the remark Mr. Wiggins had made that the other teachers would 

be getting letters, also. I wondered if they were going to mail letters 

to all of the teachers and give them the opportunity to come forth with 
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did, I could hardly believe that could be the case. 
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Soon after I arrived home that afternoon, Dr. Haley telephoned to 

tell me he and the other board members would be coming to my house that 

night if it was still all right. He explained that Mr. Langley, the 

husband of the deaf education aide, had declined to come with them and 

another one of the board members had a prior appointment. I told him 

they were welcome to come and I would expect them about eight o'clock 

that evening. 

MY husband and I greeted them when they arrived at the door of our 

country home at the appointed time. As the men entered and filled my 

small living room, I was suddenly aware of how insignificant my 

five-foot-four frame felt surrounded by these six large men, including 

my husband, who towered above me. So intent was I in my endeavor to 

explain myself and the Right-to-Read program, that I really had no fear 

in confronting them with the issues at hand, but I must say I felt a bit 

more on their level when the board members had seated themselves around 

my large dining table in the more spacious den of our home. 

None of the men were strangers to me. Dr. Haley, senior board 

member, had served in that capacity since we moved to Kingdom in 1965. 

The father of three older children, he had a young daughter in 

kindergarten who would be in my first grade the coming year. His wife 

and I had worked together in the local women's club where we often sang 

duets for programs. 
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Leland Winters, a local dairyman who along with his father and 

brother owned one of the largest dairies in the area, had been a Kingdom 

board member for six years. Besides the daughter who was in my first 

grade class the year before, he and his wife had a daughter several 

years older. He had been a teacher in a west Texas school prior to his 

coming back to Kingdom to join his father in the dairy business. I had 

attended an adult Spanish class he had taught at night one year for 

local people in the community. 

Hank Franklin, administrator of the local city hospital which was 

supervised by Dr. Haley and the only other Kingdom doctor, had been 

elected to the Kingdom school board three years earlier in 1975. That 

same year, I had taught his daughter who was the youngest with three 

brothers who were several years her senior. He and my husband played 

golf together quite often and we visited with him and his wife 

occasionally. 

The other two men were serving their second year on the Kingdom 

school board. Bob Gresham, who was also in the dairy business, was 

somewhat of a newcomer having moved into the Kingdom area a few years 

before he was elected to the school board. The family had three 

children in school and a younger one who would enter kindergarten the 

coming year. The daughter who was next to the youngest had been in my 

first grade the year before and I had come to know his wife quite well. 

Bob Gresham and my husband had also become golfing friends at the local 

country club where we were all members. 
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Clarence Wiggins, the other member who was serving his second year 

and was presently president of the board, I did not know personally as 

well as the others. I had taught his youngest son my first year to 

teach first grade and his daughter who was several years the boy's 

senior had worked with me as an aide one year while I was still the 

Title I reading teacher. He and his wife had an older daughter who had 

finished high school prior to our moving to Kingdom. I knew his wife 

through our associations as parent and teacher and my husband knew him 

in business since he was a local building contractor. 

Although there were only five members seated at my table, the 

Kingdom board was composed of seven members. As in the case of Clarence 

Wiggins, the two missing board members I did not know as well as the 

others. Clyde Langley, the member who had refused Dr. Haley's 

invitation to come, was a native son of the community who had moved his 

family back to Kingdom and was employed at the local bank. His 

mother-in-law was the widow of the banker who had many years before 

established the bank in Kingdom and who was still a shareholder. It had 

been Clyde Langley and his wife, who was employed as the deaf aide in 

the school, that had met with the superintendent the year before to 

complain about the Right-to-Read program. 

The other missing board member, Rob Lewis, had been elected to the 

school board in 1975, the same year as Hank Franklin. He, like Clyde 

Langley, was a native son who. had moved his family back to Kingdom. 

When his father-in-law who was a local grocer decided to retire, he had 

left his teaching profession where he had been a coach and a principal, 
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and with his wife and family of five children had moved back to Kingdom 

to operate the family grocery store. I had come to know the family as a 

customer at their store and as the teacher of both their sons, the 

younger two of the five children. I was unaware that night that this 

member was in the process of negotiating the job of high school athletic 

coach and would resign from the school board the next week. 

Dr. Haley opened the discussion with the statement that on several 

occasions, teachers had voiced to him that they were having problems at 

school and that when he had heard I was having problems, he thought it 

might be time to listen. I took the remark to mean that I was a veteran 

teacher with the school system and that he knew me to be dedicated to my 

teaching. When the school bad open house or visitation of any kind, he 

had always taken the opportunity to visit my room, even when I was in 

the Title I program in which he had no children, and had always been 

interested and complementary of the innovative things I did in my 

teaching. 

I began by explaining that my problem was that of the Right-to-Read 

Effort and my personal position as the director and the position of the 

other teachers who had labored diligently in the reading program we had 

implemented in the school. I asked the group if they knew I had 

resigned as the director of the program. Dr. Haley said he did not know 

until our telephone conversation a few days earlier. Clarence Wiggins, 

president of the board, said be seemed to remember getting a letter to 

that effect some time earlier in the year. The others were vague on the 
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meetings. 
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I told them their vagueness of this information as the Kingdom 

school board substantiated my concern that there bad not been sufficient 

communication and clarity concerning the Right-to-Read Effort. There 

had been a growing question in my mind as to whether the board had 

officially made a binding commitment to the state to follow the 

guidelines as stated for developing an improved reading program and had 

endorsed me as the director. Dr. Haley and Leland Winters who were 

serving on the board at the time confirmed that when the superintendent 

had told them about the effort the board had agreed to do the 

Right-to-Read and for me to be its local director. As far as knowing 

what the state set forth in the way of guidelines, they all agreed they 

were tminformed. 

To clarify some misunderstandings I felt existed and to present the 

guidelines tmder which the school had agreed to work with the State 

Effort were some of my reasons for writing them the letter requesting to 

be placed on the agenda of a coming board meeting. I explained to them 

that the program had taken on the connotation as "Mrs. Braune's Program" 

as if I had instigated the whole thing. There seemed to be a growing 

resentment on the part of the upper level teachers toward the program 

and toward the primary teachers who were implementing it. · communication 

between me and the administrators was steadily growing more distant. 

There had been no public acknowledgment to the staff that I bad resigned 
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as director, whether a new director had been or would be appointed, and 

the local Right-to-Read Effort appeared to be hanging in limbo. 

During the next four hours or so, for it was near midnight when 

they left my house, I explained events leading up to my resignation 

going back to the teacher evaluation episode at the end of the school 

year 1975-76 when the teachers who were involved in the Right-to-Read 

program felt they had been singled out and given poor evaluations. The 

points on which they had been marked down appeared to have nothing to do 

with improving instruction for the students and in fact, the teachers 

questioned whether the items were appropriate for a professional teacher 

evaluation. 

To make my point, I submitted a copy of Wilson's evaluation and her 

reply to it that she had given me earlier in the day (refer to Document 

S). The board members said that although they knew Texas had legislated 

some years prior that principals must do teacher evaluations each year, 

they had never seen any of the completed Kingdom evaluations. They all 

seemed to agree that whether a teacher attended the faculty social or 

shopped in the local town had little to do with improving classroom 

instruction. Apparently it had not been a board decision to add these 

items to the evaluation. I pointed out by way of comparison how unfair 

it would be for teachers to evaluate students on material unknown to 

them. Dr. Haley spent a considerable amount of time under a reading 

lamp trying to read to the group the principal's handwritten remarks on 

Wilson's evaluation, during which time he would occasionally shake his 

head. 



The board members did not seem to remember seeing or hearing the 

letter I had written as the Right-to-Read director to commend the 

teachers who had faithfully worked toward developing and implementing 

the local reading program. 
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At one point, I asked them if they had been told that the regional 

Service Center had asked Kingdom to become a national site as a model 

program in individualized instruction and accept visitors from across 

the nation. They all looked surprised and said they did not know. I 

told them that when the superintendent had approached the primary 

teachers as to whether they would be willing to accept national 

visitors, we asked to meet with him and the principal to discuss 

problems we felt were arising due to part of the faculty participating 

in the effort while others were not. The superintendent kept delaying a 

possible meeting and finally told me the time limit had expired 

concerning our acceptance to become part of the national network. 

I showed the board members the evaluation data I had collected at 

the end of the previous year and the report I had made to the 

Right-to-Read state director. I explained to them at that point that 

when the upper level teachers had stated they did not want to be 

involved with the reading program we had developed in the school, I had 

asked the superintendent to bring the elementary staff together with him 

and the principal so we might discuss the situation. The primary 

teachers who were implementing the program were willing to revise the 

developed program if necessary for the upper level teachers to agree to 

become involved in it. I continued by relating to the board members 





children in the Kingdom school. Dr. Haley quickly explained that we 

were a poor district and needed any help we oould get in the way of 

additional funds. This remark opened the door for another complaint I 

had. 
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I told them I hoped the district was poor, because as teachers we 

had believed it and were spending a considerable amount of our own money 

each year to provide the students at Kingdom needed supplies. They 

wanted to know specifically what the teachers needed. I reiterated the 

age old complaint of not having access to needed mimeograph paper. 

Three reams were issued from the school for the year. Teachers paid for 

additional reams they needed. Teachers were also expected to fUrnish 

desk supplies such as staplers, paper clips, thumb tacks, and other 

clerical needs. All of the materials that made the classrooms look 

interesting in the way of bulletin boards and other displays were done 

at the teachers' expense. 

Another point I brought up in regard to teachers' rights was the 

fact that on the back of our certification, and I showed them mine, it 

plainly stated that under Texas law, teachers could not be coerced to 

join or attend any organizations of any kind. I explained that at 

Kingdom, as was probably the case in other systems, this protected right 

was ignored. We were expected to join the Parent Teacher Association 

and attend each meeting in the same way we were required to be in our 

classrooms each day. 

Before the board members left, I told them I still wanted to come 

before them at an official meeting in order to provide them with more 
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specific information in order to further clarify the guidelines under 

which the local Right-to-Read commitment had been made. I explained 

that I also hoped to have some of the state Right-to-Read people come 

with me to help with the explanation. I also told them I was aware that 

I had made a lot of statements that night and I felt it was more 

important now than ever for me to document my statements publicly. 

Clarence Wiggins, the board president, said something else about 

the special meeting they had set for the coming Wednesday night and that 

the other teachers would be getting letters so they could appear if they 

wanted to. I told them it had not been my intention to involve any of 

the other teachers in my decision to bring my own problem before the 

school board. If the upper level teachers felt I had put them in the 

position to be expected to appear before the school board, I was not 

sure this would reconcile attitudes toward more positive thinking, but 

could possibly bring about more negative attitudes toward me and the 

Right-to-Read program. If some of the other teachers had requested to 

go before the board concerning problems of their own, that was a 

different matter, but in any case I told them I would rather wait until 

their next regular meeting to be placed on the agenda even if it was a 

month away. 

Bob Gresham made the statement that he was not aware that any other 

teachers had asked to come before the board, but it seemed to him that I 

had requested to come first and that they should honor my request. Dr. 

Haley said it might be possible to have a meeting on Monday night if I 

could be ready by then. I told him I had planned to prepare for the 
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board copies of Right-to-Read state guidelines and other information to 

clarify the objectives of the Effort. I also wanted to try to get some 

of the Right-to-Read people to come with me to help explain the local 

program's development, but I could work over the weekend and probably 

get my material together by Monday night. It was agreed that Dr. Haley 

would call me on Sunday afternoon to let me know if a meeting would be 

held on Monday night. I asked the president to be sure to see that I 

got a confirmation in writing concerning the change in date of my 

appearance before the board. 

Saturday and Sunday were busy days for me and my friend Wilson. 

She met me at my husband's office and helped me type and make copies of 

information I wanted to present to the school board. I contacted the 

lady who was the Right-to-Read coordinator at the Service Center to tell 

her what I was about to do. She said she could get together some 

Right-to-Read bulletins and other materials for me if I could drive to 

the town where she lived to pick them up. I made an appointment with 

her on Sunday morning and along with Wilson and her husband, my husband 

and I drove the 70 miles to the coordinator's home. 

I was hoping to persuade her or one of the other Right-to-Read 

representatives to attend the meeting with me in order to explain to the 

school board that the Right-to-Read program we had implemented in the 

Kingdom school was outlined and sanctioned by the Texas Education 

Agency. I thought she might be able to impress on the board that the 

school had made a commitment to the effort and in good faith was obliged 

to fulfill that commitment. MY hopes were soon dispelled for when we 



arrived she told me there was no way her superiors would allow her to 

attend the meeting with me. She explained the role of the Service 

Center was to work cooperatively as an intermediary assisting agency 

between the school districts and the Texas Education Agency. In that 

role, they worked mainly with the superintendents of each school, 

encouraging them to become involved with new programs and practices to 

improve instruction that were advocated by the Texas Education Agency. 

She said in no way could they act as a mandating agency for they would 

soon lose cooperation on the part of superintendents and school boards 

in their area. 
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She was quite concerned that I was going to go before the board and 

tried to discourage me because she felt I was putting myself in a 

dangerous situation. I explained to her that I had already allowed the 

board members to come to my house and I felt now I had no choice but to 

go before the board at an open meeting make my remarks publicly. She 

bad gathered together a good collection of Right-to-Read materials for 

me for which I was most grateful. Before I left, she told me I could 

tell the board that they could invite representatives from the Service 

Center to explain further and that upon such an invitation, she or 

someone else could come and do a follow up presentation. I told her I 

understood her position and would relay that message with the hope that 

they would be interested enough to ask them to come. 

It was late in the afternoon when we returned to Kingdom, so I 

called Dr. Haley to see if he bad tried to reach me. He had, and told 

me the meeting was set for the next night. Wilson and I worked late 
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that Sunday night at my husband's office assembling handouts for the 

board members and typing the presentation that I would give to the board 

on Monday night. 



Part 7 

Winds of Distruction 

I awoke Monday morning, January 30, 1978, with a portentous 

feeling. In a matter of hours I would be embarking on a mission unlike 

anything that had ever occurred in the Kingdom school system. To my 

knowledge no teachers or community members ever attended the local board 

meetings as visitors and certainly not as speakers to voice objections 

and opinions concerning the educational process of the school system. I 

was aware that occasionally the coach would meet with the board to 

discuss needs for the local football team, but that kind of thing was 

acceptable to board and community since football was the foremost 

entertainment in Kingdom. What I was about to do was far from the 

ordinary in this small town. 

It had been difficult to try to summarize in a formal presentation 

the things I had said to the school board members at my house on the 

Friday night before, yet I felt it was important to state publicly what 

I had said. If the superintendent and the principal were offended, I 

wanted them to hear from me directly, rather than secondhand and out of 

context. 

Lelah, the superintendent's wife, had been assigned as a Title I 

aide to assist the primary teachers 30 minutes each morning and her 

first period of time was with me. When she came in that morning I 

sensed an air of coolness toward me as she went about her work with the 
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students. I felt sure Dr. Haley had gone directly to the superintendent 

following the visit to my house. I concluded this as the reason for the 

aloofness. As she was leaving my room at the end of the period, I told 

her I was sure she knew I was going to meet with the school board that 

night and I hoped she would be there. I explained that I wanted her to 

hear what I said firsthand and not secondhand. With cold, angry eyes 

she snapped that she would like to have heard everything I said from the 

beginning. I was sure she was talking about the Friday night. 

Later in the morning, Clarence Wiggins, the board president came to 

my door to deliver a letter granting me permission to come before the 

school board that night (see Document HH). The letter, signed by the 

superintendent and board president, read as follows: 

Dear Mrs. Eraune: 

Your request for a meeting with the board to discuss the 
"Right-to-Read" program and related problems has been granted. The 
meeting time is set for 7:00 P. H. at the High School. The date is 
Monday January 30, 1978. 

The nature and time requirements are such that this is an 
emergency and time of notification is therefore limited. 

Soon after Mr. Wiggins left my room, Rose, the office aide, came to 

my door with a sheet of paper and told me the superintendent wanted the 

teachers to sign the paper signifying they had seen it. It was an 

announcement referring to the special called board meeting on the 

Wednesday evening of February 1, 1978. On the agenda was the statement, 

"Meet with Mrs. Braune to discuss the Right-to-Read." I refused to sign 

it and told the aide that I did not want the announcement to go to the 

other teachers with my name and that statement on it because I would not 
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be appearing on the agenda on Wednesday night. What alarmed me was the 

fact that the way the announcement read and the way it was being sent to 

each teacher to sign gave the impression that the teachers were being 

coerced into attending the meeting on my behalf. Apparently the aide 

had come to my room first since no other signatures were on the sheet. 

She said she would go back to the office and find out what to do. 

In a few minutes the superintendent's part-time secretary, who was 

also the school district's tax assessor-collector, came to inquire as to 

the problem. I explained to her that I did not want the announcement to 

go to the other teachers with my name on the agenda for the Wednesday 

night meeting. I had been granted permission to appear before the board 

that Monday night and planned to do so. She said if Hr. Wiggins had 

already left the superintendent's office it probably could not be 

changed. I remained adamant that I did not want my name circulated on 

the agenda for Wednesday night. 

A short time later the secretary came back to my door with the 

sheet and showed me that they had inked over my name with white 

correction fluid. I agreed to sign it and let it be circulated to the 

other teachers without my name appearing on the agenda for the Wednesday 

night meeting. 

I was quite apprehensive about the turn of events because I did not 

understand the reason for the Wednesday night's meeting remaining on the 

schedule. In the first place, that night was set aside for Prayer 

Meeting in all the local churches and no other meetings in town were 

usually scheduled on a Wednesday night. Secondly, although I knew some 



teachers had complaints, to my knowledge none had requested to appear 

before the board. Becky, the Home Economics teacher, had already 

discussed her problem with Dr. Haley. The teachers who had been 

involved with implementing the Right-to-Read program, Mary, June and 

Wilson were going to go with me to the Monday night meeting and sit in 

support of what I had to say. 
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The night Wilson and I worked late at my husband's office preparing 

my presentation, the husband of one of the high school teachers, who 

taught business courses and was the girls' athletic coach, stopped by. 

In a small town such as Kingdom, nothing was secret very long. 

Apparently word had spread quickly concerning what I was about to do. 

He expressed the opinion that he and others were glad someone was 

finally going to go before the board to complain about unfair practices 

at the school. His wife, Norma, and the sixth grade teacher, Suzy, who 

also helped coach girls' athletic events, had complaints concerning the 

fact that the women coaches were expected to do comparable extra 

curricular activities at night and on weekends for less salary than the 

men coaches. Norma had considered leaving the teaching position and 

going into private business in Sunnyville. 

I remembered when Norma had been hired two years earlier. The 

superintendent had bragged to my husband and me on an occasion when our 

families were together that he had hired her to help assure the 

consolidation with Kingdom of the small school district that lay between 

Sunnyville and Kingdom when the time came. Her family who were quite 

affluent owned a large farm located in the small school district where 



276 

they were very influential. The small district had already closed its 

high school and were busing the students to Kingdom. It seemed to be 

only a matter of time until the elementary school would have to close. 

Norma's parents had been strong contenders and supporters in keeping the 

small school in tact and would probably exert the deciding influence as 

to whether the school would eventually consolidate with Kingdom or with 

Sunnyville. 

The only other teacher I could think of who might have a complaint 

was the seventh grade teacher, Bessy. She was out of school often with 

minor illnesses. Recently there had been some talk concerning the fact 

that some of the school board members thought she was out of school too 

often and that her job might be in jeopardy. Having heard that the 

board had discussed her absence situation, Bessy had gone directly to 

the superintendent. Later she told a group of teachers that she had 

told the superintendent he better think twice before he let anything 

happen to her job because she knew a few things about him that he would 

not want the community to know. It was highly unlikely that Bessy had 

asked to talk with the board since she was apparently taking care of her 

problem in another way. 

As I pondered the situation and the questionable agenda that had 

been circulated, I decided to write a letter of response in order to 

document what had transpired that morning. I happened to have a copy of 

the first letter I had received on Friday from Mr. Wiggins, the board 

president (refer to Document GG). On the bottom of the copy, in long 
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hand and using a carbon to make a copy, I penned the following: 

I acknowledge receipt of the above letter on January 28, 1978. 
After having talked with Mr. Wiggins, I was given the impression 
that all the faculty would be notified by letter to be at the 
meeting with the school board. 

On that date I refused to accept to be placed on the agenda 
for the special called meeting referred to in the above letter and 
set for February 1, 1978 because it was not~ intention to involve 
the other teachers in my personal request to appear before the 
school board. 

I received a letter addressed to me this morning, January 30, 
1978, and it is my understanding that this letter dated January 30, 
1978 is in answer to my latest request. I accept and will appear 
on the agenda Monday night January 30, 1978. This note is to 
confirm the fact that I will not appear on the agenda for the 
meeting on Wednesday, February 1, 1978. 

I signed the letter, put my copy away for safe keeping, found the office 

aide and asked her to take the letter to the superintendent's office. 

Later in the day I had a chance to talk with Wilson. When I told 

her what had happened early that morning concerning the notice that was 

sent around, she had some alarming news. She said my name was still on 

the sheet when it came around to her room and that when she tried to get 

the secretary to give her a copy of it she became angry and refused. 

Wilson had gone to the superintendent's office and asked for a copy, but 

he refused to give it to her. We were sure some kind of manipulation was 

in process and I suspected it was aimed at pointing me out as the 

antagonist in the eyes of the other teachers. 

Wilson suggested we call and talk to the contact person for our 

area at the Texas State Teachers' Association of which we were members. 

As soon as classes were dismissed we made the call. We explained the 

situation to the lady who was our area representative. She asked us if 

we had an adopted grievance procedure in our school system. So far as 
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we knew there was none. She said from the description of our situation 

we were in the same position as many teachers in the state who were 

finding they needed to develop grievance procedures with their 

administrators and school boards in order to resolve problems. Her 

advice to me was that I should not go before the school board that 

night, but to wait until she could meet with the teachers and the 

administrators to help develop a grievance procedure. Since she knew 

the Kingdom superintendent, she suggested she call him and make an 

appointment for Wednesday afternoon before the scheduled board meeting 

that night. 

I realized her advice to me was in my best interest, but I strongly 

felt that I should go on before the board that night as planned in view 

of the events that had transpired. My presentation was outlined with 

the remarks I would make and the copies of material concerning the Texas 

Right-to-Read Effort and its implication for school districts were ready 

to hand to the individual board members. The only question in my mind 

was whether to submit to the board publicly the elementary principal's 

evaluation of Wilson that I had used on Friday night as an example of 

the fact that the teachers who were implementing the Right-to-Read 

program had felt singled out and unfairly evaluated on specific points 

at the end of the 1975-76 school year. Wilson was quite agreeable to my 

presenting the evaluation and Mary was still hoping something could be 

done to eliminate from her records the unfair evaluation she had 

received that year. In all fairness, I decided to submit a copy of it 



in my presentation that night because I had already shown it to the 

board. 
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Toward the end of the school day, the elementary principal came by 

my classroom. I stopped him and told him I hoped he would be at the 

board meeting that night to hear firsthand and in context what I would 

say. At that time in Kingdom, it was not the custom for the two 

principals to attend the monthly school board meetings. Only the 

superintendent, who set the agendas, acted as presiding officer and 

wrote the minutes of each board meeting, met with the board. The 

principal immediately stiffened and in a loud angry voice said, "If JOU 

think you are going to drag me through the • • w Seeing his anger 

and possible lack of control, I broke into his remark and said very 

firmly, "I hope you will hear me before you judge me." He relaxed his 

position and agreed to withhold his opinions. 

Even in face of the anger I had already seen indicated on the part 

of the superintendent's wife and the principal, I felt I still had to 

carry through with what I was about to do. In a frenzied rush after 

school was dismissed, I dashed by my husband's office to pick up the 

copies of material for the board members, stopped by the grocery store 

and went home to eat a bite and dress for the meeting at 7:00. MY 

younger daughter who was a student at Texas Tech University had come 

home for the weekend and had decided to stay over to attend the meeting 

with me and her father. Her support helped me a great deal. As I was 

dressing, Dottie Mullins, the former fifth grade teacher called from 

Sunnyville. 
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I had called her on Sunday and told her I was going to go before 

the school board on Monday night to defend the Right-to-Read program and 

our roles and problems as teachers in attempting to implement it. I 

explained that on Friday night when the board members had come to my 

house, I had related her story concerning the problems she had 

experienced with the superintendent. Of course, Dr. Haley was already 

aware of the situation since she had confided in him at the time. I 

asked her if she had any documentation, such as a copy of her 

resignation that might support what I had said, and, if so, would she 

bring it and come to the meeting to support me in my endeavor. With no 

hesitation, she said she would. 

In my presentation, I had written a section in which I would 

present her letter of resignation. She was calling now to say that she 

had found her copy of her resignation, but she did not think it would 

help me in any way in my presentation to the board. When she had 

written the letter, in her own best interest, she had decided to give 

other reasons for her resigning, that she was going to help her husband 

with his business. In fact, she was doing just that because she had 

been unable to find a teaching position in any of the school districts 

surrounding Sunnyville. She suspected other superintendents in the area 

were being given poor reports from the Kingdom superintendent due to her 

confrontation with him upon resigning. 

My husband, who had answered the telephone and to whom she was 

relaying the information, sensed from the conversation that she was 

having second thoughts about getting involved. A man of high moral 
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character, he indicated to her his disappointment that as our friend she 

would not be there to support me and the other teachers involved. 

Due to his character, my husband was very supportive of what I was 

doing since he recognized the unfair and unjust behavior of the local 

administrators in their dealings with the teachers as well as other 

affairs of the school without the knowledge of the school board, who he 

deemed to be the governing agency of the school district. Some of my 

husband's more negative opinions of the principal, who owned the ranch 

joining ours, had grown from ranch dealings with him. Personal negative 

opinions concerning the superintendent's ways of dealing had been 

influenced not only in social encounters on the golf course and 

vacations, but in livestock and real estate transactions. MY husband 

had also been the successful bidder on two school construction jobs that 

he completed under the direction of the present superintendent, the two 

additional classrooms adjoining the elementary building with a breezeway 

between that now housed the seventh and eighth grades and a new field 

house for the football field. 

Following his conversation with Dottie, my husband related to me 

his disappointment that she and others, such as the people at the 

Service Center, were hesitant to get involved in a controversial 

situation. I told him not to worry about it because I understood their 

personal concerns that were involved. Dottie would certainly be putting 

herself in a more precarious situation if she hoped to ever get a 

recommendation from the Kingdom superintendent in the fUture. The 

Right-to-Read coordinator at the Service Center had insinuated that her 
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job would be on the line if she became involved in my personal 

situation. In regard to Wilson, Mary and June, who planned to be at the 

meeting to support me, I felt confident the school board was listening 

and would take some protective action concerning the Right-to-Read 

program and the teachers who had voluntarily worked to implement it. 

Regarding my own position, I had made it quite clear to the board 

members at my house on Friday night that whether I was employed in the 

Kingdom system the next year or not, of my own volution or of theirs, I 

felt the facts I stated needed to be exposed. Dr. Haley and Leland 

Winters had been the first to say that if they had anything to do with 

it, I would be there the next year. As the others agreed, Dr. Haley 

added that I had to be there to teach his daughter the next year. 

Dottie and her husband were in the parking lot waiting for us when 

my husband and I arrived at the school just a few minutes before the 

7:00 meeting was to begin. She handed me some papers that included her 

resignation as well as other papers she had prepared when she and her 

attorney had met with the superintendent the summer she resigned. She 

told me to use any or all that I needed and she would be sitting on the 

front row to relate any explanations necessary. MY husband's face was 

beaming as I told her how grateful I felt. I told her that I hoped the 

impending meeting would not become a confrontive battle. It was not my 

desire to place Wilson, Mary, June or her in the position to have to 

speak to any of the issues. I felt their sitting silently in support 

was enough. 
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I had been so busy talking with Dottie when we had arrived, I did 

not notice the number of cars in the school parking lot. As we rushed 

into the auditorium located in the high school building at the last 

minute, I was not prepared to find it filled with people since 

previously no one ever attended board meetings. The school board 

members were seated on the stage. Missing were the same two who had not 

come to my house the previous Friday night, Clyde Langley and the grocer 

who was in the process of negotiating the coaching position and would 

make his resignation known that week. Followed by my husband, I 

hurried down the aisle to the front of the auditorium where we took our 

seats on the front row to the left of the stage after my husband had 

deposited the box of material he had carried in for me. Two tape 

recorders were stationed at the edge of the platform. One belonged to 

June's husband, the Methodist minister. The other one belonged to Clyde 

Langley, who, Hank Franklin later explained to me, had again chosen to 

stay away, but had sent the tape recorder and asked that the board tape 

my remarks. 

Soon after my husband and I were seated, I surveyed my 

surroundings. To my right in the center section on the front row, 

smiling supportively at me, were my friends and coworkers Mary, June, 

Wilson and Dottie each with their respective husbands. At the far end 

of the front row, I could see my dear friend the retired English teacher 

and her husband who gave me a wink and a nod of approval. The migrant 

program aide, Patsy, who worked with Wilson and who we knew was 

supportive of our cause was seated with her husband directly behind the 
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group. Scattered in the crowd behind I could pick out almost the entire 

faculty of the Kingdom school system and most of them were accompanied 

by their respective spouses. The principal and his wife were seated 

toward the middle of the center section. On the same row was Ruby, the 

fourth grade teacher, Lula, the migrant teacher, Edith, the migrant 

aide, and Clara Langly, the deaf education aide and wife of the board 

member who had chosen not to be there. Across on the far right section, 

I could see my daughter who had left home ahead of her father and me to 

pick up the boy she had been dating, the local banker's son. They both 

gave a little wave to let me know they were there. On the second row 

behind the teachers and their husbands there in support of my remarks, I 

saw Bessy, the seventh grade teacher and her husband. She winked at me 

as if she was all for what I was doing. In light of what had recently 

happened in her case concerning her job status, I felt perhaps she was. 

However, I knew she and the principal were close friends so I was 

hesitant to assume her reaction was one of complete support toward me 

and my act-ions. I looked directly behind me and saw the superintendent 

and his wife sitting several rows back in the same section. The 

superintendent nodded and smiled, but Lelah turned her head to avoid 

acknowledging I had looked their direction. 

As Clarence Wiggins, apparently quite nervous, prepared to get the 

meeting underway, it was quite evident that the superintendent who 

usually controlled the meetings was taking a back seat and the school 

board seated on the stage was on its own in this one. Hr. Wiggins' 
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introduction was quite short. He stated that the meeting was set to 

hear Mrs. Braune and now they would hear me. 

I requested that I might stand on the lower floor rather than the 

stage platform to make my remarks. Leland Winters, secretary of the 

board, quickly moved the microphone down for me while I quickly arranged 

copies of the material I had brought on the edge of the platform so I 

could reach it easily when I was ready to present it. MY posture was 

turned and directed toward the board members and the presentation was as 

follows (see Document II): 

Mr. Wiggins and school board members, I would like to express 
my appreciation to you for granting me this opportunity to speak to 
you as a school board. Please understand I am coming to you on 
behalf of myself and my actions only. However, what I say to you 
tonight relates to problems of other teachers, and they are present 
to attest to the fact that they support me in what I say, but are 
not here prepared to make statements. l alone have asked to be on 
the agenda and will be attempting to clarify myself and my actions. 

My request to appear before you is based on three major points 
of concern to me that I hope to clarify by having documented 
evidence presented or by statement which will become a part of your 
records. They are: 
1. To clarify for myself and others the fact that as the 
Right-to-Read Director, I have been acting under the authorization 
and commitment of the school board and administration. To further 
clarify that my actions as the Right-to-Read director were based on 
my concept and my understanding of my responsibilities as outlined 
by the Texas Education Agency in pursuit of improving reading 
instruction for the students of Texas in cooperation with the 
national Right-to-Read Effort. 
2. That by clarifying the first point, I may clarify actions of 
other teachers who have performed their duties under the same 
understanding of authorization and commitment, and, to clarify to 
them and others, reasons for problems they have encountered. 
3. To clarify the fact that: 

(1) I have resigned as Right-to-Read Director. 
(2) The manner in which I resigned. 
(3) The reasons why I resigned. 
I will hand a copy of my statements to your secretary as I am 

making them to you. I would like to proceed through my 
presentation without stopping for a lot of discussion. There may 



be areas where further clarification may be necessary. I ask the 
secretary to note these and if time permits, and I feel it is 
necessary at this meeting to relate more information, we can go 
back to those points. If we do this, I would like your secretary 
to keep accurate notes as to what is said. MY main purpose is to 
go on record on the points I am speaking to. 

MY first point is to clarify for myself and others the fact 
that as the local Right-to-Read Director I have been acting under 
the authorization of the school board and administration in a 
commitment to the Texas Education Agency. 

At that point, I asked the secretary, Leland Winters, if he could 

confirm and document from the board minutes the fact that I had been 
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appointed and authorized by the board to serve in that capacity and that 

a commitment had been made on the part of the board to the State Agency. 

The superintendent came forward to help Leland find the specific minutes 

supporting the fact. After a few minutes, the superintendent seated 

himself beside my husband on the opposite side from where I had been 

sitting while the secretary read from the minutes an account of the 

board's actions on the matter. According to the recorded minutes, Dr. 

Haley had made the motion and Clyde Langly, who just the past year had 

strongly opposed the program, had seconded the motion that the Kingdom 

Independent School District become a part of the state Right-to-Read 

Effort. 

I thanked them for the verification and explained that I would 

continue by clarifying that my actions as the director had been based on 

my concept and understanding of my responsibilities as well as the 

responsibilities of the local school system as outlined by the 

guidelines developed by the Texas Education Agency. I handed each board 

member a set of the copies of Texas Education Agency material I had 



287 

collected to provide them information concerning the Right-to-Read 

Effort (refer to Document II for complete documents). As I read 

pertinent items to the board, I referred them to the particular document 

so they could follow along. Among the specific items I read and 

discussed were: 

1. The Role of Right-to-Read Schools 

2. Right-to-Read Director's Responsibilities 

3. Criteria of Excellence for School Reading Programs 

4. Evaluation of Local Programs 

5. Selection of Right-to-Read Sites 

6. Right-to-Read Promise 

After I had read and commented on the above information, I 

continued speaking to my second and third points: 

My second reason for coming before you is, that by clarifying 
the first point, that of my actions according to my understanding 
of my responsibilities as Right-to-Read Director to the commitment 
and training by the state, I will be able to clarify actions of 
other teachers who have performed their teaching duties under the 
same understandings. I hope this clarification will explain to 
them and others possible reasons for problems they have encountered 
in their endeavor. I also hope the preceding discussion will 
clarify that the Right-to-Read involvement was a total school 
commitment. 

I will speak now to my third major point, that of clarifying 
the fact that I have resigned as Right-to-Read Director, the manner 
in which I resigned and my reasons underlying my decision to do so. 

I submit a copy of my resignation dated August 26, 1977. (I 
handed the copy to Hank Franklin, secretary of the board.) I would 
like this read publicly since there is some doubt in my mind that 
it is a known fact. Although I submitted it on August 26th, I 
received no verification from board or superintendent until I 
confronted the superintendent on September 14, 1977. Apparently 
the faculty was never notified of this fact or that there had been 
a change in the directorship. If this resignation was not read to 
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the board, I would like to request it be read now in this meeting. 
(The board agreed the resignation had not been read so Hank 
Franklin read it to the group.) 

The manner in which I resigned was, as you can see, in written 
form. I sealed the letter in an envelope addressed to the 
superintendent and delivered it to the office as I was leaving 
school on the day of the date read. I did not have the opportunity 
to speak with the superintendent since he had left his office for 
the day. Thinking there might be a possibility of solving the 
problem at this point, I waited a few days to mail the copies to 
the president of the school board, the coordinator of the DSII 
(Demonstration Schools in Individualized Instruction) at the Texas 
Education Agency, and the Right-to-Read Coordinator at the 
Education Service Center. 

There were a number of reasons for my resigning. I felt a 
definite communication breakdown between myself and the 
superintendent on matters concerning the program. I felt this 
breakdown had a definite beginning point at the close of the 1976 
school year when I intervened on behalf of three teachers who felt 
they had been unfairly evaluated on their evaluation forms. The 
three teachers are here and their presence attests to the fact that 
they support me on this point. In conversations with both the 
principal and superintendent, they indicated this was really none 
of my concern. I told both men that ~ concern was as the reading 
program director and the fact that we could possibly lose these 
teachers due to their resigning. The teachers held key positions 
that I felt were necessary to the continued success of the program. 
I felt, and stated so to the superintendent and the principal, that 
since these were teachers who had committed themselves to the 
program and had sacrificed time and effort toward its success, this 
evaluation based on such insignificant matters seemed to be 
unwarranted. To substantiate my point, I would like to give your 
secretary a copy of the evaluation of one of these teachers (refer 
to DocumentS). I have obtained permission from her and she has 
requested you read it. (I directed my attention to Wilson and she 
nodded to the board her affirmative approval. Hank Franklin 
accepted the copy of the evaluation report and handed it to the 
president, Clarence Wiggins who began reading it in an inaudible 
voice. Wilson interrupted his reading and asked if the board 
secretary could read it louder so it could be heard. Hank 
Franklin, a man with a strong voice that projected well, took the 
document and resumed the reading, having some difficulty 
deciphering the principal's handwriting. When Hank had finished 
reading the evaluation, I continued.) 

As the Right-to-Read Director, I requested permission to write 
a letter of commendation concerning the work of these teachers, who 
had set up the exemplary beginning phase of the program in 
Kindergarten through sixth grade. I requested copies of this 
letter or commendation be placed in each teacher's file along with 
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their evaluations. The superintendent granted permission. I also 
stated to him that I would like the letter to be read to the school 
board members at the next board meeting so they would know these 
teachers had done an outstanding job. If my letter of commendation 
was not read to you as a board as I requested, I would like you to 
read it now. (As I handed a copy of the letter to Hank Franklin, 
the board agreed among themselves it had not been read. Hank 
proceeded to read it [refer to Document T for letter]). 

At the end of that year, one of the teachers did resign 
because she felt unfair treatment and undue pressure was placed 
upon her (refer to Document U for data in my possession but not 
presented to board). The other two teachers decided to stay 
another year. However, one teacher at the end of the next year did 
ask to be transferred into one of the special programs that is 
under direct supervision of the Education Service Center. 

I felt the resignation of the teacher who resigned had a 
definite bearing on the continued success of the program as I 
perceived it, since she had implemented the departmentalized 
reading program for levels 4 through 6, coordinating the continuous 
progress effort of students in Kindergarten through sixth. When 
school opened the following year, the structure of the reading 
program reverted back to self-contained classrooms upon the 
decision of the administration. Again I felt there was a 
communication breakdown between myself as Right-to-Read director 
and the superintendent since I was not consulted as to the bearing 
this might have on the implemented program. 

At the end of the following school year, 1976-77, I was 
requested by the state to do an evaluation of the progress of our 
program and report to the state. When I had compiled the summary 
of evaluation forms which I devised to gather information, it was 
evident to me that there was a misunderstanding on the part of some 
of the teachers as to the Right-to-Read Effort itself, our 
commitment as a school district and what it entailed in scope and 
thrust. I submit (handed to Hank Franklin) the evaluation summary 
and copies of the reports I sent to the state (refer to Document 
AA). Each teacher's individual form is in the superintendent's 
file. I went over these evaluations with the superintendent and 
asked him to call all the teachers together (K-6) so we could 
clarify the misunderstandings that seemed to exist. He said no, he 
did not think this best, to let him handle it. He proposed to talk 
to one of the upper level teachers about becoming a co-director so 
she and I could work together, thus involving the upper grades. My 
area of emphasis would be the primary, K-3, and hers would be the 
intermediate, 4-6. I heartily agreed with this, but there was no 
further communication on this matter until after I had resigned. 
He then told me he had not bad time to carry through or to get back 
with me on the matter. 

I felt the program in our school was not receiving the 
priority status I perceived from my state training that was 
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feel, bear evidence of this fact, as well as the following: 
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Problems we classroom teachers who were already implementing 
the program were having in securing materials and supplies to 
carry out our effort. 
Problems we were having communicating our needs to the 
principal and superintendent in the way of equipment, repairs, 
tables, shelves, etc., that we felt would aid in classroom 
management. As teachers, we had visited many school sites, 
gleaning tried and tested ideas in physical classroom 
management. We felt we were professional teachers who were 
continuing to develop our ability to teach and should be 
treated accordingly. 
Problems K-3 teachers were having with administration and 
janitorial service in keeping rooms presentable for visitors 
who came from other schools to view our program. Later, when 
K-3 was invited to become nominated as a national site for 
visitation, the teachers indicated they would only agree if 
administration would meet with them to discuss the possibility 
of being assured problems would be alleviated. The requested 
meeting was never granted. 

These problems and the fact that our commitment was not mentioned 
at the first faculty meeting of this year, led me to further feel 
that our program was lacking full support as a priority area on the 
part of administration. 

These preceding points had a definite bearing on my decision 
to resign as did the fact that I had been well aware that one board 
member had verbally opposed my methods of teaching, much of which I 
have learned to do through the Right-to-Read training I have 
received from the Texas Education Agency. 

The immediate reason for my resignation on August 26, 1977, 
was a very upsetting incident between the principal, superintendent 
and two primary teachers who were preparing their rooms physically 
for the new school year to accommodate anticipated overcrowding in 
which to attempt to do diagnostic-prescriptive instruction. I 
perceived this incident as a definite detriment to the primary 
phase of the program that had already become successful as an 
exemplary program and to the attempt to move and strengthen the 
program in the intermediate levels. The two teachers stated to me 
that they would no longer be willing to receive visitors in their 
rooms as a Right to Read site or as a DSII site unless more support 
toward the effort became evident from administration in seeing that 
they had things they needed and that other teachers in the system 
were made aware that it was a total school commitment. 

At that point, I realized I could not continue to encourage 
teachers to instigate innovative ideas and techniques, then watch 
them continue to have problems as a direct result to the extent 
that their health, physical and emotional, was threatened and their 
enthusiasm for teaching crushed. 
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No one knows how difficult it has been for me to take this 
stand, but I felt I must clear the Right-to-Read program and 
explain my actions. I believe with all my heart, the concept of 
the effort is the answer to improving education, not only in 
reading but in all areas of education. I believe, as stated in the 
state guidelines, it does deserve top priority. I would suggest 
that if you do not understand fully the purposes of the 
Right-to-Read Effort and its relation to the priority goals adopted 
by the State Board of Education in Texas for the 1980s and its 
relationship to the new accreditation standards that we as a school 
district must be in full compliance by 1982, you as a school board 
can ask for the people from the regional Education Service Center 
and from the Texas Education Agency to come and explain to you in 
detail all that apparently I have not been able to and they will be 
most happy to do so. 

In closing, I want to say that I felt that whether I stay in 
this system or whether I go somewhere else, I had to clarify the 
reasons not only for my actions but my feelings. t realize we are 
all human with intangible feelings that can so easily be 
misunderstood. But I think if we live in a democratic society and 
teach the democratic system to our children, the privilege of 
understanding each other's feelings by being free to express them 
is essential. 

I believe children in the classroom want and have the right in 
education to know from parents and teachers honestly what in the 
way of goals and objectives of learning is expected of them, to 
know why these are expected of them and to be assured they have 
fair and equal opportunity as individuals to attain what is 
expected of them. 

Teachers, I believe, have the very same rights, to know what 
is expected of them, to know why it is expected, and to know they 
will be able to accomplish what is expected of them through 
support. 

Thank you for hearing me. 

As I returned to the seat beside my husband, the board members 

shuffled through some of the papers I had given them and made some 

inaudible comments· among themselves. The audience sat as if waiting for 

some response from the board. After a few minutes, the Methodist 

minister, who was the second grade teacher's husband, directed a 

question to the president. He stated that as a parent with children in 

the school he was interested to know what the board's feelings were 
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toward the state program and the individualized instruction incorporated 

into it. Clarence Wiggins, the president, said that personally he was 

not sure, as he looked around at the other members. 

Dr. Haley quickly came to his rescue. If I had expected him, the 

senior member of the board who had made the motion to commit to the 

Right-to-Read Effort in the minutes read earlier in the presentation, to 

take a strong stand in the program's behalf, I would have been 

disappointed. He hedged by explaining that be had been reading material 

explaining the Right-to-Read and individualized instruction, but that 

much of the material "escaped his understanding." He said that so far 

as he understood, teachers have always individualized instruction, 

although maybe not to the extent we were doing it now. So far as the 

legal commitment as to what we had to do according to the state 

expectations, he said he was not well versed in the legalities. In an 

apparent attempt to move to another area of thought, be stated that the 

board had been working diligently the past three years in an attempt to 

secure more classrooms to alleviate crowding in order to make it easier 

for teachers to teach. He reiterated bow much he loved the school, the 

community, and the people who live here and that possibly there had been 

a communication breakdown as had been suggested in the presentation on 

the part of the school board and administration. Dr. Haley stated that 

he agreed with me that teachers should know what is expected of them, 

but at this point concerning the program, he was not sure. He expressed 

his hope that this would be a time of clarification, not of 

condemnation. 



As soon as Dr. Haley had finished his comments, a former school 

board member who was the local druggist quickly rose to his feet. He 

stated that he had been on the board when the decision was made to 

become a part of the Right-to-Read Effort and had been all for it. 

Although his three children had gone through the program, he would not 

vote for it now if he had the opportunity. 
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I was shocked when I heard what this man said, because he had 

appeared to be an avid supporter of the program during the previous 

years. I had taught all three of his children who were exceptionally 

bright students and performed well in the individualized structured 

classrooms. He had often asked questions concerning the reading 

program, and had commented to me at one time that he thought it was the 

best thing we had ever done in the school system. I was puzzled by his 

obvious change of thought. However, I had noticed as I looked over the 

audience upon my arrival that he was seated beside Ruby, the fourth 

grade teacher who I knew to be opposed to the program. Later, my 

daughter, who was sitting near them, told me that Ruby kept nudging him 

during the time Dr. Haley was speaking, as if encouraging him to get up 

and say something. 

When the former board member finished, the principal who was 

sitting near Ruby and the group of teachers with her, began speaking. 

In his slow Texas manner of speaking, he stated that there were those in 

the field of education who were not advocating individualized 

instruction. He proceeded to read a portion of an article from a recent 

issue of The Reading Teacher, written by a professor at the University 



of Texas, that appeared to caution against too much emphasis on 

individualized instruction. 
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Sitting a few rows behind my husband and me was the young attorney 

in whose building my husband shared an office space. He had become 

interested in what was happening in the school since he had three young 

children, one of whom would be entering school the coming year. He 

stated that from what he had heard, the school district had made a 

contract with the state and was obligated to follow their guidelines 

concerning individualized instruction. The superintendent who was 

sitting on the other side of my husband immediately rose to his feet and 

in a loud voice directed to the attorney stated that there was no 

contract, it was only an agreement. Then he said, "I want to introduce 

to you the principal of the elementary school as the new Right-to-Read 

Director, so he has some authority in what he's doing and in the remarks 

he might make." 

His announcement was interesting in light of the fact that the 

board members had not indicated that they had taken any action on my 

resignation or on the appointment of a new director for the program. 

The superintendent, in a commanding voice, went on to say that while he 

was talking there were other remarks he wanted to make and he proceeded 

to heap accolades upon me and my work in improving reading instruction 

in the school. The Methodist minister interrupted with a question 

directed again to the president of the school board and attention was 

diverted back to the issue at hand, individualized instruction. I was 

relieved since the accolades the superintendent was directing toward me 



to. She went on to say that in the courses she had taken at the 

university in Sunnyville the instructors were not teaching 

individualized instruction as a method. 

296 

The superintendent grasped the opportunity to speak again as he 

stood and faced the fourth grade teacher, and said, "That's right Ruby! 

The head of the education department told me that they were not training 

teachers to do individualized instruction because they are not sure that 

is the direction Texas is going." He continued to make more remarks as 

he brought the meeting to a close, but I heard little of his remaining 

discourse. I was remembering that it was he who had showed me in his 

office the previous summer the letter from the governor of Texas 

addressed to the Texas Association for Supervision and Curriculum 

Development, the Priorities of the State Board of Education Bulletin, 

and the Principles, Standards and Procedures for the Accreditation of 

School Districts, all of which outlined individualized instruction as a 

priority area in education in Texas. 

The meeting was suddenly over and the superintendent was shaking my 

hand, telling me what a wonderful educational presentation I had given. 

MY husband looked him directly in the eye and stated in no uncertain 

terms that he had "sold me down the river again." I caught my husband's 

arm and asked him not to say any more. There was no doubt in my mind as 

we left the meeting that the Right-to-Read reading program the dedicated 

group of teachers had helped implement in the Kingdom school had met its 

demise. 
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When I arrived at school the following morning, a group of teachers 

had congregated in the Kindergarten room discussing events of the night 

before. Among the teachers was Suzy, the sixth grade teacher. She and 

my older daughter had graduated from high school together and had been 

college classmates at the university in Sunnyville. Suzy portrayed a 

kind of happy-go-lucky personality and as I came into the room, she 

rushed over to me, put her arms around me and laughingly said, "Ms. 

Braune, I never knew you were having problems." I told her I probably 

had more than I had bargained for. 

With the group was a new teacher in the system, a young woman who 

finished high school at Kingdom the same year as Suzy and my older 

daughter. She had taught in a school near Houston since college, but at 

midterm, she and her husband had moved back to assist her father with 

his dairy business and to care for her invalid mother. She had been 

hired as a floating teacher in the primary levels and since the 

Christmas holidays had been scheduled certain periods through the day in 

the Kindergarten through third grade. A fastidious person, she had been 

appalled at the uncleanliness of our building and rooms. She said she 

was so glad someone had called attention to the dirty rooms with which 

we had to contend. 

Lilly, the third grade teacher, was there and said she hoped the 

board would do something now about paper and supplies we needed. Laura, 

the special education teacher, stopped by and congratulated me on taking 

a stand for teachers. Patsy, the migrant aide, was there with 

supportive remarks, as was Becky, the Home Economics teacher, who was 



interested in the teachers' securing a grievance procedure as had been 

suggested by the teacher organization's representative. 
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When Mary, the Kindergarten teacher, June, the second grade teacher 

and I were alone, we discussed the fact that we did not feel very 

victorious. They had the same feeling that I had, that support 

exhibited the night before for the Right-to-Read program we had 

developed was too meager to assure its continued existence. The 

superintendent had aligned himself with the principal and Ruby, who both 

openly opposed individualized instruction. Dr. Haley, the most 

influential board member had chosen to "ride the fence" leaning heavily 

toward the administrators' position. Mary hoped the board had paid 

attention to the unfairness in the manner the teachers had been 

evaluated as was exhibited in Wilson's evaluation. She still wanted to 

get the untrue statements the principal had put in her 1976 evaluation 

changed since she felt it was a blot on her records that might prove 

detrimental to her later in her teaching career. 

As we were talking, we were unaware that Wilson was catching the 

backlash of the events of the night before. She stopped by my room 

later in the morning to tell me that as soon as she arrived at school, 

she was accosted by Ruby, the fourth grade teacher and a little later by 

the principal. Both were vehemently angry because she had allowed her 

evaluation to be read publicly the night before. Ruby screamed at her, 

saying she had no right to allow her name to be read in public. Wilson 

tried to explain that the principal wrote her name in the evaluation, 

not she. The principal attacked her on the point that the evaluations 
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are confidential. Wilson explained to him that she checked on that 

point with the legal department at the Texas State Teachers' Association 

prior to the meeting and was told it is only confidential to protect 

her. The evaluation is a teacher's property and as such the teacher is 

at liberty to publish it in the newspaper if so desired. On the other 

hand, no one else is at liberty to do so without the teacher's 

permission. Wilson said the principal refused to listen to any of her 

explanations and stated that he "felt he had been stabbed in the night." 

Wilson said she bad never before been confronted by people so 

violently angry as both Ruby and the principal had been. I told her 

that what she bad related to me probably explained what bad happened a 

few minutes after classes started that morning. The second grade 

teacher, who had gone to the health room where the faculty restroom was 

located, had found the principal there looking indisposed. He bad told 

her he thought be was having a heart problem and was going to drive down 

to have the doctor check him. He was walking out to his car when she 

left him. She stopped by my room to tell me to keep an eye on her 

students, that she was going to the superintendent's office to alert 

someone. Lelah, the superintendent's wife, had just come in for her 

regular period to aide in my room. I told her what June had just 

related to me and suggested she go see about the principal. She looked 

at me with anger in her eyes as she left and said, "I knew something 

like this was bound to happen!" Wilson confirmed that the health room 

was where the principal had accosted her a few minutes before classes 

started and his state of anger was exhibited by his red face and heavy 
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breathing. She said his anger was such that for a few minutes she felt 

a real fearful threat to her physical safety as he •yanked" her by the 

arm and almost shoved her into the health room to talk to her. 

Lelah did not return to my room that morning. In fact, after that 

morning, she never returned to aide Mary, June or me again and no 

explanation was ever made by anyone. I did not see anyone to ask about 

the principal until noon. When I was escorting my children to the 

lunchroom, I passed the health room and saw the principal sitting at a 

desk around behind a large floor-model movie projector. I walked around 

the projector and could see that he was just sitting there with his arms 

hanging loosely between his knees and his head down. I asked him if he 

was all right. He said he was, but I asked him if he was sure. In a 

halting voice, he assured me he would be, so I left to take my students 

on to lunch. 

I was distraught that Wilson had been the target of the principal's 

and Ruby's anger when I was the one who had submitted the evaluation to 

the school board. I had planned to talk to both of them in an attempt 

to shoulder the blame and alleviate the anger projected toward Wilson. 

If the principal was really ill due to the incidence of anger he had 

exhibited earlier that morning, I decided it might be best to wait until 

later to talk to him. As my children and I were leaving the lunchroom, 

Ruby arrived with her students. I told her I hoped she would not be 

angry with Wilson concerning the evaluation since I was the one who 

presented it. Angrily she said neither one of us had the right to let 

her name be read in public, that she was angry and would remain angry 
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about it. Suzy, the sixth grade teacher, had not indicated to me 

earlier in the morning that she was in any way upset because her name 

had been read in Wilson's evaluation the night before. Later in the 

day, she told Wilson that she was in no way upset about her name being 

read, only puzzled that the principal wrote the incident concerning her 

in Wilson's evaluation, especially since she had no recollection that 

the event ever occurred. 

It was late when I left school that afternoon. I stopped by my 

husband's office when I noticed his pick-up truck was still parked in 

front. Board member Bob Gresham and a local painting contractor who 

also served as a referee for area school athletic events were leaving 

when I arrived. The office space my husband rented from the local 

attorney was located on Kingdom's main street in a building that had 

housed the town's only theater in earlier years, but had been remodeled 

by my husband for the attorney when he moved to Kingdom from Colby and 

opened his law practice. Convenient next door to the local bank and 

around the corner from the post office, the office was a popular place 

for friends to drop in to "shoot a little bull." Bob Gresham made some 

remarks to me concerning his regrets that there was not a stronger stand 

for the Right-to-Read program on the part of the board members and the 

administrators in the meeting the night before. I told him that I 

appreciated the opportunity to present the facts to the board and that 

all I had asked to be clarified had been. I mentioned that I would 

write the board a letter to express my appreciation to them for allowing 

me to appear before them. As soon as the men left, my husband said, 
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"Don't write any more letters, this thing is getting out of hand." As I 

got into my car to leave, he said something to the effect that it could 

turn into a situation of mob violence. 

Dusk was ensuing as I drove away from my husband's office. By the 

time I reached the winding farm-to-market road leading some 15 miles to 

our ranch, it was getting dark enough to use the bead lights. As I 

switched them on, I saw my husband's pick-up was right behind me. When 

I had gone a few miles, I glanced in my rear-view mirror and saw a 

stream of car lights following my husband's pick-up. In light of what 

my husband bad said as we left his office, I was immediately gripped 

with terror that these cars were following us, that the mob violence bad 

begun and we were the target. Protected as I bad always been, I could 

not remember having ever experienced real fear in my life, not even when 

we found an occasional rattlesnake in the yard since I knew my husband 

would take care of the situation. I slowed my car, but when I did my 

husband and all the cars behind him did the same. Gripped with fear and 

terror, all rational thinking stopped and I forgot we were on a winding 

narrow hilly road on which even in daylight one car had difficulty 

passing another. Finally, I pulled to a stop off the road and my 

husband did too. All the other cars went around us and continued on 

down the road, probably to a basketball game at a school fUrther on 

where two area teams would be competing that night. 

I felt so foolish when I explained my fear to my husband at home. 

He told me the unrest was not directed toward us, but was toward the 

superi ntendent on the part of some of the people in the town who had 



303 

animosity toward him. It seemed that my going before the board had 

opened a door that others might use to project their complaints and my 

husband felt the projection might not be as professionally done as on 

Monday night. After I told him about the angry attact on Wilson by Ruby 

and the principal, he said be thought he should follow me to and from 

school for a few mornings. 

The next day was Wednesday, the date of the scheduled board meeting 

that had been announced to the teachers on Monday by way of the 

circulated agenda we were asked to sign indicating our having seen it. 

A bulletin was delivered to each teacher announcing there would be a 

meeting after school with the area representative from the Texas State 

Teacher's Association. During those years, all the teachers including 

the administrators were members of this one teacher association. Life 

memberships in the organization could be purchased by paying a nominal 

payment into the association with reduced yearly fees thereafter. I 

knew Ruby, the fourth grade teacher and Lula, the migrant teacher held 

life memberships, and I suspected the administrators did as well. 

Although I had never purchased a life membership, I did keep my 

membership up-to-date yearly as did the other teachers. 

The TSTA representative had called Wilson at home the night before 

and told her she bad made arrangements with the superintendent to come 

to the school and meet with the teachers. She had told Wilson she 

strongly felt the teachers should not attend the Wednesday night meeting 

until a grievance procedure that would give teachers some protection 

could be adopted in the school system. 
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As I entered the meeting room that afternoon after school, I was 

surprised to see Bob Gresham, one of the board members there. He and my 

husband were good friends and he later told my husband that when the 

board had become aware of the pending meeting, some of the members had 

decided one of them should attend to be sure the superintendent did not 

intimidate the teachers in their attempt to bring problems they might 

have to the attention of the school board. The superintendent brought 

the meeting to order with some remarks in which he praised our teacher's 

organization for the work it had accomplished for the profession and 

introduced the area representative. 

The representative attacked the reason for the meeting without 

delay. She stated that some of the teachers were concerned about 

attending the impending board meeting set for that night and the agenda 

that implied it was open to a discussion of problems teachers might be 

experiencing. There was complete silence in the room on the part of the 

elementary and high school faculty. The representative tried several 

times to illicit some discussion from the group with no results. 

Finally, she asked the superintendent if he and the administrators would 

mind to step out for a few minutes. They agreed and Bob Gresham joined 

them. She then asked the group if they would feel less threatened and 

more comfortable talking if the administrators remained out of the room. 

There was a general agreement in nods of heads. She stepped to the door 

and explained the situation to the superintendent and asked them to 

retire to a place nearby and she would call them back in presently. 
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Individuals in the group were still reluctant to say whether or not 

they had any problems to bring to the board's attention. Bessy, the 

seventh grade teacher, quickly stated that she didn't have any problems. 

After a few minutes, Ruby, the fourth grade teacher, and Lula, the 

migrant teacher, stated they were leaving because they had no problems 

they could not take care of and had appointments at the beauty shop to 

keep. Edith, the migrant aide, and Clara Langley, the deaf education 

aide, followed them out. 

Becky, the Home Economics teacher, stated that she had been having 

some problems and felt she needed some avenue to pursue in resolving 

them. The representative then explained to the group that more and more 

teachers were finding themselves in positions in which they felt their 

rights were being abridged, but were afraid to speak out for fear of 

losing their jobs. She described a plan the association was encouraging 

school boards, administrators and faculties to adopt. A group of 

faculty representatives were elected from various levels or areas by the 

faculty themselves. These faculty representatives, as a liaison group, 

met periodically with the administration to express desires of the 

larger faculty they represented. The association also advocated the 

adoption of a grievance procedure to establish a process so that when 

the faculty had been unable to resolve existing problems or secure 

desired needs, the request could be referred directly to the school 

board by the faculty representatives or by the individual teachers 

themselves. 
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There was a general consensus among the group that they would like 

to have such a process established. The young lady who was the band 

director expressed her concern that she had been told when she was hired 

that she would be the full-time band director. More and more she was 

being assigned to teach classes that she was not qualified or prepared 

to teach. She said she personally felt the need for a grievance 

procedure plan. Becky volunteered to chair a committee to start 

procedure for securing such a process in the Kingdom school. Bessy, the 

seventh grade teacher, quickly said she would be happy to be on the 

committee. The high school English teacher agreed to serve on the 

committee, as did the other teacher who worked with Becky in the Home 

Economics Department. I also volunteered to serve on it. 

The representative told us that in lieu of the fact that we were 

going to start securing a grievance procedure for taking our problems to 

the school board, she would advise that we as teachers not attend the 

proposed board meeting that night. From nods of heads and expressions, 

it appeared that the teachers were relieved to know they would not have 

to attend. I asked the association representative permission to speak 

and took the opportunity to explain how the Wednesday night meeting had 

come about, including my refusal to be placed on the agenda when the 

board president stated that the other teachers would receive notice that 

they could appear too. I explained that when I had decided to go before 

the school board, it had not been my intention to place them in the 

position of being intimidated to do likewise. 
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The group unanimously assured the TSTA representative that they did 

not want to be expected to attend the board meeting th_at night. She 

suggested someone step next door and inform the board member so he could 

leave if he so desired. The high school drama teacher volunteered to do 

so. As the meeting began to breakup, the superintendent came back into 

the room with his arms fUll of blueprints and plans. He proceeded to 

show the representative and the group the plans he and the board were 

making toward adding some additional classroom space to alleviate the 

school's overcrowded conditions. I wondered if the superintendent 

really assumed the teachers' problems stemmed from a need of an improved 

physical plant or if this was a diversion from the real problems at 

hand. 



Part 8 

A Path of Devastation 

None of the teachers attended the board meeting that met as 

scheduled that Wednesday night, February 1, 1978. MY husband and June's 

husband, the Methodist minister, decided at the last minute to go just 

to see what transpired. Also, my friend the retired high school English 

teacher and her husband decided to attend for the same reason. Later 

she told me she was glad none of the teachers had attended since the 

meeting had nothing of the professional tone of the Monday night 

meeting, but took on a rather free-for-all, mob kind of gathering in 

which angry insinuations were hurled back and forth, with the board 

members and the superintendent assuming a very defensive attitude. 

Apparently, a large number of people attended, who took the opportunity 

to vent some of their dissatisfaction toward the school officials 

concerning things they were unhappy with in the athletic program of the 

school. The question of the Right-to-Read program was raised briefly 

when the husband of the new third grade teacher stated that he thought 

the board should come to a definite decision concerning the program and 

instruct the teachers accordingly. A good question that needed 

attention was apparently lost amid the other discussions that persisted 

concerning the athletic program. 
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Later, I learned that the board member, the local grocer, who had 

not come to my house with the board members and had not attended the 

Monday night meeting, submitted his resignation that night in a closed 

session that followed the open meeting. The board had then hired him as 

the athletic director, a position that had been nonexistent in the 

Kingdom school system. It was rumored that the present high school 

football coach, who had not led the local team to victory in the 

district during the past few years, would be leaving and the former 

board member would move into the coaching position. 

The morning following the Wednesday night board meeting, the 

teachers were surprised when a bulletin was circulated in which new 

board policies were announced (see Document JJ). It stated: 

February 2, 1978 
Dear Teacher/Aides: 

The following information is for your use and should be 
attached to your teacher handbook in that it becomes the official 
policy of the school. The Board of Trustees in action last evening 
effected the following changes. 
1 • Each grade and department should work with the principal who 
will by mutual consent and counsel, prepare a budget which will be 
presented to the school board for adoption or revision. This 
should occur prior to the closing of school so that supplies may be 
procured for the following year. Supplies which may be purchased 
in bulk at a saving will be purchased that way in order to save. 
2. Effective the 1978-79 school term the policy requiring teachers 
to attend P.T.A. meetings and County Teacher meetings is amended to 
no longer require attendance. (Due to programs in progress, there 
will be no change for the balance of the current year.) 
3. The Elementary Principal and Secondary Principal (is) directed 
to have a monthly meeting at which time he and his staff will 
discuss problems or concerns such that better staff relations will 
result. This includes aides and other instructional staff persons 
hired by the local district. 
4. A public information meeting with the Education Service Center 
or State Agency personnel will be announced in the near future to 
explain the "Right to Read" program. Refreshments will be provided 
in the cafeteria following the meeting. 

~ 
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5. Band Uniforms-The band has selected their new uniform and they 
will be ordered soon. 
6. Your principals have some information on amounts remaining in 
this years' budget for instructional materials. 

310 

I was ecstatic since four of the items had to do with situations I 

had discussed with the school board members either at my house on Friday 

night or in my presentation on Monday night. Perhaps our efforts in 

voicing our opinions as teachers were not falling on deaf ears. Changes 

were occurring. The fact that teachers were being informed about board 

meetings and actions taken, as well as the fact that concerned patrons 

were attending board meetings were already monumental changes in the 

Kingdom system. 

A week later the local newspaper that was released on Thursday 

carried a small item on the front page. It was an announcement that on 

Monday night, February 13; two people from the Education Service Center 

at Colby would meet with the local school board to discuss the 

Right-to-Read. The item stated that the public was invited and 

refreshments would be served in the cafeteria. This was the only 

announcement that was made. No bulletins were circulated to the 

teachers and no verbal announcements were made concerning the meeting by 

either the superintendent or the principal. 

Upon our arrival at the Monday night meeting, Mary, June, Wilson 

and I were delighted to see that our friend the regional Right-to-Read 

coordinator was one of the people from the Service Center who had come 

to talk to the board. The other was her superior, the man in charge of 

curriculum development at the Center. They had brought the film 
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presentation that Celestia Davis, the state Right-to-Read Director, had 

developed and used at the past year's awareness conference we had all 

attended in Colby along with the superintendent. The film was an 

excellent documentary of the story of the Right-to-Read Effort. It 

explained its national inception, purposes and thrust. Texas' 

involvement and plan of action was explained in detail as well as 

positive results in the improvement of reading instruction in schools 

across the state that were being documented. When the film had been 

shown to the group, the coordinator who had worked closely with us in 

developing our program, commended the Kingdom school and the staff that 

had developed an outstanding reading program that schools across Texas 

were seeking to emulate following visits to the local site. Both 

representatives from the Service Center assured the board that Kingdom's 

program had been developed and implemented according to state guidelines 

as outlined in the Criteria of Excellence. 

Although both Service Center representatives gave opportunities for 

questions the group might have, there were none. The audience was 

sparse. No other teachers or aides were present except the deaf 

education aide who was there with her husband. Some of the other board 

members' wives were there, as were the elementary principal, his wife, 

and Lelah, the superintendent's wife. As it became apparent there were 

no pertinent questions from anyone, the superintendent thanked them for 

coming and invited the group to the cafeteria for refreshments. Board 

member Bob Gresham's wife, who had been a strong advocate of the reading 



program, came by me with tears in her eyes and whispered, "I'm afraid 

for our program." 
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As we walked on over to the cafeteria, I heard one board member 

remark that he still didn't understand what Right-to-Read was all about. 

When I singled out the coordinator from the Service Center to tell her I 

personally appreciated their coming, she had a look of despair on her 

face. She said she didn't know what else to say when there appeared to 

be such apathy on the part of the board. The film had explained, the 

Service Center had explained, Texas Education Agency literature had 

explained and I had explained. Perhaps the concept of the program was 

beyond their comprehension, or, maybe the old adage holds true, "You can 

take a horse to water, but you can't make him drink." 

The presentation of the Right-to-Read Effort in Texas by the 

Educational Service Center on Monday night, February 13, 1978 for the 

Kingdom school board marked the end of the organized continuous-progress 

individualized reading program we had developed and implemented in the 

primary levels and the hope that the program concept would continue to 

move on through the grade levels of the school. There were no further 

announcements of any board decisions concerning the program, or any 

direction on the part of the principal who had been named the new 

director. I was disappointed and felt my energy toward the cause I 

believed in had been futile. Deep inside, I hoped the turbulence of 

events and emotions would subside, but as I would learn later, that was 

wishful thinking. 



Mary, the kindergarten teacher who had become as close to me as my 

own daughters, was still concerned about her performance evaluation of 

1976 that remained in her teacher file. She wanted to make one last 

attempt to have the facts in error on the evaluation corrected--that she 

had failed in keeping accurate records and had not participated in the 

faculty social or in community activities. She asked me to accompany 

her to talk to the principal since she felt now was the appropriate time 

in view of the fact that Wilson's evaluation bad been brought before the 

board. 

I agreed to accompany her and was not surprised when the principal 

told her there was nothing he could do, that anything like that was up 

to the superintendent since he made all the decisions. She reminded him 

that he had admitted to her that it had not been her reports that were 

in error that year, but possibly someone else's. She asked him if he 

would talk to the superintendent in an effort to get it corrected and 

he agreed to do so. I was surprised that he remained calm and indicated 

no anger when Mary presented her case to him. I wondered if my presence 

had made a difference, or if he really had some remorse concerning the 

unfairness of her evaluation that year. 

A few weeks earlier Wilson and I had discussed the 1976 evaluations 

regarding the fact that, at the time, Dottie, Mary, Wilson and I all 

felt they were directed toward the Right-to-Read teachers as a way of 

harassing the program we had developed with which we knew the principal 

was not in agreement. As Wilson and I discussed the events of that 

year, we had remembered something else that might have triggered the 



evaluations. The principal's daughter-in-law, lola who lived with her 

husband in Kingdom and was completing her student teaching in the 

Kingdom school, would be graduating from the university in Sunnyville 

that semester. Kindergarten was her area of concentration. There was 

no impending vacancy in that level or in any other levels for the coming 

year. The possibility existed that if Mary or one of the other out of 

town teachers resigned out of anger or dissatisfaction, a vacancy would 

exist for the principal's son's wife, who was also the daughter of a 

prominent family in the community. This possibility was not too remote 

due to other events I had observed from past experiences in the Kingdom 

system. If this had been the case, the principal might feel some 

remorse in giving Mary an undeserved evaluation. 

As events turned out, at the end of the year, the second grade 

teacher, w~th whom lola had done part of her student teaching, decided 

to retire. rola was bypassed when the superintendent decided to replace 

her with June, the new Methodist minister's wife who had served that 

year as the deaf-education teacher in the school. The following year a 

place was made for the principal's daughter-in-law when she was hired 

through the Title I program to teach some of the slower students English 

courses in the high school and to assist teachers in the elementary and 

secondary levels as a kind of "floating" teacher. 

Mary received a call from the superintendent on Saturday morning 

following her talk with the principal. He told her he was in Sunnyville 

visiting his parents and if she would meet him somewhere, he would 

discuss her evaluation with her. After designating a time and place to 
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meet, Mary told her husband what had happened. He decided he should go 

with her. They met in the parking lot on the campus of the university 

at Sunnyville where the superintendent joined the couple in their car 

for the conversation. Both Mary and her husband felt the administrator 

seemed to be somewhat disoriented as he talked about events at the 

Kingdom school and stated that "there are people up there that are out 

to get me," but he never said who was out to get him. Concerning Mary's 

evaluation, the superintendent just kept saying that if she would buy 

some things occasionally in the town, the evaluations would be no 

problem. Her explanations about the untruth of the evaluation appeared 

to fall on deaf ears. Following the meeting, Mary's husband told her he 

wanted her to plan to leave the school the coming year. She decided to 

start applying at some of the other area schools as soon as possible. 

As much as I would miss having her as a co-teacher, I conveyed to her my 

complete support in her endeavor and promised to help her anyway I 

could. 

Becky, who had volunteered to chair the committee to secure a 

grievance procedure for teachers in the school system and to establish 

an Advisory Council composed of teacher elected representatives, called 

the first meeting on the 15th of February. The area representative of 

the Texas State Teachers' Association met with those of us who had 

volunteered to serve on the committee. She suggested the first thing we 

needed to do was to secure approval from the administration and local 

board to elect representative teachers to serve on an Advisory Council 

that would be recognized as a liaison body to meet periodically with 
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administration to make desires of teachers known. Then we would need to 

draw up a grievance procedure the teachers would agree upon and present 

this document to the school board for their adoption. She left with us 

some sample grievance procedure documents other schools had adopted and 

set a meeting in March to come back to meet with us to help us with any 

problems we might be having. 

The group decided to have a five member Advisory Council with 

elected representatives, one teacher from kindergarten through fourth 

grade and one from fifth through eighth grade. High school would have 

two representatives. There would also be one teacher elected to 

represent all the special services programs in the school. 

Representatives would be elected by a majority vote of teachers in each 

respective level and would serve on the council for a period of one 

year, the term beginning and ending the first of January. The Advisory 

Council would meet with the respective administrators, superintendent, 

high school and elementary principals on a monthly basis with its 

function being to provide a direct means of communication between staff 

and administration. Becky worked out the details of the election. With 

the approval of the superintendent, an election was held and the 

Advisory Council members were announced on the 27th of February. Ruby, 

the fourth grade teacher would represent the K-4 levels, Bessy, the 

seventh grade teacher, the 5-8 levels. Sissy Landers, the high school 

English teacher, and Judy, Becky's co-teacher in the Homemaking 

Department, were elected to represent the high school level. The 



special education teacher, Laura, would represent all the special 

programs' teachers. 
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A week later on March 8, 1978, Becky called a joint meeting of the 

people who had served on the original committee to secure a grievance 

procedure for the teachers in the Kingdom system and the members who had 

recently been elected to serve as an Advisory Council. The area 

representative from the Texas State Teacher's Association was there to 

help us decide on an appropriate grievance procedure to present to the 

administration and school board. When Ruby arrived and discovered Becky 

had not invited the administrators to attend the meeting, she was quite 

indignant as she stated she thought they should be there. Other members 

of the group agreed they felt more comfortable discussing the matter 

without the presence of the men. Ruby reaffirmed her staunch 

declaration, saying, "They are our bosses and we should not do anything 

without them." Becky assured her that whatever we decided on they would 

have to agree to later and Ruby agreed to stay for the meeting. 

The sample grievance procedures the TSTA representative had brought 

for us to study were similar in form. After some discussion, we decided 

on one and Becky left the room to check with the superintendent to see 

if and when we would be able to present the document to the board for 

their approval. In a short time, she returned with a look of dismay on 

her face. The superintendent had told her with agitation in his voice 

that we could not do that because the board already had a grievance 

procedure. From his file he pulled a booklet entitled Basic Policies of 

Administration, Management and Control Together with Rules and 
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Regulations Adopted~ the Kingdom Board of Education (see Document KK). 

Opening it he pointed to an item that read as follows: 

Regulation Relating to Complaints 

All complaints to the Board of Education should always go through 
proper channels as follows: 
1. A conference with the teacher. 
2. If satisfactory adjustments or explanations are not 
accomplished, a conference with the principal. 
3. If satisfactory adjustments or explanations are still not 
accomplished, a conference with the Superintendent. 
4. If this does not meet with satisfaction, a bearing with the 
Board of Education may be arranged by the following procedures: 

a. A conference will be scheduled only on a regular meeting 
date unless it is an emergency. 
b. The president of the school board and the Superintendent 
should have a written statement outlining the nature of the 
problem at least three days before the meeting date. 
c. The grieved party shall have the opportunity to present his 
grievance to the Board in person. 
c. The Board of Education shall not reach a final decision in 
the presence of the grieved party, but shall have a closed 
session in order to discuss the matter privately. 

Becky had been so surprised that she had not asked for a copy, but 

told the group that the document was worded much like the samples we had 

viewed. The TSTA representative said if that was the case, then there 

would be no action for the group to take other than to secure a copy of 

the board policy and check to see if we were in agreement with its 

procedures. If the document was acceptable, the next step would be to 

develop a form in keeping with the adopted grievance procedure and make 

it available for individual teachers in case a situation warranted its 

use. 

The superintendent had told Becky the grievance procedure was 

outlined in our teacher handbook. She and I went to my room as soon as 

the meeting adjourned and looked through my copy of the handbook. We 
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could find nothing that resembled the document she had seen. It was 

late in the afternoon and the superintendent had left his office, so 

Becky said she would get a copy the next day. I was puzzled as to the 

fact that if there had been an existing document and the board was aware 

of it, why had they not required me to use the procedure when I had 

requested to go before the board in January? 

Other questionable things were happening. A few days before the 

above events occurred, Wilson had encountered another incidence of anger 

on the part of the administration. On this particular afternoon, an 

unpredicted Texas ice storm blew in an hour or so before the school 

buses were scheduled to run for the day. An announcement was made on 

the intercom speakers that the teachers were to prepare the students to 

board the buses in 15 minutes in order to get them home before impending 

weather conditions worsened. In a few minutes the superintendent came 

by my door to see if we were getting the little ones started toward the 

buses. I told him the office was jammed with older students who had 

rushed there to call home and that I needed to check to be sure some of 

my student's parents were home before I put them on the bus. One or two 

of my students were picked up at a point some distance from their home, 

since the bus did not go all the way. He asked the older students to 

let me make my calls and then he went on down the hall. The next few 

minutes I was in a frenzy, making calls and getting the students out to 

the buses. It was not until sometime later, when the hustle and bustle 

in the hallway had ended, that Wilson came into my room, apparently 



upset, and asked me to go with her, as a witness, to talk to the 

principal. 

She hurriedly explained that when the announcement came over the 

speaker, she was working with a student at the computer. Since she knew 

the boy would have plenty of time to get to the bus, they continued to 

complete the lesson they were working on. She said suddenly, the 

superintendent and the principal came storming into the room and the 

superintendent said, "Mrs. Wilson, you are causing trouble in this room, 

right now!" Her reply was, "What are you talking about, I'm working 

with a student." He began by charging her with making trouble among the 

people working there in the special services room and talking about him 

to other teachers and out in the community. She hurriedly dismissed the 

student with whom she was working and attempted to defend herself. He 

continued in an angry voice to say that she should not have allowed Mrs. 

Braune to have read her evaluation at the board meeting. Then he said, 

"Do you know why that evaluation was written in the first place?" Wilson 

said at that point, the principal turned quickly and left the room. She 

said she did not ask why, but continued to defend herself in stating 

that she had contacted the Professional Rights and Practices department 

at the Texas State Teachers' Association and was told she was allowed to 

do that. He told her that she should have never contacted TSTA about 

anything. A few more remarks were made and as he left the room, he told 

her to "stay at her station" and not to cause any more problems. She 

said she was so embarrassed and as she looked around, the other 



teachers, Lula, the migrant teacher, and Edith, the aide, avoided 

looking at her and hastily gathered up their things and left. 

321 

I accompanied her to the principal's office, although I was 

concerned about the weather and the fact that Wilson and I both had to 

drive some distance to get home. However, as is typical in Texas, by 

the time we had completed the conference with the principal, the sun was 

shining and the ice that had fallen was melting. 

As we entered the principal's office, Wilson asked him to explain 

why he and the superintendent had come storming into her room with 

accusations against her, especially in the presence of the other 

teachers and the student with whom she was working. His demeanor was 

one of innocence and bewilderment. He said the superintendent had just 

come by his office as the classes were being dismissed and told him to 

come with him. He said he did not know what had prompted the incident, 

but that he would not have done anything like that. He suggested she go 

talk to the superintendent about it. Wilson was still upset, so she 

decided she would go home and think the situation over before talking to 

the superintendent. 

A week passed and then a couple of ominous things occurred. The 

elementary principal called a meeting of the teachers and aides in the 

elementary levels. He told us the purpose of the meeting was for him to 

familiarize us with the teacher evaluation forms. He read over each 

item and told us if we had any questions to ask them. It was 

interesting to note that the two items that had been penciled in on the 

forms in 1976, concerning attending faculty and school functions and "in 
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touch with the community," had not appeared on the forms the following 

year of 1977 and neither were they on the form for 1978 the principal 

read to us in the meeting. In the course of his remarks, he said there 

was a grievance procedure in our teacher handbook as well as other 

regulations. I knew the grievance procedure was not there because I had 

already looked, but for one time, I kept my mouth shut. 

The other thing that occurred was a bulletin that was circulated to 

the elementary teachers from the principal two days after the above 

meeting. The bulletin (see Document LL) was in effect a reprimand to 

the teachers, yet nothing had been said concerning the specifics of the 

bulletin in the called meeting two days prior. The bulletin said: 

To All Teachers: 
1. What happened to pride? 

(1) Some rooms are cluttered with trash paper on the floor. 
Look at your floor right now. 
(2) Coke cans and wrappers litter our play area. This was 
tended to this morning. 
(3) Terrible table manners are evidenced. Look at them! 
(4) Napkins, paper cups and lids, food, milk cartons and 
straws litter the cafeteria floor. See! 
(5) Children hurrying to leave the lunch room have a 
hit-or-miss attitude. Watch! 

2. Janitor's responsibility? No 
3. Teacher supervision? Yes 
4. What are we teaching? 
Love your school and be thankful of your opportunity to serve. 

There appeared to be some impending threat hanging over us as the 

time of teacher evaluations drew near. At least we had the opportunity 

to emphathize with our students as they awaited the dreaded report card 

to see what kind of marks the teacher would give them and whether or not 

they would be "passed" from one grade level to another. 
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During the last week of March, we received another bulletin and 

among the announcements there was an item that said, "All employees 

should familiarize themselves with new policies posted on the bulletin 

boards in the elementary and high school buildings. These were adopted 

by the Kingdom Board of Trustees March 27, 1978 and go into effect 

immediately." 

As soon as classes were dismissed that afternoon, Wilson and I 

hurried to the room where the bulletin board was located, the room that 

served as the workroom as well as the principal's office. We were 

anxious to read the policies since we felt this was another foreboding 

occurrence. The title of the posted document was Providing "Reasonable 

Assurance" Between School Terms (see Document MM). From the explanation 

of the document, it was intended to provide provisions for determining 

eligibility for unemployment benefits in compliance with the Texas 

Unemployment Compensation Act. It set forth a procedure for maintaining 

an effective program of staff evaluation with specific procedures for 

probationary measures if an employee's performance was found to be 

unsatisfactory. It also outlined the process for the termination of 

employees and a form called Notice of Warning. At the end of the 

document was another form for use in the termination of employees called 

Termination or Exit Report of School Employee (see Document MM for 

complete document). 

The document left little doubt in our minds that something was 

about to happen and it was quite possible that it might be the 

termination of our employment with the Kingdom School District. I 
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realized that when I had taken action in January I had put myself and my 

job in jeopardy. Early in March, my husband had decided to run for the 

school board vacancy left when the athletic director had resigned to 

assume his present position with the school district. The 

brother-in-law of board member Leland Franklin had been appointed to 

fill the vacancy temporarily. Mark Dooley, the appointee, was the only 

candidate running for the office, so my husband had decided to enter the 

race. We had decided that in the event he was elected, which was highly 

unlikely, I would resign my position as teacher in the school system. 

Although according to the nepotism law in Texas, I probably could remain 

in my position since I was hired before the event of my husband becoming 

a board member. However, I was so discouraged at that point, I was not 

sure I wanted to remain in the system. 

Mary and June were also concerned, although more about the 

impending evaluations and a good record than about their job security 

with the Kingdom system. Mary had applied at a school district some 50 

miles from Kingdom, yet approximately the same distance from her home as 

she had been driving. The school system had a large number of openings 

since a new elementary school was being completed for the coming year 

and was a new active school in the Right-to-Read Effort. Mary had asked 

me to write a letter of recommendation for her explaining her work in 

the Right-to-Read reading program. She had already had a promising 

interview with the elementary principal at the school and felt confident 

that she would be able to secure a position. June's husband had been 



advised that the area Methodist Board might be transferring him to 

another town for the coming year. 
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Wilson wanted to remain employed in the school since her sons were 

settled into the system and her oldest would graduate the next year. 

She had not talked to the superintendent since the day he and the 

principal had come to her room with accusations, so she decided she 

would seek a conference with him. On March 31, 1978, during her lunch 

period, she went to his office to speak with him. 

She told him she was concerned about past events and wanted to know 

what his feelings were concerning her. He said her work had always been 

excellent and that they had been on good terms up until all this 

happened. He told her he had not slept since the night Mrs. Braune 

appeared before the board. Some nights, he related, he didn't shut his 

eyes. He said to Wilson, "I thought we were friends. What did she mean 

non-support of administration? I'm the administration." Wilson said the 

superintendent became very angry and his remarks would jump from one 

thing to another. He said, "I talked to the board and I have told 

them--they believe me. They have given me a three-year contract. One 

of my duties is to advise the board of procedures, and she didn't use 

the correct procedures. No one can call a Right-to-Read meeting but me. 

The board can't call a Right-to-Read meeting. Not even a teacher can 

call a Right-to-Read meeting. I'm the only one that can call a 

Right-to-Read meeting." Wilson said she interrupted him and told him 

she would rather he tell her about any problems he had with her 

personally, not his problems with Mrs. Braune. He said, "Well, you were 



3~ 

sitting there that night in support of Mrs. Braune. You should not have 

let her use that evaluation. We should be like a family up here and you 

should come talk to me. I will certainly not support TSTA next year. 

If they are not going to agree with me, I'm not going to support them." 

He continued by saying, "I don't appreciate you having your lawyer stand 

up and ask questions." Wilson hastily said, "I don't have a lawyer!" 

He was referring to the young attorney in whose building my husband 

shared an office space and who had been at the board meeting the night I 

made my presentation and asked some questions concerning the school's 

commitment to the Right-to-Read Effort. Wilson assured the 

superintendent that the man was not her attorney and she only knew him 

on sight and nothing more. A few more remarks were made by the 

superintendent that indicated he was angry with all the teachers who had 

sat in support of my remarks to the school board that night. Wilson had 

left his office with a more ominous feeling than before. 

After the students had left for the day, Wilson came to my room to 

tell me about her conversation with the superintendent. June was there 

and when she heard what had transpired, she decided she better go over 

and talk to him because she was fearful of what might happen. By that 

time, her husband had been notified that he would be transferred to 

another church the coming year. She said when she went into the 

superintendent's office, she told him she was concerned about her job 

situation and wanted to know where she stood. He began to talk about 

some of the things that had happened during the year and as he talked 

she said she could tell he was very disturbed with her. June had 
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finally asked him what he saw as the real problem in the way he felt 

toward her. He said, "It was where you sat on the night that Mrs. 

Braune gave her presentation before the board. You were in opposition 

to me." She said she told him it sounded as if she were in jeopardy and 

that he knew she had to work, whether there or at another school. The 

superintendent was aware that her husband would be transferred soon. 

Before she left his office, she said he looked at her and said, "June, 

you can avoid all of this if you go ahead and resign." 

There was no point in my going to talk to the superintendent since 

I knew I was in an unfavorable position due to the previous action I had 

taken. The fact that my husband had decided to run for the school board 

had not strengthened my position. However, when the election was held 

the next day, Saturday, April 1, 1978, my husband did not win. Mark 

Dooley became the new member of the board. 

We did not have to wait long to find out what the superintendent 

had meant when he stated to June, "you can avoid all of this ••• " 
June had decided to resign. She was still frightened for she knew that 

if she were unable to secure a good recommendation from the 

administration, it would serve as a detriment in securing a job in 

another system. On the morning of April 5, 1978, accompanied by her 

husband, she went to the superintendent's office before school began for 

the day. The high school principal was a good friend of the teacher and 

her husband since he was an active member of their church, so she 

st opped by his office and asked him to witness the meeting. She also 

asked the secretary to call the elementary building and ask the 
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elementary principal to come over to the superintendent's office, but 

she was told that he would not be in school that day. She gave the 

superintendent the letter of resignation she had written and he had her 

sign the new document, Termination or Exit Report of School Employee 

(refer to Document MM) that was a part of the recent board policies that 

we had seen on the bulletin board. 

The principal was back in school the next day, Thursday, April 6 

and the day proceeded without incidence until the end of the day. A 

short time after I had dismissed my children, the principal came to my 

room, handed me my evaluation and asked · me to sign it (see Document NN). 

It appeared to be more bulky than previous evaluations. As I glanced 

through it I saw he had evaluated me deficient in a number of areas. 

Then I saw there were several typewritten pages attached to the 

evaluation explaining why the deficiencies were to be placed in my file. 

There was a sentence that stated: "As these deficiencies are removed a 

statement to that affect [sic] ~ill be made and placed in your file." I 

immediately remembered the new adopted board policies that had been on 

the workroom bulletin board in which specific guidelines were given for 

the evaluation, warning and termination of employees in the Kingdom 

system. I asked him if this was my warning of termination. He quickly 

said, "No, no." I told him the document looked as if it followed the 

guidelines explained in the new policies posted in the workroom. His 

reply was that this was his regular evaluation and that he did not even 

know what those policies in the workroom were all about. I told him 

that I would need some time to read it before I could sign it. As I had 
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hurriedly glanced through the evaluation, my eye had caught a sentence 

that said, "In February you attempted to discredit me before the school 

board and the community." My intuition told me I had better read 

carefully before I signed the document to be placed in my permanent 

file. He said he would go on and come back later. 

Although I knew my situation was precarious, I was not prepared for 

this kind of retaliation. On one hand, I felt some relief, since 

finally the administrators had unleashed the anger I knew they had 

toward me for my actions in January. Wilson had borne the brunt of open 

confrontation and accusations from the men, as had June, the second 

grade teacher, who had resigned the day before. They apparently had 

chosen to confront me with a documented written retaliation and, I 

suspected, with .the termination of my contract. They had saved the 

"big" one for me, or so I thought. 

In a few minutes, June burst into my room with tears streaming and 

waving her evaluat~on. She had also been given a number of deficiencies 

and eight typewritten pages to document instances. Her frustration was 

doubled since she had resigned the day before and the superintendent had 

indicated she would avoid any unpleasantness. June's situation was 

compounded due to the fact that the week before she had learned that her 

husband's transfer to another church was due to a suspected affair 

between him and his 18 year old church secretary who also was baby 

sitter for the family. June had been going through a period of complete 

devastation and to make matters worse, the principal, who was a member 
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of her husband's congregation, had mentioned this fact in her 

evaluation. 

As we were talking, in walked Wilson who had encountered the same 

kind of evaluation, deficient in a number of areas with several 

typewritten pages attached. Inherent in all of our evaluations was the 

fact that we were charged with insubordination, and failure to respect 

and cooperate with the administration. The first page of the added 

typewritten section was worded similarly on all three evaluations. By 

way of removing our deficiencies, he quoted from the Code of Ethics for 

Texas Teachers which, he noted, was a part of School Board Policy and 

appeared in the Teachers' Handbook. It stated: 

The teacher should dignify his profession. He should maintain 
an attitude of cooperation with his associates, guiding those under 
his direction, respecting the authority of those in administrative 
positions, and maintaining high standards of loyalty and service. 

He quoted further from the Teachers' Handbook to show application 

of the "Code Principles": 

To fulfill the responsibility to the profession the teacher shall: 
4. Cooperate in the establishment of school policy, and once policy 
is determined, support it. 
6. Refrain from any criticism which is not constructive and does 
not come from a desire to improve the profession. 
1. Conduct all school affairs through the accepted channels of the 
school system. 

Services Required of Teachers (p 8) The teacher is expected to 
give the Board of Trustees and the Superintendent full cooperation 
and obedience in all other matters related to his duties. NOTE: 
This is part of other listed duties which are not applicable here. 

We were not sure what the last statement meant that followed the 

signal to "note," but June exclaimed that it was probably just something 

else to throw at us to be sure he didn't leave anything out. Apparently 
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documents. We were all incensed at the examples of incidents he had 

used to document our deficiencies. Some of the incidents were 

completely fictitious and others were taken out of context and blown 

completely out of proportion. June left the room still in tears and 

headed toward the principal's office. Wilson said she was going home 

and would call me later. 

As I left the building, I stopped by Mary's room to see if she had 

escaped the capriciousness of the evaluation ordeal. Miraculously, she 

had, although we were not sure why. I was glad because, following 

another interview at the other school where she had applied at which 

time she gave the principal the letter of recommendation I had written 

outlining her skills and knowledge of the concepts pertaining to the 

Right-to-Read Effort, she was almost certain of employment there. When 

I continued out of the building, I could hear loud voices coming from 

behind the door of the principal's office. 

Instead of turning the direction toward my home, I turned in the 

opposite direction toward my friend's home, the retired English teacher. 

June's home was located on my way. When I saw her husband in the yard, 

I stopped and told him what had happened and that June was with the 

principal in a distraught state. He rushed to his car to go to the 

school. When I arrived at my friend's home and she read my evaluation, 

she said, "Well, the principal has certainly vented his spleen." She had 

taught with the principal not only at Kingdom, but at the school from 

which she had been fired before coming to Kingdom. From her experience 
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present administrators, she told me it was highly likely they were 

planning to terminate my contract with the system. Also from her past 

experience, she had found it to be futile to try to fight the "system," 

but she told me she would stand by me and help in any way she could. 

She suggested I should not sign the evaluation until I had written a 

reply to refute the capricious accusations made in it. 

Later, when I reached home and showed my husband the evaluation, he 

was beside himself with anger. He wanted to go directly to the 

principal's house and confront him with the evaluation. The point of 

"emotional stability" on which the principal had marked me deficient had 

especially upset my husband. I persuaded him to calm down and let me 

handle the situation professionally. Wilson had indicated she was going 

to get in touch with someone at the Texas State Teachers' Association 

headquarters to see what our rights were concerning the evaluations. 

The next day was Friday, and the expression, "T.G.I.F." (Thank 

Goodness Its Friday), was never more appropriate. At noon, as I was 

going to lunch with my students, the principal stopped me and asked me 

to come into his office. I asked Mary and June to watch my students and 

stepped in the office with him. He said, "Mrs. Braune, J. C. (my 

husband's name) talked to me this morning." I was immediately alarmed 

because I knew my husband had been angry the night before, but the 

principal seemed very calm as if they had had a friendly talk. He 

continued by saying, "Now, I don't want to have any trouble with my 

neighbors. Maybe we better just tear up your evaluation." I was 
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somewhat caught off guard with this suggestion because I thought, "You 

just don't write something like this and then just tear it up." I had 

talked to Wilson the night before and she had contacted the Director of 

the Professional Rights and Responsibilities at TSTA headquarters. He 

had told her he would be in Sunnyville over the weekend and would call 

her to set up an appointment. MY answer came without fUrther thought, 

"No, it's your right as the principal to evaluate me, but it's my right 

to reply and I will make my reply." He didn't insist, but made another 

remark about not having any trouble with his neighbors as I left his 

office. 

Wilson had no encounters with the principal that day. June told us 

she and her husband had talked at length with the principal the 

afternoon before. When she told the principal she had already resigned 

on the Wednesday he was absent from school, he said he did not know 

that. In tears, she told him she was "mortified" and "in incredulous 

disbelief" that he had written such an evaluation in view of the fact 

that he had given her excellent ratings the year before. June had 

received excellent evaluations during the years she had taught at 

another Texas school prior to coming to Kingdom. She said she told the 

principal that at one place, it looked as if there was one page he had 

"just ripped off because apparently there was enough evidence already 

against (her) that didn't have anything to do with (her)." She read to 

him another item left in her examples of incidences that had brought her 

into deficiency that had to do with the fact that she had grimaced when 

new students were assigned to her room. She had moved around in the 
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ministry in which her husband was involved and knew the feeling of 

moving into a new community and school. She had always tried to make a 

new child feel welcome and secure and told the principal she knew she 

was not guilty of the accusation. He said, "Okay," and tore that one 

off as if he were saying, "Well, we don't need this. We have six other 

pages for you." The principal's final comment in the meeting was that 

all of the deficiencies could be improved, but that some of the things 

she had done "did look bad for her." She said she had left his office 

totally distraught. Later in the afternoon, her husband had gone to the 

superintendent's home and talked with him about her evaluation. The 

superintendent had supported the principal in the conversation, however, 

June said her husband sensed from his reaction when he told him about 

the evaluations the teachers had received that this information possibly 

was unknown by the superintendent. 

That Friday afternoon when I went to my car in the school parking 

lot I found the principal's wife, Babe, waiting for me. She asked me to 

get into her car with her because she wanted to talk to me. Babe and I 

had been friends through the years we had lived at the ranch and our 

children had been in school together. When I got into the car with her, 

she began to tell me I had just "torn the whole community apart." She 

told me nothing like what I had done had ever happened in Kingdom before 

and now there would probably "be a killing." I asked her what she was 

talking about and she said my husband had threatened her husband, the 

principal. I told her the principal had told me at noon that my husband 

had talked to him that morning, but he had said nothing about any 
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threats and did not seem to be exceedingly alarmed. So far as a 

"killing," I could think of nothing more remote. She kept saying, "I 

just know it will happen--my son will get involved and then your son and 

there will be no end. Its happened before here." The more she talked, 

the more she was working herself into a frenzy. I finally interrupted 

and said, "Babe, I know my husband was angry about my evaluation and he 

may have said some angry things to your husband, but I have lived with 

him for a long time and I know he is not a violent man, so please put 

your fears at rest." She calmed down somewhat and as we continued to 

talk, I tried to explain to her the problems I had encountered in 

directing the Right-to-Read program. I told her that my reasons for 

going before the school board were primarily aimed toward the 

superintendent, who I felt had shirked his responsibility as the 

administrator in our commitment and in keeping the school board and 

staff informed as to what the state expected of Right-to-Read schools. 

She made an interesting remark--the superintendent had called her 

husband after the meeting the night of January 30 and said to him, 

"Well, it looks as if you got the bad end of things, but I'll do all I 

can to help you." 

So intent on our conversation, I had not noticed it was getting 

dark until suddenly my husband drove up beside Babe's car. He said he 

became worried when I bad not arrived home, bad called June and she told 

him she bad seen me in the parking lot with Babe. I explained to him 

that Babe was upset about his talk with her husband earlier in the day 

and that she was afraid he was going to do him bodily harm. MY husband 
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got out of his pickup and assured Babe that he had no intentions of 

harming her husband. He told her be was mad, but that he was the kind 

of guy who said what he thought in a situation of controversy and that 

was it. As the three of us were standing beside the car talking, a car 

drove by on the street a few yards away and slowed almost to a stop. 

Babe recognized her husband and called out to him that she would be on 

in a minute. She said they were to meet at her mother's home in town 

and she guessed he was worried about her too. MY husband asked her if 

she would feel better about everything if he called her husband and 

apologized. She said she would and my husband left to go to his office 

where he made the call. The day had been long and I was glad to bead 

for home. 

On Saturday morning, I gathered together all the documented data I 

had collected since going before the school board in January and drove 

to Wilson's home. She had talked with the Professional Rights and 

Responsibilities (PRR) Director at TSTA and he was going to be in 

Sunnyville over the weekend and would call Wilson and arrange a time to 

meet with him. He had told her to bring all the documentation we had 

that would help him in determining our rights concerning the evaluations 

we had received from the principal. We had planned to meet that morning 

and compile and organize the data we had before meeting with the PR&R 

Director. 

Wilson's husband had poured us a cup of coffee and we had 

distributed our collection of data out on her kitchen table when we 

heard the doorbell ring. To our complete surprise and shock, the 
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principal and his wife were standing at the door. As Wilson invited 

them in, Babe, the principal's wife, said they had driven past Wilson's 

house and thinking no one was home had turned back toward Kingdom. Then 

they had met me, had turned around to follow hoping to find us both 

together at Wilson's home. The principal had followed Babe into the 

room with his posture much like I remembered on the morning after I had 

gone before the school board, head down with arms hanging limply at his 

sides. When Babe finished speaking, and Wilson had invited them to sit 

down, the principal suddenly rushed over to where I was sitting, began 

crying and laid his head on my shoulder saying, "Mrs. Braune, I know 

I've done you wrong. It may mean my job, but we've come to tear up 

these evaluations." 

I consider myself tender hearted and able to empathize quickly with 

others' emotional traumas. Tears generally well up in my own eyes at 

the sight of someone else crying, even if I don't know what they are 

crying about, but this time my reaction was completely different. With 

this unexpected gesture, as the principal's unshaved cheek brushed mine 

and his heavy head lay on my shoulder, I felt as if I were being 

engulfed by a large bear that would perhaps rip me apart the next 

minute--not that I felt fear, but that this was an unmitigated fact to 

which I should be on guard. I was not able to explain then, or even 

now, why I did not feel the principal's actions nor his words were 

sincere, but were, perhaps, a preplanned act of remorse, prompted by 

what reasons, I was not sure. 
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I reached up, putting my hands on his shoulders as I almost lifted 

him up off of me. I got out of my chair and helped him to a chair 

beside me. I told him I did not want anyone to lose their job, I only 

wanted us to get to the root of the problem so everyone could come to 

some kind of reconciliation and agreement. In the course of the 

conversation that followed, the principal and his wife made remarks 

that, although they were not direct accusations, were insinuations to 

the effect that the principal had been pressured by the superintendent 

to write the evaluations in the manner in which they were written. 

There were also some contradictory remarks made. In an attempt to make 

some sort of amends directed toward Wilson, the principal said something 

about the day he took the superintendent to Wilson's room, that he did 

not know he was going to attack her so verbally. The principal had told 

Wilson that afternoon in my presence that the superintendent had taken 

him down to her room and he had no idea why. 

He handed Wilson the original of her evaluation form on which he 

had erased all of the number ratings that he had previously marked, as 

his wife reaffirmed their express reason for coming that day was to 

either tear up the old evaluations or to change them. In a defeated 

sort of voice, he told Wilson to fill in the ratings she wanted on her 

evaluation. As he laid mine on the table, he told me he wanted me to 

tear it up and he would give me another form so I could fill in my own 

ratings. No erasures had been made on my original. 

I told him my feelings were the same as I had expressed to him the 

day before. I did not think tearing up the evaluations and acting as if 
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they never existed was the solution. The evaluations apparently were 

the symptoms of a deeper more complex problem between us and I felt we 

should get to the root of the problem. I told him I still felt we had 

all been lashing out at each other due to a misunderstanding over the 

Right-to-Read program and poor communication with each other. If our 

problems did stem from the changes brought about by the reading program 

we had developed, then we needed to sit down together with the school 

board and the superintendent and at least attempt to solve our 

differences so we could all work and live together peace~ully in the 

future. They both agreed that might be the answer to the dilemma in 

which we found ourselves. 

Wilson and I were both still on our guard, so we did not say 

anything about the impending meeting with the TSTA representative. The 

superintendent had already expressed anger toward Wilson for contacting 

TSTA personnel previously. I had brought two or three copies of the 

text of my presentation I had made to the school board, so before the 

principal and his wife left, I gave him a copy and asked him to read my 

remarks again and to try to understand the position in which I had been 

placed. He took it and agreed to do so. Before they left, the 

principal made the remark to his wife that he felt much better anyway. 

On Sunday, Wilson received a call from the TSTA Director of 

Professional Rights and Responsibilities, who made an appointment to 

meet us on Monday evening. Late Monday afternoon, Wilson and I, 

accompanied by our husbands, met Larry Mullins at a local restaurant in 

Sunnyville. He was a very personable man, probably nearer Wilson's age 
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than mine. I learned that his wife's parents lived there and that was 

the occasion for his being in Sunnyville. We showed him the major 

documents we had brought; the evaluations, the recently adopted board 

policies, and my remarks to the school board. Other information and 

less pertinent documents, we filled in orally. When he had read the 

documents and listened to our other data, he said, "There is no doubt in 

my mind that your evaluations are a capricious retaliation to your going 

before the school board and criticizing the administration." He went on 

to explain to us that what we had done in going to the school board and 

expressing ourselves was a fundamental right of all citizens, even 

teachers, under the "good old American Constitution." We told him about 

the principal's visit to Wilson's home the day before and my suggestion 

that we all sit down with the school board and try to get at the root of 

our problems and reconcile our differences. He showed us a form letter 

that we might use to request a hearing with the board concerning our 

evaluations. I told him I had been thinking I might just resign since 

the situation appeared to continually worsen. He said that certainly 

was an option open to us, but that in his experiences he had seen 

teachers walk away when their rights had been violated only to wish 

later they had taken a stand and fought for those rights. He left the 

form with us and told us that he would be going through Kingdom the 

following day and would plan to have a conference with the · 

superintendent. Perhaps he would be able to arrange a meeting for us 

with the administrators and the school board without the need to write 

the letter. 



341 

We had told Larry that June had also received an evaluation similar 

to ours. He had given us a form letter to give to her in the event she 

wanted to join us in our effort. Following our meeting with Larry, 

Wilson and I went to June's home to discuss the event with her. She 

explained that as much as she would like to join us and see the wrongs 

righted concerning our evaluations, due to her marital circumstances, 

she felt she just couldn't handle any further conflicts. The principal 

had told her that day he wanted to tear up her evaluation and let her 

write her own. She had decided to do that the following day. Certainly 

we understood her position since we each had to do what was best for us 

individually. 

After an unsuccessful attempt to confer with the superintendent the 

next day due to his being in Colby, Larry Mullins stopped by my 

husband's office on his way out of town. He left word for us to go 

ahead and mail the letters. If we were successful in getting a hearing 

with the school board, he would plan to come back to Kingdom and 

accompany us to the meeting. When school was dismissed, Wilson and I 

went by my husband's office to type the letters. The form letter Larry 

had given us indicated a copy was to be sent to Marlin L. Brockette, who 

was the present Texas Commissioner of Education. It also indicated 

copies were to be sent to each board member as well as to the 

superintendent. We followed the suggestions, made multiple copies for 

all parties and dropped them in the mail on our way home (see Document 

00). My husband hand delivered Bob Gresham's copy to him on his way 

home. Bob, my husband's friend, had been elected president of the board 
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immediately following the school board election in which ~ husband was 

defeated on April 1. 

The next day, Wednesday, April 12, proceeded smoothly until late in 

the afternoon. As a matter of precaution toward my personal safety due 

to the accelerating events that were occurring, my husband had insisted 

on dropping by school occasionally to escort me out to my car. He had 

just come into the building and found me across the hall in Mary's room. 

He visited a few minutes with Mary while I collected my things to take 

home. When we were about to leave, the principal's office door, that 

was just down from mine, opened. The seventh grade teacher, Bessy, the 

third grade teacher, Lilly, and the fourth grade teacher, Ruby, came out 

followed by the principal. The teachers proceeded out the front door of 

the building and the principal came our way. About the same time, I 

noticed Babe, the principal's wife had entered the building at the other 

end of the corridor and was coming our way. MY husband shook hands with 

the principal and each greeted the other in a cordial, friendly manner 

with a "Hi, Neighbor." Babe joined us and we passed a few remarks. She 

mentioned something about hoping we could still get together in a 

meeting like we had talked about on Saturday. I did not tell her we had 

written a letter requesting a meeting since I thought it best to wait 

and see what transpired. My husband and I left. 

About seven o'clock, June called me at home and asked if I knew 

they were having an emergency school board meeting in the auditorium. 

Of course, I did not, but immediately suspected it had something to do 

with the letters we had written the day before. June said her husband 
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was going to go see what was happening and she would call me later. We 

called another friend of ours in town and asked him to go too. From 

information from the friends who attended the meeting, we were able to 

conclude that the called meeting was apparently the result of my and 

Wilson's letters asking for a hearing concerning our evaluations. There 

seemed to have been some question at the meeting as to who had called 

it. Only four of the board members were present, Hank Franklin, 

Clarence Wiggins, Leland Winters, and his brother-in-law, Mark Dooley. 

Leland Winters said he had been called to come to the meeting, but 

certainly had not called it. The superintendent, who had taken charge 

of the proceedings, said the president bad called it, but had prior 

commitments and couldn't attend. Later, Bob Gresham, my husband's 

friend who was the new board president, told my husband that he refused 

to call the meeting. He also refused to come if one was set as did Dr. 

Haley. 

I had thought it odd earlier in the afternoon when I had seen the 

seventh, fourth, and third grade teachers coming our of the principal's 

office. When I saw their names on the list of people who attended the 

meeting that night that was made by one of our friends, I was sure it 

had something to do with what occurred later. Other teachers attending 

the meeting were the migrant teacher and the aide who worked with 

Wilson. The principal's daughter-in-law, Iola, was with him and his 

wife. Also attending was Norma, the high school girl's athletic coach, 

Sissy Landers, the high school English teacher and her husband, the 

science teacher. Laura, the special education teacher who taught in the 
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room with Wilson was there accompanied by her husband. She told me 

later that Bessy, the seventh grade teacher, had called her and told her 

to come to the meeting because she was on the Advisory Council, but she 

said she was uncomfortable and didn't understand what the meeting was 

all about. Also attending was a young man who had been teaching seventh 

and eighth grade classes with Bessy that year. The high school 

principal, the superintendent's secretary who also served as the 

tax-collector for the district, and the school's bookkeeper were also 

present. 

I knew the superintendent had not been in his office at all during 

the day and was not there when my husband and I left the campus that 

afternoon after visiting with the principal and his wife for a few 

minutes. Later I learned he had been in Colby again, but apparently had 

arrived back in Kingdom in time for the meeting. He started the meeting 

by reading from the school board policies concerning the evaluation of 

teachers in the system. Then he passed out blank forms to the audience 

and there was some discussion about the form. It was implied that some 

teachers had complained about their evaluations so the meeting appeared 

to stem around approving the forms. Bessy, Lilly, Lula, and some of the 

other teachers were quite vocal in saying they saw nothing wrong with 

the evaluation form. Had Wilson, June and I been there we would have 

agreed, our complaint did not concern the form, but the unscrupulous way 

the form had been used. At one point in the meeting, Babe, the 

principal's wife made the remark, "We went to Mrs. Wilson's home to try 

to change the evaluation ••• ," but was quickly told to be quiet by 
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her husband. There was some discussion abdUt seeking legal counsel in 

the matter and Hank Franklin was asked to look into the matter. After 

more discussion, one of the board members said he thought they were in 

error in even being there according to board policies and procedures and 

he thought they should all go home, so the meeting broke up. 

Thursday passed without incidence, or so we thought. Later we 

found out that Bessy, the seventh grade teacher who had taught a number 

of years with the principal, was telling teachers and aides that my 

husband had attacked the principal in a drunken rage. When she had 

pulled Patsy, the migrant aide who also worked with Wilson, aside in the 

cafeteria and related the story to her, Bessy had told her something had 

to be done to help the principal. Patsy told her she did not know what 

had happened, but it didn't sound like anything that concerned the 

teachers or aides, that if the principal had a complaint, he should go 

to local law authorities. 

During my planning period that was the last period of the day, I 

went to the special programs' room to talk to Laura, the special 

education teacher who was new to the school that year. I had tried to 

go out of my way to make her feel welcome in the school, since she 

seemed to be left out of the social circles of the various groups of 

teachers. I told her I knew she and her husband had been at the meeting 

the night before and I felt I should tell her what had prompted the 

meeting so she could choose whether she wanted to become involved in it 

or not. I explained to her that Wilson and I were upset about our 

personal evaluations from the principal and had requested a hearing with 
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other teachers to become involved in our personal conflict with 

administration. She said she was grateful for the information, since 

she had no idea what had prompted the meeting and certainly this was 

none of her concern. 
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After school, June, Sissy Landers, the high school English teacher, 

and I drove together to the local Review Club meeting that we regularly 

attended as members twice each month. Following the meeting, June 

dropped Sissy and me off at the school parking lot where we had left our 

cars. I took the opportunity to give Sissy the same information I had 

given Laura. I had considered Sissy a friend. She had taught my son in 

seventh grade when she and her husband were first married and came to 

Kingdom to live. They had moved away for a number of years and taught 

in a large urban system, but returned to Kingdom because they wanted to 

raise their three children in a smaller community. They had bought some 

land from the superintendent near the edge of town and built a lovely 

home. I had taught all three of the children and had good rapport with 

both her and her husband. I sensed a coolness in her reactions as I 

talked with her and suspected she had been aware of what had prompted 

the meeting the night before. I told her the conflict was between 

Wilson and me and the administrators, and I saw no reason for the 

teachers becoming involved. She made some remark about having to keep 

her job. I showed her a copy of the letter I had mailed to the board 

and told her I just wanted her to know what she was getting involved in. 

I thought it was strange that she asked if she could keep the copy of my 

~-----------------------------------------



347 

letter. I said, "No, I just showed it to you to verify what I was 

telling you." I was disappointed in the coolness of her attitude toward 

me. 

At the end of the school day on Friday, Becky, the homemaking 

teacher, came rushing into my room to tell me she had seen an agenda 

posted on the superintendent's office door for a school board meeting 

scheduled for the next Monday night. On the agenda was listed a 

grievance to be brought before the board by a group of teachers headed 

by Sissy Landers. Becky was angry because she felt she had been used. 

On Thursday, the day before, Sissy had come to her room and asked her if 

she could get a copy of the grievance form the committee had decided on 

in the meetings with the TSTA representative. Becky told her the 

example the representative left with her would need to be retyped into a 

form style since there were notes written on the sample one. Sissy 

asked her if she would type it and get it ready for her since the 

Advisory Council wanted it that day. Becky had solicited the assistance 

of her co-teacher, Judy, and together they had found time between 

classes to type the form and get it to Sissy. When Becky had seen the 

posted agenda, she knew the reason for the urgency. 

By the time Becky finished relating the events to me, June had 

joined us and the three of us started to the high school building to 

read the agenda. When we got there the door was already locked and 

everyone had gone for the day. The superintendent's office door was 

located a few feet on the right of the hallway just inside the two 

double glass outside doors. By pressing my face against the glass and 
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blocking out light around my eyes with my hands, I could read some of 

the words. We were in the process of trying to read it when June's 

husband drove up. We told him what had happened and what we were trying 

to do. He said sometimes when he had met there with the boy scouts he 

had found the door didn't lock real good sometimes. When he pulled on 

it, sure enough it came open. He took it from the door where it was 

taped so we could copy it. I was sure someone would come by and have us 

arrested for breaking and entering, but we managed to write down the 

information, return the agenda to its place and pull the door so it 

locked. There were several items on the agenda, but the ones we were 

interested in were those listed as numbers six and seven. They stated: 

6. Consider a grievance matter--a request to be placed on the 
school board agenda for the purpose of presenting a grievance 
concerning the inability to perform positive work under negative 
conditions. Mrs. Landers and a group of teachers requested to 
appear as prescribed under Section 2(g). 
7. Consider personnel evaluation and appointments for 1978-79 under 
Article 6552-17, Revised Civil Statutes of Texas, Section 2(g). 
The board may conveniently meet in closed or executive meeting or 
session for this purpose. 

Wilson and I were in a dilemma as to whether to attend the meeting 

or not. At that point we did not know for certain the grievance the 

teachers were filing was against us, however from all indications, it 

would seem so. Monday, April 17, the day on which the board would be 

meeting to hear the teachers' grievance, was far from an ordinary day. 

The blinds that were generally open in the superintendent's office were 

drawn throughout the day. The window in the principal's office that 

faced the playground and was next to the back door of the cafeteria 

where the teachers took their students to the playground after lunch 
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also had its blind drawn. June and I usually sat on a concrete bench on 

the playground after lunch while our children played. Occasionally her 

husband dropped by and visited with her, especially if he had a message 

concerning who needed to pick up their young daughter at the day care. 

On this particular day, my husband came by the playground to bring 

me a message concerning a meeting that had been arranged for us in 

Sunnyville that afternoon. As we were talking, June touched my arm and 

subtly motioned toward the health room window that was next to the 

blind-drawn window in the principal's office. Lelah, the 

superintendent's wife and Bessy, who I now suspected was the ring-leader 

in the grievance that had been filed, were at the window with necks 

stretched and noses pressed against the glass watching us. When my 

husband waved at them, they quickly drew back into the room. He said he 

thought he would go through the building and say hello to the principal 

to allay any suspicions. So far as the incident concerning my husband 

and the principal, we considered the matter closed following our talk 

with Babe and my husband's apology to the principal. 

Later my husband told me that as he entered the elementary 

building from the rear and started down the hall toward the front door, 

the principal came from his office and met him. They had greeted each 

other with a "Hi, Neighbor," passed a few comments about the day and my 

husband left. As he got into his pickup that was parked in front of the 

high school building, he saw Lelah and Bessy in the hallway of that 

building watching him, so he waved to them again, at which point they 

withdrew from sight as before. 
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After Wilson and I had discovered the posted agenda on Friday 

afternoon, we called Larry Mullins at TSTA headquarters. He told us he 

thought it best we not go to the Monday night meeting. Had he not had a 

prior commitment, he said he would come to Kingdom and attend the 

meeting in our interest. Knowing my husband and the attorney in whose 

building he maintained an office were friends, he suggested we ask him 

to sit in on the meeting. 

The young attorney agreed to go and suggested he call a friend of 

his, the young District Attorney in Sunnyville and ask him to attend 

with him. Sam Garner, the attorney in Sunnyville agreed, but wanted to 

know more history of the events occurring. The message my husband had 

brought at noon concerned an appointment that afternoon at Sunnyville. 

As soon as school was dismissed, Wilson and I, accompanied by our 

husbands and the young attorney from Kingdom, drove to Sunnyville for a 

conference with Sam Garner. 

County lines separated Sunnyville and Kingdom, so Sam was the 

District Attorney of the county in which Sunnyville was located and the 

area extending away from Kingdom. When we finished relating our story 

to him, he said he definitely thought someone should attend the meeting 

to take notes on the events that occurred because he suspected there was 

some "hanky-panky" going on. It so happened he had no other commitments 

that night and agreed to accompany the Kingdom attorney to the meeting. 

The waiting that night was agonizingly long for both Wilson and me 

at our respective homes. My friend, the retired English teacher, was 

the first to call me. She and her husband had decided to attend the 
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meeting to see what transpired. Her first encounter when she had 

arrived in the school auditorium before the meeting got underway had 

been with Babe, the principal's wife, who came over to her and began to 

tell her that my husband had been drunk and attacked her husband. My 

friend had said, "Why Babe, I know J. C. Braune and I know there is not 

a shred of truth in what you are saying." Babe had said, "Oh, he was. 

He was slobbering drunk and threatened my husband's life." Babe moved 

back to her seat beside her husband when my friend insisted she would 

not even listen to such accusations. MY friend had always had high 

regard for Babe during the number of years they had been acquainted when 

Babe's husband had taught in the school where my friend taught prior to 

coming to Kingdom and during the years she had been in the Kingdom 

system. Babe was a beautiful woman and had passed on that beauty to her 

two daughters and to her two sons who were attractive young men. The 

children were all talented and had been outstanding in the drama and 

speech department during the years my friend was in charge of that 

department in the Kingdom high school. MY friend was appalled by the 

statement Babe had made to her. 

The first item discussed when the meeting opened was as to who 

could call a board meeting. It was finally decided from documents read 

that any one of the board could do so, so long as it was possible to get 

a quorum in attendance. Soon after that business had been completed the 

board announced they would retire to the superintendent's office in 

closed executive session to hear the grievances from the group of 

teachers. My friend made a list of the names of the group of teachers 
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who moved to the back of the auditorium to be prepared to go into the 

superintendent's office where the board would meet behind closed doors. 

Around 9:45 the board convened back into the auditorium and Sissy 

Landers, who had acted as leader of the group, was asked to read the 

grievance statement (see Document PP). It was as follows: 

Undue pressures and tensions have created undesirable teaching 
conditions in the elementary building so that the total teaching 
and learning environment has been affected. These pressures and 
tensions are causing factions among the faculty, administration, 
and community. 

The next item of business the board considered was one of letting 

bids on air-conditioning the school buildings, an item listed further up 

on the listed agenda posted earlier, but for some reason was considered 

at that point in the meeting. Following the dispensation of that item 

of business, Dr. Haley made a motion that the board hire Clint Mobley, a 

Colby attorney, to represent the school district in any legal problems 

that might arise. Leland Winters seconded the motion and the vote 

carried. Bob Gresham, my husband's friend, was acting president of the 

board and of course didn't vote. Hank Franklin who was also a friend of 

my husband abstained from voting, although he had been designated by the 

superintendent at the called Wednesday night meeting to look into 

securing legal counsel for the board. Later, Hank told my husband that 

the superintendent was the one who had contacted the attorney in Colby 

and arranged for him to be there. After the board had voted to hire the 

attorney, he stood and asked in his legal capacity to make a 

recommendation to the board. His recommendation was that the board not 

permit teachers any appeals of their evaluations. The board followed 
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his recommendation and adopted such a policy. At that point, the board 

again retired into closed executive session to consider the contracts of 

employees in the system. 

MY friend and her husband left the meeting when the board retired 

into closed executive session. She had determined who was a part of the 

group going into the board to "grieve" and had observed other proceeding 

of the meeting that would prove helpful to Wilson and me. She was aware 

the board could stay in closed session until late into the night and 

according to the account from the two attorneys who had attended to 

observe events for us, that was indeed true. It was well after midnight 

before the board meeting ended. Then the two attorneys oonferenced on 

into the morning hours with the school board's newly elected legal 

counsel who had retired with the board into the superintendent's office 

for the closed session. It appeared that the board's attorney was 

convinced that Wilson and I, as well as my husband, had caused grave 

problems for the system and the board had to decide what to do. 

Later, the names of the teachers who appeared before the board were 

confirmed when Wilson and I had access to the grievance form signed by 

those who filed it. The group consisted of the following people and the 

respective positions they held: Bessy, seventh grade; Ruby, fourth 

grade; Lilly, third grade; Lula, migrant teacher; Edith, migrant aide; 

Iola, high school English and Title I; Norma, high school business and 

girl's athletic coach; Rose, Title I aide and part-time secretary for 

the superintendent; and Bobby Dungan, the eighth grade and junior high 

coach. Wilson and I were puzzled by the presence of Bobby Dungan. This 
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had been his first experience teaching. Small in stature, he was a 

quiet introverted kind of young man. He had found a friend in Mary the 

kindergarten teacher whose nature it was to be kind and considerate to 

everyone. He had often stopped by her room to visit and had expressed 

the unhappiness he had felt that year in the Kingdom system. On one 

occasion Wilson had related her concern for the young man when her 

seventh grade son had told her the principal had called a few of the 

oys in his class into the office and questioned them about things that 

ad happened in their classroom. Her son had told her that nothing 

really had ever happened in the room except, due to the nature of the 

teacher, the kids sometimes took advantage of him. When the principal 

ad asked the boys if they would be willing to go before the school 

. oard and relate some of the things that had happened, her son and some 

r the others had said no, that they liked the man who was their coach. 

far as we knew nothing ever developed concerning the matter, but 

son and I had remarked to each other that the young man was possibly 

e ng harassed by the principal and perhaps by Bessy who taught with 

We were aware that the principal's son was completing his master's 

egree at the university in Sunnyville and would soon be looking for a 

ob . 

From the conversation with the board's attorney, our two attorney 

riends assumed the board, due to the late hour of the night, had not 

co eted action on the employment of the staff for the coming year and 

set another board meeting on Thursday, April 20, to resume 

e berations . Wilson and I were becoming more convinced that the 
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grievances the teachers had voiced to the board were directed toward us 

and could have a devastating impact on the board's decision to renew our 

contracts. We were also becoming more convinced that the confrontation 

between my husband and the principal on the dirt road adjoining our 

ranch homes was being exaggerated into inconceivable proportions and was 

being used as a weapon against us. 

The following day, my husband was approached by the two board 

embers who were his friends, Hank Franklin and Bob Gresham. They asked 

to relate to them exactly what had happened during the meeting on 

, e road between him and the principal. MY husband told them the same 

ing be had told me the day it happened. He also told them about the 

e ents t hat transpired later in the afternoon and his call to the 

. rincipal at which time he apologized because Babe, the principal's 

, e, was so fearful of further confrontations between them. The two 

e told my husband his account sounded much more like what they would 

ex ect of him than the insinuated remarks they had beard. They 

re rained from telling him exactly what had been said in the meeting the 

t before, but we were sure that our previous suspicions were indeed 

o firmed . Now we were wondering if the exaggerated story of my 

and's confrontation with the principal had been spread deliberately 

o e day the board members received the letters from Wilson and me 

a ng for a bearing concerning our evaluations that resulted in the 

rgency board meeting held that Wednesday night and attended by all of 

e teachers whose names later appeared on the grievance form. The time 

e lapse seemed to indicate this possibility, since the confrontation 



between my husband and the principal had occurred on Friday morning, 

April 7, and the incidents indicating alarm among school personnel did 

not occur until Wednesday, April 12, almost a week later. 
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The next three days passed slowly as Wilson and I waited uneasily 

for the results of the impending board meeting Thursday night, April 20. 

On Friday morning the principal came by my room to tell me that the 

board. had considered contracts the night before, but had passed over 

t ose of mine and Wilson's and would consider them at a later time. 

Later in the morning, Bob Gresham, president of the school board, 

and-delivered a letter to me and to Wilson (see Document QQ). The 

context of the letter was as follows: 

Dear Mrs. Braune: 

RE: Appeal Request in Accordance with Article 11.13(a) of the Texas 
Education Agency Code In the Matter of the Teacher Evaluation 
It is the policy of the Board of Education of the Kingdom 
Independent School District that no appeals will be heard on the 
matter of the teacher evaluation. 
Tbe Board of Education bas established a grievance procedure in 
relation to complaints that you may follow if you choose to request 
a hearing before the full Board. 

Copies of the grievance procedures are available in the 
superintendent's office. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Bob Gresham, President 
Kingdom School Board 

During my lunch period, the principal called me to his office and 

old me the superintendent wanted Wilson and me to file the above 

e tioned grievance form that afternoon, so he could set a board meeting 

r the coming Monday night. The principal had already talked to Wilson 

d she bad declined to file the form until we had time to talk to our 
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Texas State Teachers' Association representative who had been advising 

us. I told him I was of the same opinion as Wilson, but he continued to 

insist that the superintendent wanted the form filed before the end of 

the day. Suggesting I try to talk with the TSTA advisor, I asked 

permission to leave the campus and make the call from my husband's 

office. The principal said I would have to get permission from the 

superintendent. After asking June and Mary to watch my students on the 

playground during the lunch recess, I quickly dashed by Wilson's room to 

tell her I was going to try to get in touch with Larry Mullins to see 

hat we should do. She was glad and said she would be anxious to know 

his advice. From there I went directly to the superintendent's office, 

explained to him that I needed to make a personal long-distance 

telephone call and asked permission to go to my husband's office to do 

so while my students were being supervised on the playground by the 

other two primary teachers during the lunch break. 

Raving been granted permission to leave the campus, I drove to my 

sband's office. As I stepped out of my car and was entering the 

office building, I caught sight of the superintendent's secretary slowly 

riving her car about a block behind me. When I was inside the 

building , she passed by, peering inside as if to see if I was there, and 

en beaded back toward the school campus. I was infuriated that I had 

een follo~ed. Upon making my call to Larry Mullins, I was told by his 

secretary that he was out of town for the day and would not be available 

til the weekend, so I left my name and number for him to return my 

call. 
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As I left my car in the parking lot when I returned to the school 

campus, I was aware that the superintendent's secretary and Lelah, his 

wife, were watching me from the shadows of the office window. Wilson 

was waiting for me in my classroom. After discussing our situation, we 

agreed we should wait until we were able to contact Larry Mullins to 

decide whether or not to process a grievance form and to be sure he 

could come to Kingdom to accompany us in a hearing before the board. 

Together we went to the principal's office and told him our decision. 

We were successful in contacting Larry over the weekend and his 

advice was that if the grievance procedure was the only route open for 

us to talk to the school board, by all means, we should take it. In 

answer to our question as to how to state our grievance on the form, he 

said he was not sure that it made any difference what we stated and 

suggested that we word our grievance statement the same way the group of 

teachers who had gone before the board the week before had worded 

tb.eirs. Larry told us he would be able to come to Kingdom any night 

duri.ng the coming week, but for us to be sure to let him know as soon as 

possibl e when the superintendent set the meeting. 

Monday morning, Wilson and I found the principal and told him we 

ere ready to file the grievance form. He told us we would have to get 

t e forms from the superintendent's office. At other times, we might 

have felt some intimidation in having to ask for forms on which to file 

a grievance, but Wilson and I were beyond being intimidated now. The 

fact that the public posting of school board agendas as required by law 

ere posted on the superintendent's inside office door was no longer an 
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important to be informed rather than to be intimidated. 
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We had made an appointment to meet with the principal as soon as 

school was dismissed. Wilson and I had decided we would ask the faculty 

representatives that had been elected by the faculty in March to 

accompany us. Wilson contacted Laura, the special education teacher who 

shared the classroom with her and represented the special programs 

personnel. I contacted Ruby, the kindergarten through fourth grade 

representative who reluctantly agreed to accompany us. When we met with 

the principal, he looked over the grievance form we had filled out (see 

Document RR for complete document) and said, "I see no way I can resolve 

this grievance, so I will refer it to the next level." After he had 

ritten his statement in the appropriate space and signed his name and 

date, he asked us to accompany him to the superintendent's office to 

complete the next step in the grievance procedure. Once there, the same 

process occurred, no questions were asked, the superintendent read over 

the form, stated that he saw no way he could resolve the grievance and 

that he would refer it to the next or third step. As the superintendent 

wrote his disposition on the form, signed and dated it, he told us he 

would call a meeting Thursday night for us to meet with the school 

board, the next step in the grievance process. Wilson and I agreed to 

t e time, thanked the administrators and the faculty representatives who 

ad accompanied us through the grievance process. 

The last week of April proved to be another suspenseful week as 

ilson and I waited for the impending board meeting on Thursday night. 
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There was no doubt in our minds that the outcome of the meeting would 

determine whether our employment with the Kingdom school district 

continued or was terminated. Larry Mullins had assured us that he would 

speak in our behalf and would direct the questions in such a way that 

all we would have to do would be to reply as he attempted to act as a 

mediator between all parties concerned, the administrators, the school 

board , and Wilson and me. I naively thought that finally we were 

getting around to the meeting I had suggested at Wilson's house the day 

Babe and the principal had come to destroy the evaluations, a meeting 

here everyone could lay their cards out on the table, get to the root 

of the problems and come to some professional decisions so we could all 

get on with educating the students in the Kingdom system--wishful 

inking, to say the least. 

Larry Mullins had told Wilson and me that he would arrive early in 

ingdom Thursday afternoon so we could meet as soon as school was 

dismissed to map our strategy for the night's meeting. During the last 

eriod of the day, Larry stopped by my room to tell me that an 

.expected event had occurred and be would have to meet with Wilson and 

e later. When he bad arrived, he had gone to the superintendent's 

o fice to visit with hi.m. The superintendent had told him there was a 

group of teachers that wanted to meet with him and he was on his way to 

Bessy's seventh grade room where he was suppose to meet them. I agreed 

itb him that this was indeed a puzzling occurrence, but told him there 

as no problem with our meeting being detained. We agreed Wilson and I 



would meet him at my husband's office when he finished the meeting at 

school. 

Wilson hurried toward my room as soon as the dismissal bell rang. 

Sbe bad seen Larry briefly in the hall and he told her he would see us 

later . She had overheard Ruby, Lula and Edith discussing something 
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abo t going to a meeting. I filled her in on what Larry had told me as 

·,e started to leave the building. We met Becky and Judy, the homemaking 

eacbers in the parking lot and while we were talking, Laura, the 

s ecial education teacher drove up, jumped out of her car and in an 

rritated voice asked u.s what was going on. She had just arrived at the 

eauty shop and was told that someone had called from the office to tell 

er to come back to school for a meeting. We told her the only meeting 

e knew about was in Bessy's seventh grade room with the TSTA 

e, resenta tive. As she rushed on to see if that was the meeting she was 

led to attend, I suggested that maybe the meeting had been requested 

t e faculty advisory council. Judy quickly spoke up and said that if 

at was the case, she had been left out since she was a faculty 

e resenta tive on the council. Judy and Becky decided they would crash 

,e eeting to see what was going on while Wilson and I left to wait at 

husband 's office for Larry Mullins. 

It was Becky who arrived first with news of the meeting. She said 

e she and Judy walked into the seventh grade classroom, it was like 

el in the lion's den except that the lions were not docile. The 

o s attacking Larry Mullins were Bessy, apparently the leader; Ruby, 

e ourtb grade teacher; Lula, the migrant teacher; Edith, the migrant 
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aide; Sissy Landers, the high school English teacher who had acted as 

spokesperson for the group of teachers who had filed the grievance to 

the school board; Lilly, the third grade teacher; Iola, the principal's 

daughter-in-law; Clara Langley and her husband the board member who had 

parked in the back parking lot and arrived at about the same time as 

Becky and Judy. Larry arrived as Becky finished telling us who was at 

the meeting. He looked at Becky and said, "I didn't know who you were, 

but I was so glad when you walked in that room with your friendly and 

sympathetic face. I thought I was going to be eaten alive!" 

After we had formally introduced Larry to Becky, he picked up the 

story of the meeting. He said it was hard to make any sense of the 

whol e thing since everyone was hurling accusations toward him at the 

same time. Bessy was telling him she knew who he was, that he was 

related to a prominent family in Sunnyville--for whatever significance 

that carried. Ruby was loudly casting antagonistic remarks about "Mrs. 

Braune and her program" and her not caring anything about the 

rincipal's life--"just her program, just her program." As Larry 

related remarks, Becky helped attach names of those who had said them. 

Be had concluded that the anger directed toward him had come as a result 

of thei r being told by the superintendent that Larry wanted to meet with 

them while on the other hand, he had been told by the superintendent the 

group of teachers had requested to meet with him. This, we assured him, 

as not the first time we had suspected people were being played against 

eac other in this fiasco taking place in the Kingdom school system. 

arry said when he had regained his composure after the initial shock of 
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being attacked in such a way, he became really annoyed and angry. He 

had given them quite a lecture because by that time he had figured out 

that they composed the group who had filed the grievance and gone before 

t he school board apparently to discredit Wilson and me. He had told 

t hem that he could not understand their becoming involved in the issue 

and that it was highly probable they would find themselves before a 

f ederal judge with their hand on a bible. At that remark, Sissy Landers 

had bolted from the room saying she did not have to stay and listen to 

r emarks like that. Larry had told Clyde Langley, the board member, that 

he certainly had no business there with the group of teachers. With the 

attack from "Daniel," the lions quickly disbursed. 

As we continued discussing the events that had occurred and the 

group of teachers who had attacked Larry, he suddenly remembered the 

significance of Sissy Langley's name. A year or so earlier, she had 

·contacted him at the association headquarters to inquire about her 

rights she felt the Kingdom school system had abridged. It seems the 

dist r i ct had made a mistake on her salary check over a period of several 

ontb s. When it was discovered, the superintendent insisted she repay 

the amount plus a high rate of accrued interest. She objected and 

called Larry for assistance. He agreed to intervene in her behalf, but 

ater she told him she had decided to drop the matter and pay the total 

amount. Her decision did not surprise me, since she had told me in our 

conversation a few days earlier that she had to keep her job. 

After such an exhausting experience for Larry, Wilson and I 

s ggested we all go to the local restaurant to eat a leisurely meal 



while we discussed the impending meeting. Our husbands who had joined 

us agreed with the idea. If the events of the afternoon were any 

indication, we might just as well "play it by ear" anyway, because it 

was anybody's guess as to what might happen that night. 
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We arrived in the high school auditorium a few minutes before the 

appointed time. All of the board members were present along with the 

superintendent and the principal and his wife Babe. I didn't see Lelah, 

the superintendent's wife, and wondered why she was not there. I'm sure 

Larry Mullins was not over joyed to see that most of the group of 

teachers with whom he had been subjected earlier in the day were 

present. The meeting was called to order by Bob Gresham, president of 

the board, and the purpose of the meeting was announced. There was some 

discussion as to whether the grievance discussion should be held in an 

open or closed session. Larry Mullins speaking for Wilson and me agreed 

to a closed session. It was announced that the closed session would be 

held in the typing room down the hall from the auditorium. As Larry, 

ilson and I, accompanied by our husbands, followed the board members 

toward the meeting room, I noticed that the superintendent and principal 

remaine d seated. Apparently they were going to absent themselves from 

eeting with us. When we reached the door of the typing room, we were 

introduced to Mr. Mobley who was the attorney the school board had 

retained the week before. He asked Wilson and me to wait outside 

ecause he and the board wanted to talk with Larry before seeing us. 

We waited in the hall for quite some time. I introduced myself to 

a well-dressed young man standing there who was a stranger to me. He 
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told me he was an intern who was working with Mr. Mobley in Colby and 

had come along for the trip and the experience. He was a nice young man 

and we visited for a little while. Then Becky breezed in from outside 

and down the hall to where we were standing. In a hushed voice, she 

told us we would never believe what she had seen. She had just left her 

classroom that was located in the school gymnasium some distance away 

from the high school where she had been working late. Walking on the 

sidewalk, as she neared the high school building, she saw the lights 

were on the typing room and through the ground-level windows could see 

the board members seated there. She said suddenly three figures that 

had been squatting outside the windows looking in jumped up and ran, 

.apparently startled by her approach, but not before Becky was able to 

recognize them. It was Lelah, the superintendent's wife, Molly, his 

secretary, who had followed me to my husband's office a few days before, 

and Rose, the Title I and part-time office aide. 

Finally Larry Mullins opened the meeting room door and called to 

e. As I entered the room, I spoke to each of the board members who 

were scattered about the room in the rows of student desks. When I 

passed by the only stranger in the room, I assumed him to be Mark 

Dooley, the new board member. I stopped, extended my hand to shake his, 

as I introduced myself and told him I was glad to have the opportunity 

to meet him and have him hear me before he voted on my contract. As he 

s ook my hand, my impression was that he was either shy or my remark had 

embarrassed him. Hr. Mobley was sitting in a chair facing the board 

embers as if he were in charge of the meeting. I soon learned that he 
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most definitely was in charge. Larry was sitting at a desk in the 

middle of the room. As Mr. Mobley directed me to sit in a student desk 

that was also facing the group, Larry asked permission to explain to me 

what was transpiring. The school board's attorney nodded his head 

indicating he could. Then Larry explained to me that Mr. Mobley had 

laid the ground rules and he could not mediate for us. The board had 

agreed to listen to whatever Wilson and I had to say. Mr. Mobley 

r eiterated Larry's last sentence to me, emphasizing to me that the board 

would listen only, that I was to give facts only in what I had to say 

and refrain from opinions. 

By this time, I should have been totally prepared for the 

unexpected, but for a few seconds I was completely caught off guard. I 

had my evaluation in the folder I had brought with me. As I pulled it 

from the folder, I told them that Wilson and I had initially asked for a 

hearing concerning our evaluations and had been denied that request, so 

if the ground rules were such that they would just listen to whatever I 

bad to say, I wanted to defend myself on the charges made in my 

evaluation. I looked at Mr. Mobley for some indication of response. He 

nodded his head and said they would listen to whatever I had to say. 

I read to them each point of my evaluation on which I had been 

found to be deficient and the examples cited by the principal that had 

brought me into deficiency. Then I gave my version of each episode the 

princi pal had cited, a version that differed somewhat when each example 

was put into context (see Document YY for complete written reply). The 

.group of men sat very quiet and attentive as I spoke, but no questions 
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were asked. In my closing remarks, I thanked them for hearing my side 

of the story since I felt it was only fair that teachers be allowed to 

defend themselves when they felt unfairly evaluated. When I had 

finished, Mr. Mobley asked me to step back out into the hall and to ask 

Mrs. Wilson to come in. 

As I did so, I explained the situation in the meeting room quickly 

to Wilson. She was caught off guard as I had been, since she also 

expected assistance from Larry Mullins in discussing points with the 

board. She hurriedly looked through the folder of material she had with 

her i .n an effort to decide what she should say to the waiting board. 

She followed much the same procedure as I in defending the charges made 

by the principal in her evaluation. In her closing statements, she 

stressed that the school system had some deep internal problems that 

needed to be reconciled. When Dr. Haley had asked what the major 

problem was as she saw it, she had answered that it was one of 

communication. 

At the local restaurant when we were having coffee following the 

meeting, Larry Mullins told Wilson she certainly bad summed up the 

problem in the one word, communication. He said he had never felt so 

compl etely blocked as far as communicating with a school system as a 

Professional Rights and Responsibilities professional as he had felt in 

dealing with the people in the Kingdom school system. Wilson and I 

expressed concern as to whether we had said the right things in speaking 

to the board. Larry expressed his sorrow and disappointment that be had 

not been able to mediate for us, but told us that what we said was 
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appropriate and was very professionally stated. However, he continued 

that it really would not have mattered what we said because he felt the 

group of men bad already determined not to listen to us. Larry left us 

with regrets that he had not been able to help us more and, based on 

what be had witnessed that day, gave us little hope that our contracts 

would be renewed with the Kingdom school system. 

Wilson and I arrived at school about the same time the next 

orning, Friday, April 28, 1978, the last school day of an exhausting 

ontb of events. We stopped by the health room where the faculty 

bathroom was located. Wilson had just stepped inside the small bathroom 

and closed the door when the principal came through the outside entry 

door s of the elementary building. Seeing me standing in the health 

room, he quickly came toward me, closing the health room door behind 

him . He said, "Mrs. Braune, I need to tell you that what the board did 

before still stands." I asked him just exactly what he meant and with a 

composure of one who was very uncomfortable with a mission at hand, he 

repeated the same statement. I very bluntly asked, "Are you trying to 

tell me I don't have a contract for next year?" With a look of relief 

t at I had worded his message for him, he told me yes, that was correct. 

About that time, as Wilson flushed the toilet, the principal jumped in 

alarm, turned around and said, "Who is in there? I was supposed to tell 

you this in private I" He looked relieved as the door opened and he saw 

it was Wilson stepping out into the room. I told her I thought the 

rincipal had something to tell her and he proceeded to relay to her the 

same message. Neither Wilson nor I were shocked by the news as we stood 
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looking at each other after the principal had left the room, but both of 

us felt defiled. With that feeling, the bathroom was probably the most 

appropriate place for us to find out we were finally being discarded as 

teachers in the Kingdom school system. 

Personally, I felt devastated and exhausted. On Saturday, my 

hus band and I were suppose to travel with the Kingdom Women's Club, to 

which I belonged, to Colby for a river boat tour, an outing with our 

spouses to celebrate the end of our club year. Among the group would be 

the principal and his wife, three of the board members and their wives, 

as well as four of the teachers who had filed the grievance against 

il son and me, Ruby, Lula, Iola, Sissy Landers, and their respective 

husbands. I felt I could not bring myself to spend a day that was 

supposed to be a happy social occasion with these people toward whom I 

was really feeling anger. After I telephoned the lady in charge of the 

trip to cancel our reservation, I suddenly realized for the first time 

th a t not only bad my career come to an end with the local school system, 

but many of the social interactions my husband and I had enjoyed for as 

long as we had been a part of the Kingdom community had also ended. I 

indulged myself in a much needed release of tears for the first time 

during the long stressful school year. 

The month of May seemed to fly by as I realized the brevity of time 

I bad left to spend with the Kingdom students in my classroom, whom I 

l oved teaching, and with my colleagues, Mary, June and Wilson whom I 

cher ished dearly. Three of the school days I spent glued to my bed at 

ome wi t h what the doctor diagnosed as vertigo. With all that was 
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happening concerning board meetings, evaluations and confrontations, I 

had consistently met the demands of my classroom duties with my 28 

students as well as having planned my younger daughter's wedding that 

occurred the first of April. Regretfully, her wedding had proved to be 

a most stressful period of time for her and the entire family due to the 

events that were occurring in my situation with the school system. Many 

of her friends were daughters and sons of the people on the opposite 

side of the fence in the conflict. In the final weeks, we had decided 

against a large wedding in one of the churches of Kingdom in favor of a 

s all one in the country church, located a few miles from our ranch that 

we .had attended since moving to the area, with only a gathering of 

family and her friends from Texas Tech, the university from which she 

ad graduated in December. I suppose the mental and emotional 

exhausti on of the year finally got the best of me. One morning after 

t e alarm had sounded and I started to get out of bed, everything went 

ack and my husband found me a few minutes later on the floor. Every 

e I t ried to raise up the next two days, the room started spinning 

l ike a merry-go-round. I stayed out of school three days, and probably 

s ould have st ayed out longer since I had almost 40 accumulated sick 

eave days . 

The pr inci pal was really glad to see me when I came back. An 

e derly reti red tea cher had been secured to substitute for me and when 

s e had t roubl e with the lunch report, the principal had come in each 

or · ing t o do i t for her. After he had explained to me the situation, 

e said , "I under stand now what you were trying to tell me about the 
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difficulty in doing the lunch reports quickly with the little ones and I 

assure you there will be some changes made next year in the way we 

handle them." I told him it was a little late for me, but for the other 

teachers I was glad. I remarked that maybe some good changes in the 

school system would come as a result of all that had happened, and if 

so, the effort bad been worthwhile. As the conversation ended, he also 

to1d me that he intended to make reading a priority in the school. 

Perhaps he thought the statement might give me some comfort at that 

point and it did, to a small degree. 

Wilson, who also was out of school a few days during May with a 

case of sore throat, and I continued to pursue any avenues we felt were 

open to us in an attempt to regain our employment with the Kingdom 

school system because we felt the events concerning our dismissal were 

unfai r to us as teachers. Larry Mullins suggested we use the same form 

letter we had used to request a hearing concerning our evaluations with 

the board to request a bearing concerning the non-renewal of our 

cont racts. We followed his suggestion and mailed letters to the board 

president on Hay 2, 1978 (see Document SS). The board met on May 4 and 

voted not to hear teachers on appeals concerning non-renewal of one-year 

contracts. On May 8 Wilson and I received letters confirming the 

board 's decision (see Document TT). In the meantime, on May 3, 1978, 

Larry had mailed a letter to the president of the Kingdom school board 

in which he stated TSTA's position in the matter--to assist members in 

receiving due process (see Document UU). In his letter he stated: 
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If these teachers lost their jobs because of proof of incompetency 
that is within the purview of the board, but if this action is in 
retaliation for their freedom of speech that would be a violation 
of the Constitution. The ultimate decision is one that must be 
made by the board of trustees. The question as to whether or not 
the board's decision will be appealed is in the hands of Mrs. 
Bratme and Mrs. Wilson. 

TSTA's decision to assist these members in an appeal will be made 
by a committee of teachers at large. They are from various parts 
of the state. Points of view from anyone wishing to contact the 
committee in care of PR&R Committee, TSTA, 316 West 12th Street, 
Austin, 78701, will be considered. 

After Wilson and I received the letter dated May 8 in which the 

board denied a hearing on our contract renewal, Larry Mullins told us to 

write a letter of appeal to M. L. Brockette, State Commission of 

Education, and request a hearing concerning the action taken against us 

by the Kingdom Board of Trustees. A week or so later, we received a 

copy of a letter mailed to the superintendent of the Kingdom school 

system on May 18 in which notification was made as to our request for a 

hearing by the Senior Staff Attorney at the Texas Education Agency (see 

Document WW). A request for local records and board policies was made 

and the letter stated that upon receipt and review of such material a 

hearing date would be set. 

As soon as we received the copy of the above mentioned letter, 

Wilson and I decided to retain Sam Garner, the attorney from Sunnyville 

who had attended the board meeting on our behalf April 17 at which time 

tbe group of teachers had gone before the board on a grievance plea. 

ith a complete record of data concerning our dismissal from the Kingdom 

school system, be was of the opinion that we should file a federal law 

suit immediately based on a Constitutional First Amendment violation and 
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bypass the appeal to the Texas Education Agency completely. Wilson, our 

husbands and Larry Mullins tended to agree with Sam, but I argued that 

the educational system through its state agencies should monitor and 

clean up the wrong doings of local school boards and administrators. 

Even my friend, the retired English teacher, agreed we should go 

directly to federal court with our case because of her own past 

experiences and the fact that a good friend who worked at the Education 

Agency had assured her the political process there sought to protect the 

administrators most of the time when teachers appealed their cases. 

After some deliberation, Sam and Larry decided it might be best in the 

long run in a federal appeal to be able to show that we had exhausted 

all possible due process avenues available in the Texas educational 

system. So it was agreed that we would wait for a hearing date with the 

Texas Commissioner of Education if the local board continued to refuse 

to consider our contracts. 

My husband talked with his friends who were on the board, Hank 

Franklin and Bob Gresham, and told them we were considering a law suit 

if the board did not rescind its action on my and Wilson's contracts. 

Tbey said their hands were tied. The superintendent and Clint Mobley, 

th e attorney the board had hired, were apparently making all the 

decisions and the majority of the board were following their leadership. 

Hr. Mobley was assuring the board that they were protected by law in 

choo.sing not to renew one-year contracts and that we would not file a 

law suit since teachers cannot afford to do that. Hank Franklin was not 

ln the position to protest since as the local hospital administrator, 
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his job depended on Dr. Haley, chief director of the hospital and the 

school superintendent who had recently been elected to serve as a member 

of the hospital board of directors. Bob Gresham already felt his 

children were getting some harassment in school from some of the 

t eachers as a result of his protesting my and Wilson's non-renewal. 

One afternoon in May, the 16th to be exact, June and her husband 

had driven out to our bouse in the country to have cake and help 

celebrate my husband's birthday. When my husband arrived, be handed me 

an envelope with the school superintendent's letterhead and addressed to 

me (see Document XX). He said he did not know what it was all about. 

Be bad stopped by Hank Franklin's office at the hospital and while they 

were talking, Hank had taken the envelope out of a drawer in his desk 

and without any explanation had told him to bring it to me. When I 

opened the envelope to take out the letter that was inside, I noticed it 

bad not been sealed. The letter was a personal one to me in which the 

superintendent expressed his appreciation for my services as the 

Right -to-Read director and his regret for our conflicting ideas 

concerning that effort. He also expressed his anguish over our 

diminishing friendship and asked that I "overlook any personal 

indiscretions on (his) part and accept (his) appreciation along with 

(hi s) regrets that everything did not come out as (I) would have liked." 

en I finished reading the letter, my first impression was that he had 

written it as a result of my dismissal, but then I looked at the date 

der the letter head at the top of the letter and saw that it was dated 

pril 11, 1978. I quickly looked at my calendar on which I had been 
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documenting events as they had occurred. April 11 was the day Larry 

Mullins had tried to see the superintendent in his office as he came 

through Kingdom following our meeting with him the night before in 

Sunnyville. He was told the superintendent was in Colby for the day. 

Larry had left word with my husband for us to go ahead and mail letters 

requesting a hearing on our evaluations to the board members. We had 

done so and the next day, April 12, the superintendent was again in 

Colby all day, but the emergency board meeting was called and held that 

night at which time the group of teachers who later filed a grievance 

were all present. The letter was certainly a strange turn of events. 

June suggested that it sounded as if he decided that day after Larry 

tried to contact him that be was going to fire me. I agreed that could 

be the case, but then there were other questions. Why had I received 

the personal letter, that bad not been sealed in the first place, five 

weeks after it had been written and why was it in the possession of Hank 

Franklin? 

The last day of the 1977-78 school year was Wednesday, May 31. On 

Tuesday , the day before, the principal told Wilson and me that the 

superintendent wanted us to fill out a Termination or Exit Report of 

School Employee form before we made our final departure from the school. 

The form was a part of the board policies that were adopted in March, 

just before we received our teacher evaluations the sixth of April. 

ilson and I agreed to accompany the principal to the superintendent's 

office when our classes were dismissed at the end of the day. We had 

·each. composed a written reply to file in our permanent office personnel 
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file, in which we repudiated the charges made against us by the 

principal in our teacher evaluations presented to us in April. I had 

refused to sign my evaluation form when the principal had originally 

given it to me and had told him I would after I had the opportunity to 

reply to it. Wilson had signed hers, but had requested the opportunity 

to make a written reply. 

When we arrived at the superintendent's office, we were surprised 

to find he was out of the office for the day. The principal apparently 

was aware of the fact, because, after we were seated in the office, he 

said the superintendent had instructed him to take care of the exit 

pro·cedures with us. He explained that he had already completed the exit 

process with Bobby Dungan, the young first year eighth grade teacher, 

who had been non-renewed along with Wilson and me. Due to the 

increasing number of unsuspected occurrences, Wilson and I were 

suspicious of any sudden turn of events. We quickly looked at each 

other and agreed that we would wait until the next day when the 

superintendent would be there to complete the forms. 

Wilson and I agreed to submit our replies to be placed in our files 

while we were there and I agreed to sign my evaluation. The principal 

read our replies (see Document YY), made no comment, signed them and 

asked the bookkeeper, whose inner office was just off the 

superintendent's, to get my and Wilson's folders from the storage closet 

.here they were kept so he could attach our replies to our original 

teacher evaluations. When the bookkeeper found our folders and began 

l ooking through them for our evaluations, Wilson said to him, "I think 
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our personnel files are privileged information and you should band those 

to us to look through," at which point, be quickly obliged. 

We bad also made a list of our personal teaching materials and 

supplies we were taking with us and asked that the principal look at the 

list and if there were any questions or confirmations as to whether the 

materials were our personal property that the issue be taken care of 

while we were there together. I had personally ordered a new role of 

laminating film from a school supply store to replace film Wilson, Mary, 

June and I had used to laminate personal material we had been using in 

the classroom, but would be taking with u.s. I gave the principal the 

paid receipt and told him the film was in the storage closet in the 

first grade room. He shook his head and said that it probably wasn't 

necessary to replace the film, but I told him I did not want to leave 

them with any doubt as to material for which we were responsible. 

While the principal and I were discussing the inventory list I had 

made, Wilson, who had been looking through her folder, loudly exclaimed, 

"What is the meaning of this?" and showed the principal that her file 

contained three incomplete evaluations for the 1 97 8-7 9 school year and 

all of them different. One had apparently been done by the 

superintendent because she recognized his handwriting. She also found 

some penciled notes, apparently written by the superintendent, one of 

hich concerned some land her husband owned. Wilson protested that the 

notes as well as the incomplete evaluation forms with scribbled notes 

ritten in the margins were damaging to her especially since they had 

been placed there without her approval. The principal told her he knew 
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nothing about the contents of her folder, except her original evaluation 

on which all the numbers denoting ratings had been erased. He admitted 

having done that the day he and his wife had come to her house and be 

bad offered to let her fill in her own ratings like she wanted them. 

Wil son was angry and said she wanted to make copies of everything that 

was contained in her folder for her own protection. The copy machine 

was in the bookkeeper's office and she proceded to make the copies while 

I began looking through my folder to check for any descrepencies. 

June, Becky and Judy, the homemaking teacher who worked with Becky, 

were there making copies of the contents of their folders since all 

th ree were leaving the school system and wanted to be sure there was 

nothing damaging in their own files. Becky's husband, who was a 

Methodist minister in Sunnyville, was being transferred to pastor a 

church in another location, so Becky had resigned. Judy, a young 

unmarri ed woman who bad not been happy in the Kingdom system, had 

decided to seek employment elsewhere when she knew Becky was leaving. 

Mary, who had accompanied Wilson and me to the superintendent's 

office to give him her formal written letter of resignation, asked to 

see her folder to examine its contents. Neither she nor I found 

anything unusual among the contents of our folders. Mary remarked to 

the pr i ncipal that she regretted the fact that the discrepancies in her 

evaluat i on of the year of 1976 had never been cleared up. He told all 

of us be did not tmderstand why we were making such a fuss about our 

files , t hat no one ever saw those and that they were not that important. 

Mary , the ki ndergarten teacher, had verbally resigned on May 15, two 
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weeks before. The day she had gone to the superintendent's office to 

give him the information, she was surprised and shocked that he was on 

the telephone in conversation with her brother in Sunnyville who was an 

officer with the Texas National Guard Unit headquartered there. From 

overhearing the superintendent's remarks on the telephone, she learned 

that he was trying to persuade the National Guard Unit to donate 

assistance with dirt work and labor involved in redoing the local 

football field for the Kingdom school district. She had come by my room 

when she returned from the office and told me she thought she understood 

why she had escaped receiving a bad evaluation along with June, Wilson 

an.d me. She suspected the administrators did not want to do anything to 

anger or upset her for fear it might prevent her brother's agreeing to 

give the school free assistance in his official capacity with the 

National Guard Unit. 

Wilson and I returned to the superintendent's office the day 

following our experience with the principal at which time we had refused 

to process the exit forms. When the superintendent handed us the exit 

forms we were to fill out, the large black letters of the heading at the 

top of the page glared at me, "TERMINATION OF EMPLOYMENT." I wanted to 

cry out in despair, "Why are you doing this? Thirteen years of my life 

have been spent here! My heart aches to leave the children, teachers 

and a school I have learned to level This is all crazy, why can't we 

blot out this past year as if it were all a bad dream and go back to 

more pleasant times of years past?" Wilson had voiced to the school 

board a few weeks earlier a word that seemed to sum up all the problems 
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that had occurred during the past few years in the Kingdom school system 

--"communication." I realized I was a part of the problem, for even 

now, I could not bring myself to say how I really was feeling. Too many 

words had already been "communicated" and "not communicated" between us 

as teachers and administrators and there was no way the past events 

could be blotted out. It seemed that we were being swept along in a 

churning process of continuing to create more events, most of which were 

devastating to all of us. On the part of the form I was to fill in and 

sign that asked for reason for separation from the school district, I 

wrote, "Contract not renewed. Reason not given. Separation was not 

voluntary." The superintendent wrote on the part be was to fill in the 

reason for separation, "Non-renewal of contract." In answer to the 

question, "Is employee eligible for rehire?" he wrote the word "Yes." 

The superintendent left blank the part that asked, "If employee was 

terminated for misconduct, had employee been previously warned?" 

Having completed the exit forms (see Document ZZ), Wilson and I, 

along with Mary and June, spent the next couple of days packing up and 

moving the mountains of personal teaching materials and supplies we had 

accumulated. We laughed and cried, remembering our happy days teaching 

together and lamenting our parting. June was still dealing with marital 

probl ems due to the affair her husband was allegedly having. His future 

in the ministry was uncertain due to a full investigation underway by 

his denomination's placement board of directors, however he had been 

assigned to a church in another area. June had interviewed and received 

confirmation of a job with the school system where they were to be 
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assigned. The Kingdom principal and superintendent had given her a good 

written recommendation in April when she had agreed to tear up her 

original evaluation. She and the principal together had torn up each 

copy, her copy and his, and upon being given a blank form by the 

principal to fill out, she had given herself excellent ratings in all 

areas. We were all pleased that the choice she had made appeared to be 

the best for her. 

Mary had received confirmation of a job with the school district in 

which she had applied to teach second grade. Although she was 

disappointed she would not be in the kindergarten level, she was excited 

that the school was a part of the Right-to-Read effort and she would be 

able to continue the kind of teaching methods and techniques we had been 

doing in our program at Kingdom. Wilson and I were moved and 

appreciative of her support on our behalf exemplified in the copies of 

the letter she gave to us before she mailed them to the Kingdom board 

members (see Document AAA). She had stated that she no longer wanted to 

work in a school system where dedicated teachers, such as Wilson and me, 

were discarded due to personality entanglements with a disregard for 

their teaching abilities and qualities and given no "period of probation 

to correct their evaluated deficiencies." She lauded the opportunity 

Kingdom's involvement in the Right-to-Read Effort had given her to learn 

about and experience individualizing instruction in the classroom for 

students. She stated: 



Through the support of this program (Right-to-Read), I no longer 
have to look for the hidden treasures of education. I have found 
the treasure chest filled with children succeeding no matter 
whether they are slow, average, or fast learners. 
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The four of us said our good-byes in the parking lot beside pickups 

loaded with brightly painted tables, shelves, pieces of colorful carpet 

and other things we had used to make our classrooms come alive with 

excitement for learning. A few minutes earlier, we had all left our 

former classrooms, usually bustling with exciting learning activities, 

now bare of any color or visible materials, arranged in the traditional 

way in which we had found them, student desks in straight rows facing 

the teacher's desk and chalkboard in front, symbolizing what I had come 

to associate with a setting wherein the "dispenser of knowledge" 

funneled knowledge, usually by means of lecturing, into the waiting 

inactive minds contained in non-moving bodies of students who would 

later "regurgitate," back to the "dispenser," knowledge, "dispensed." 

As the four of us stood in the parking lot late in the afternoon, 

lamenting our parting, not as friends, for we vowed to remain in touch 

with each other since our lives had become so closely interwoven, but as 

professional colleagues in the Kingdom school system, the superintendent 

left his office and started toward his pickup truck. The buildings on 

both the high school and elementary campuses were already vacated by 

personnel. The majority of the staff had completed end of the year 

duties on Wednesday, the last working day of the school year. As the 

superintendent neared his pickup, he suddenly turned and came toward 

where we were standing. When he reached us, be hesitatingly said, "You 
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girls know I am sorry things turned out the way they did." We were 

already in tears making our adieus to each other and when he had 

finished speaking, forgetting my professional pride, I blurted out 

angrily in a gush of tears, calling him by his first name because we had 

been on a close first name association during my tenure at the school, 

"Joe, it didn't have to happen! It just didn't have to happen! You had 

four dedicated teachers willing to work night and day to make changes to 

improve the reading instruction in this school and you let us down." He 

tried to console me with the fact that he had done all he could to 

support the reading program, that he was in the process of trying to get 

more buildings to alleviate our overcrowded conditions. I told him I 

thought he had missed the whole point, the physical facilities were 

important, yes, but far more important to dedicated teachers was the 

moral emotional support and encouragement on the part of the 

administration in the process of improving and effecting changes in 

curriculum and instructional practices. I continued by saying, "You 

probably had four teachers, those standing here, who would have been 

happy working in a barn, if necessary, so long as they were treated as 

the professionals they are and given the opportunity to communicate 

problems and needs that arise in providing an improved learning 

environment for their students." 

After the other teachers had made some remarks concerning what 

teachers would like to have from administrators, namely, respect as a 

professional educator, we parted. As we drove away from the Kingdom 

school, four determined teachers with our accumulated teaching 
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paraphernalia, representing hours and hours worth of work, bulging from 

the rear of each of our pickup trucks, I wondered if we might look back 

and see the whole Kingdom school system crumbling to the ground without 

the Right-to-Read program and without us there to carry on the 

individualized instruction for the students. No, the one thing that had 

been "communicated" to me was that Kingdom would exist without us and 

without our innovative ideas. I had been assured of that fact a few 

days before when I saw the superintendent's wife and the office aide in 

the workroom busily dumping all of the criterion-referenced test 

booklets we bad been using with our reading program into large boxes and 

securely binding them with heavy twine. The "demons" of change were 

being bound forever and the Kingdom school system was safe once more. 



Part 9 

The Eye of The Storm 

A time of waiting for the "slow" wheels of justice to turn began 

for Wilson and me. We were planning to complete our course work at 

Texas Woman's University that summer. I would complete my master's 

degree and complete requirements for a reading specialist's and 

supervisor's certification with the State of Texas. Wilson would 

complete requirements for the reading specialist's certification. Sam 

Garner, the attorney we had retained, advised us to go about our lives 

as we would have if the termination of our employment had not occurred. 

He said the process of appeals would probably take some time. 

I enrolled and started summer school the first day of classes. 

ilson joined me a day or so later since she had an interview with a 

school system near Sunnyville where she had applied for a job for the 

coming year. She was excited when she arrived in Denton because she had 

been hired by the small school system to teach second and third grade. 

About the middle of June, we received confirmation of a hearing 

with the Commissioner of Education scheduled for August 2, 1978 at the 

Texas Education Agency in Austin (see Document BBB). An article 

concerning the hearing appeared in the local Kingdom weekly newspaper on 

June 22, 1978 that concluded with the following remarks: 

The hearing was set by the Agency after the two teachers requested 
same following refusal by the local Board of Trustees to grant a 
hearing on non-renewal of teaching contracts for the 197 8-7 9 term. 

385 
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The local board refused the hearing early in May on advice of their 
attorney, (Clint Mobley of Colby). (Mr. Mobley) issued an opinion 
that term contracts between teachers and a school district were not 
negotiable, thus the local requests were not granted. 

With the appearance of the article in the local paper and the 

remarks from people out in the community, Wilson and I learned that the 

news of our contract non-renewal with the Kingdom school system had 

apparently been contained to the local campus and the personnel involved 

there. MY friend, the retired English teacher whose telephone was on a 

party line with the in-laws of Edith, the migrant aide who had worked 

with Wilson and Lula, the migrant teachers, had heard Edith's 

mother-in-law, when she picked up her phone one day, remark to someone 

on the other end of the line that the superintendent had instructed 

Edith to "keep her mouth closed" about happenings at the school. Wilson 

and I had been reluctant to broadcast the news because, as unfair as we 

felt the circumstances had been, we were not proud of the fact that we 

bad "been fired." 

The next week after the article was published, I received a letter 

from the mother of one of my first grade students, a letter timely 

written and one that bolstered my sagging spirits (see Document CCC). 

In the letter she said: 

After reading the article in the (Kingdom) News about your contract 
not being renewed, I decided to write you and let you know that I 
think you are one of the finest teachers that the (Kingdom) had. 
You have our sincere best wishes with you for your hearing in 
Austin. 

I do not know what the circumstances were regarding their not 
renewing your contract. I only know that you are a fine teacher. 
I have not been in your class very many times to observe your 
teaching methods. I haven't had to. I see the good results in my 
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son, Tommy, all the time. Thanks to you he enjoys school and I am 
very proud of the excellent way you have taught him to read. He 
reads far better than I ever expected a first grader to. I know I 
have you to thank for that. I am very proud of him! 

It is my firm belief that if a child does not learn his basic 
reading, writing, and arithmetic in his first few years of school, 
he will do poorly in school and will therefore dislike his school 
years. It is evident to me that you care for your children you 
teach and have their best interest in mind. 

I truly hope you will be reinstated as my younger son, Danny, will 
start school in one more year. I would hope that he would have the 
same chance to learn as Tommy did under your teaching. 

If this letter will help you in any way, please feel free to use 
it. I think that it is a shame that the (Kingdom) School would be 
losing such a fine person and teacher as you. I wish there were 
something I could do to help. Good Luck! 

The unassuming lady had already helped more than she could ever 

know. I knew one person really cared about what had happened to me and 

appreciated my work with her son. Wilson also received similar words of 

encouragement from parents of former students who telephoned her to 

express their concern. 

In the latter days of June, Clint Mobley, on behalf of the Kingdom 

Board and administrators, filed a Motion for Dismissal request of our 

appeal to the Texas Commissioner of Education (see Document DDD). In 

the motion, it was charged that we had not followed the normal 

procedures of Hearings and Appeals as set forth in the Texas Education 

Code, Section 11.13 for schools with fewer than 500 scholastics. It 

stated that the Kingdom Independent School District had 493 scholastics 

and that the appeal should have been as follows: 

1. From a District Board of Trustees to the County Superintendent; 
2. From the County Superintendent to the County School Trustees; 
3. From the County School Trustees to either: 



(a) The Commissioner of Education, or 
(b) Any court having the proper jurisdiction of the subject 
matter; 

4. From the Commissioner of Education to the State Board of 
Education; 
5. From the State Board of Education to a court of competent 
jurisdiction. 

The Motion included other grounds upon which the school district 
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claimed the Commissioner of Education should dismiss the hearing. Among 

the other grounds was the fact that Kingdom School District had never 

adopted Chapter 13 of the Texas Education Code, a provision that allowed 

tenure for teachers in a school system, but one that was not mandatory 

for districts in Texas at that time. Since the district had not chosen 

to adopt the provision, teachers in the system had no property rights 

that could be violated for non-renewal of a term contract and as such, 

there was no due process required by law. 

In view of the fact that the Kingdom District had filed a Motion of 

Dismissal with the Texas Commission of Education, Sam Garner persuaded 

Wilson and me that we should proceed with plans to file a federal law 

suit against the school district. With our consent, he filed separate 

suits on behalf of Wilson and me that totaled in the amount of 

$300,000.00. Named in the suit was the Independent School District, a 

Political Subdivision of the State of Texas, the superintendent, the 

principal, and each of the seven board members. The administrators and 

board members were charged both as individuals and in their official 

capacities with the School District and were served notice of the 

pending suit on July 12, 1978. The suits alleged violations of the 

First and Fourteenth Amendments to the Constitution of the United 
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States, amendments pertaining to freedom of speech and due process. The 

suits stated (see Document EEE for news release) that each plaintiff, 

Wilson and Braune, asked for: 

1. A declaratory judgment whereby this Court would hold that the 
actions of the Defendants herein have been violative of the 
Constitutional rights of Plaintiff as secured by the First and 
Fourteenth Amendments to the Constitution of the United States. 
2. A preliminary injunction ordering that Plaintiff be reinstated 
to her position as an elementary teacher in the (Kingdom) 
Independent School District with all benefits attendant thereto. 
3. A permanent injunction whereby Plaintiff would be reinstated to 
her position as an elementary school teacher in the (Kingdom) 
Independent School District with all benefits attendant thereto: 
and further enjoining Defendants from harassing or intimidating 
Plaintiff because of her exercise of Constitutionally protected 
activities and rights secured to Plaintiff by the Constitution of 
the United States. 
4. An order awarding Plaintiff compensatory damages against the 
individual Defendants herein, both jointly and severally, in the 
amount of $50,000. 
5. An order awarding Plaintiff punitive damages against the 
individual Defendants herein, both jointly and severally in the 
amount of $100,000.00. 
6. An order affording Plaintiff all back salary with 6-percent 
interest thereon from date said salary accrued. 
7. Attorney's fees and Costs of Court. 

One afternoon soon after the papers had been served on the 

defendant Kingdom School District and the individuals involved, Wilson's 

husband called our dormitory room where we were staying while attending 

classes during the week at the university in Denton and told us the 

Colby television channel had carried the news item concerning our law 

suit against the Kingdom school system on the early news report. He 

told us to stay by the telephone at the time the late report would come 

on and he would call us if they repeated the news. Sure enough, later 

that night, Wilson and I, with ears glued to the telephone receiver, 

beard our names blaring forth from the television set in Wilson's home 



as the news of our $300,000.00 suit against the Kingdom Independent 

School District was broadcast to the world. It was a strange feeling 

because we still did not feel proud of the fact that we had lost our 

jobs or of the fact that we had filed a law suit in an attempt to 

recover the damage done to us. 
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Suspecting that the local school authorities would not make the 

news available to the local people, my husband took a copy of my suit to 

the editor and owner of the Kingdom newspaper and told him he felt the 

taxpayers were entitled to know what was happening in the school system 

and asked him if he would like to publish the facts as they were 

outlined in the suit that had been filed. The editor accepted the 

opportunity and the story appeared on the front page of the next issue 

(refer to Document EEE). 

If Clint Mobley, the school board's attorney, was still telling the 

board members that teachers would not file law suits against school 

boards because they could not afford to, he was possibly going to have 

to change his story. Wilson and I were fortunate that we were married 

to successful self-employed husbands. Each of us owned our homes and 

although not wealthy, both couples had worked hard and were financially 

comfortable. Probably we were in a better position to pursue something 

like this than most teachers. However, my husband and I had exhausted 

our savings since we had just completed contributing to a college 

education for our three children, and Wilson and her husband were about 

to embark on the same expense output in doing the same for their three 

boys. It wasn't that we could really afford to, but rather that we were 
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two teachers who, in light of what had happened to us, could not afford 

wnot to" pursue justification for our rights, that we felt we had as 

teachers, for our own sake and for that of other professional teachers 

in the state. When Wilson and I were deliberating the question of 

filing a law suit, Larry Mullins had explained the fund that had been 

established by the Texas State Teachers' Association for the purpose of 

helping its members protect their jobs with school districts. We were 

eligible to apply for aid from this fund. A committee of teachers at 

large would review our appeal for legal and financial assistance and if 

aid was approved, all bills would be paid by TSTA whether we won our 

case or not. Larry saw no reason for the committee to refuse to provide 

assistance for us and agreed to make the appeal to the committee 

himself. With Larry's help and some words of recommendation on our 

behalf by Dr. John McFarland, Dean of Education at Texas Woman's 

University at Denton lmder whom I had done my master's degree work, our 

case was approved to receive complete financial coverage in the 

litigation process. 

On the same day, July 12, 1978, that the Kingdom Board and 

administrators received notice of the law suit having been filed, a 

letter was mailed to Wilson and me from the office of the Commissioner 

of Education stating that our appeal was being remanded to the County 

Superintendent of the county in which Kingdom was located (see Document 

FFF). The letter further stated that our files would "be placed in 

suspense until such time as Petitioners have exhausted their local 

administrative remedies." It further advised that the Commissioner's 



office must be kept apprised of the results of the bearings before the 

County Superintendent. 
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Our attorney told us he thought the administrative appeals process 

was just a waste of time and would gain us no legal relief. He said the 

only reason to continue was to assure the courts in our federal route 

that we had exhausted the appeals process under the State's 

jurisdiction. When we received a letter early in August from the County 

Superintendent outlining the procedures to follow in requesting a 

hearing with him (see Document GGG), Sam responded and after some 

correspondence back and forth, a hearing for Wilson and me was set for 

November 3, 1978 at his office at the County Courthouse (see Document 

HHB). 

On August 15, Sam Garner contacted Clint Mobley, the attorney for 

the Kingdom District, and asked for dates to begin taking oral 

depositions from the superintendent, the principal, and each of the 

seven board members charged in the federal law suit filed by Wilson and 

me. Our attorney had explained to us earlier that until depositions 

were taken and all the facts accumulated, he would not know for sure if 

we had a federal case, or if the facts proved we did, how to plan to 

fight the case. 

By the end of August, Wilson and I had completed our summer 

courses. She had completed her requirements and had filed for a reading 

specialist's certification with the State. I had fulfilled the 

university requirements and had received my master's degree in 

education. I had also filed for a reading specialist's certification as 
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well as a certification in supervision with the State. Wilson had 

started preparing for her new job as the second and third grade teacher 

in the school system where she had been hired in June, and I had made 

application with the school system where Mary, the former Kingdom 

kindergarten teacher, had secured employment. 

I was aware when I applied and had an interview with the 

superintendent of the school district, a man who had held that position 

for many years, that he was a close friend of the Kingdom 

superintendent. When he looked over my application form I had filled 

out a few minutes earlier, he said, "I see you were at Kingdom 13 years. 

Why did you leave?" I suspected he knew the details so I answered, 

"They chose not to renew my contract." He did not pursue further 

discussion in the matter, and feeling uncomfortable, I made no effort to 

explain further. After more conversation concerning the fast growth of 

the school district and the plans for additional elementary school 

campuses in progress, I told him I would be most interested in a 

position as a reading supervisor if the district grew to that point. He 

said he would hold my application with the request in mind. He told me 

he thought all the vacancies had been filled, but he suggested I visit 

with the elementary principal who was the director of the local 

Right-to-Read program while I was there. 

I bad met the principal's wife, who was a second grade teacher in 

the system, when I had conducted a workshop in Sunnyville at the 

beginning of the 1977-78 school year for area schools that were entering 

the Texas Right-to-Read Effort. I found him to be enthusiastic and 
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dedicated to the improvement of reading instruction in the local school 

system. He was aware of my non-renewal with the Kingdom system, and 

asked pertinent questions concerning the circumstances surrounding my 

leaving there. I talked to him very freely and openly concerning the 

resistance to making changes the program we had developed called for on 

the part of several of the teachers and in face of this resistance, the 

reluctance of the administrators to fully support the program. He said 

be could not understand the Kingdom administrators' position since the 

State of Texas was becoming more insistent that schools adopt procedures 

advocated by the Right-to-Read Effort in the teaching of reading. 

Before I left, he told me the positions for the coming year had been 

filled, but if something opened up, he would let me know. 

Tbe latter part of September, Wilson and I received a letter from 

Sam Garner in which he stated the dates for the depositions of the 

Kingd om defendants in our case had been set for October 16, 17, and 18, 

1978, and that he would need us to be present. Wilson made plans to be 

released from her job on the 16th, the day the depositions of the 

superintendent and the principal were to be taken, but felt she could 

not attend all three days due to her commitment to her present job. We 

agreed that I would attend all sessions and make notes for her. Sam had 

said that be needed one of us there to hear the questions and answers in 

order to point out discrepancies to him as be moved through the 

sessions. 

The superintendent and principal, who were deposed separately, were 

represented by the attorney, Clint Mobley, who had been hired by the 
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local district, and another attorney from Colby, Tommy Williams, a young 

man who represented the insurance company from which Kingdom bad secured 

a liability policy soon after Wilson and I requested a bearing 

concerning our evaluations. Others present in the room during each of 

the depositions besides Wilson and me and our attorney, Sam Garner, were 

our husbands and a court reporter from Colby who would record the 

depositions as they were taken. I noted that both the superintendent 

and the principal were visibly nervous as they were questioned, but I 

was sure they were no more so than I would be when the time came for me · 

to face their attorney for questioning. Sam Garner had explained to 

Wilson and me that both sides, plaintiffs and defendants, according to 

law , would have equal opportunity to take depositions from any and all 

persons who could provide information in the case. 

Sam Garner began questioning the superintendent concerning teachers 

whose contracts had been non-renewed under his administration. A band 

teacher had not been renewed a year or so before and the present year, 

besides Wilson and I, Bobby Dungan, the young coach and eighth grade 

t eacher. The superintendent explained that Bobby's contract was not 

renewed because it was the custom for a new athletic director to bring 

in his own staff of assistants, however the superintendent also stated 

that Bobby had a number of deficiencies. Wilson and I were both 

surprised when Sam asked to see the board minutes that reflected our 

dismissal and the final action had been taken on April 20, 1978. The 

superintendent explained that the board had started out to consider 

teachers' contracts on Monday night, April 17, had recessed and 
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reconvened the meeting on Thursday of that week. The minutes stated, 

"All contracts were approved with the exception of (Wilson), Braune and 

(Dungan).• Monday night the 17th was the night the group of teachers 

had gone before the board on the grievance filed a few days earlier. On 

Friday, after the meeting Thursday night, the 20th, the principal had 

told Wilson and me that the board had passed over our contracts and 

would consider them later. The superintendent was telling Sam Garner 

tbat the action on Thursday night was the final action on our contracts. 

When we had gone before the board a week later, on April 27 with Larry 

Mullins to represent us, according to the board minutes and the 

testimony the superintendent was giving, we bad already been 

non-renewed. The superintendent admitted that he wrote the minutes for 

the board as had always been the custom, but that the board had changed 

that policy and now the board's elected secretary performed that duty. 

In answer to questions as to why Wilson and I had not remained 

employed with the school system, the superintendent testified concerning 

my case that I was a fine person who had performed outstandingly, but 

became a problem in 1977-78. He continued that the school had 

staff-relations problems as an outgrowth of my unhappiness in the 

teaching situations. Specifically, he testified, the district 

experienced certain divisions over methodology of teaching concerning 

the Right-to-Read program. He charged that I felt the Right-to-Read 

program was a mandated one that should be done strictly according to 

teaching procedures I felt comfortable with and the other staff members 

did not. The superintendent said he did not agree that the school 



should mandate it to the other staff members and that he could not 

mandate it comfortably himself because the other teachers felt 

threatened in their ability to teach in a way in which they were 

uncomfortable. 
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As Sam continued questioning the superintendent concerning why my 

evaluation ratings dropped so drastically in 1978, the superintendent 

became more defensive and an argument ensued, until finally the 

superintendent said, "I'm saying that they slipped in the fact that she 

wouldn't communicate a problem with the administration. She went 

outside of policy to communicate her problems." He went on to say that 

I called the school board to a private meeting at my house, becoming 

more agitated in his statements as Sam Garner interrupted and said, "And 

that burned you up." The superintendent retorted in a loud voice, "I 

say it went against the policy of the school district, against open 

meetings law, against all ethical practices of teachers in the school 

systems in the state of Texas." He went on to say that it was his 

responsibility to advise board members as to points of law and that he 

bad told board members that their activities at my house violated the 

open meetings law. He said both Leland Winters and Clyde Langley agreed 

with him that I was out of line in requesting to meet with them. As I 

listened, I wondered what Dr. Haley, who had asked to come to my house, 

bad told the superintendent about how the meeting at my house had come 

about. 

The superintendent went on to say that when he put me on the Board 

agenda, he did not feel I bad met the requirements needed to appear 
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before the Board, but the other members had insisted on going ahead with 

the meeting. When Sam asked him about the statement in my letter that 

read, "You have been placed on the agenda for this meeting, along with 

others who may want to appear," he went into a long, rambling discussion 

in which he said someone had told the Board that others wanted to 

appear. He denied that he told the Board others wanted to appear and 

that he wrote the letter me at the direction of the Board. 

The superintendent denied that my and Wilson's deficiencies on our 

teacher evaluation given to us on April 6, 1978 were in retaliation to 

our going before the school board on January 31, 1978, however, on 

further questioning, he admitted that in a meeting with Mrs. Wilson in 

his office in March, he stated that he was concerned about an evaluation 

that was supposed to be confidential being released in a public way. He 

thought it accrued to the principal the same confidentiality that it did 

to her and that in the best interests of the school it should not have 

been read, especially since other teachers' names were mentioned. He 

denied giving the principal any directions, recommendations or input as 

to the writing of the evaluations; however, he said they had discussed 

problems concerning personnel and students as they had occurred. He 

contended our deficiencies had come about as a result of our causing a 

"rift" among the faculty in criticizing other teachers for not becoming 

involved with the Right-to-Read program and not following board policies 

and procedures. 

Sam questioned him regarding the grievance that was filed by the 10 

teachers and heard by the board on the night employee contracts were to 
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be considered. He denied talking to any of the teachers whose names 

were on the grievance before the grievance was filed. He said some of 

the teachers had shown up at the emergency meeting on the night of April 

12, at which time the board had met to discuss seeking legal advice on 

granting hearings of evaluations, and had entered into some discussion 

at the meeting. He denied that he had instructed Bessy, the seventh 

grade teacher, to call teachers to attend that meeting. He claimed that 

the teachers asked him if they could talk to the board and that he told 

them they had access to the board through the grievance procedure. He 

emphasized that he did not solicit, coerce or encourage the filing of 

the grievance--that the teachers did it on their own. He stated that he 

did not recommend the complaining teachers have a conference with Braune 

and Wilson to try to work out the problem, but that the teachers did 

have a conference with their principal before the grievance was brought 

to him. When the grievance was brought to him, he stated that he 

couldn't do anything about resolving the situation, so he referred it to 

tbe Board, step three in the grievance procedure. When Sam pressed him 

about the teachers' grievances, he said that all he knew about the 

complaint was what was stated on the form. The teachers did not reveal 

to him what the tensions were at the elementary school and he didn't 

know what they told the Board because he wasn't present, he stated to 

Sam. In further questioning, the superintendent said the principal had 

told him there had been a confrontation between Ruby, the fourth grade 

teacher, and Wilson, because Ruby's name had been read publicly to the 

Board on January 30, 1978. He said he knew there were tensions and 
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pressures. Sam asked him if Ruby, the fourth grade teacher, felt 

threatened about the Right-to-Read program. He said he knew Ruby did 

not want to change her method of teaching and did feel threatened as did 

the fifth and sixth grade teachers, Ella and Suzy. He commented again 

that the tensions that led to the non-renewal of the Plaintiffs was the 

dissension that probably originated over the fact that some teachers 

felt that their way of teaching was being threatened and it affected 

their ability to teach in a manner in which they were comfortable. 

The superintendent was questioned concerning his knowledge of a 

second teacher being told that if she would tear up her evaluation that 

contained six pages of outlined deficiencies and resign, she would be 

given a good recommendation and a good evaluation placed in her file. 

Be said the only evaluation he was aware of was the one in June's file. 

Re got the evaluation and the attorney objected and would not let him 

hand it to Sam to look at. Sam showed the superintendent a copy of 

June's original evaluation at which point the superintendent denied 

knowledge of two distinct evaluations and that the one Sam had showed 

him was not in her file. 

Earlier in August, after we had filed the law suit, June, Mary, 

Dottie and Becky had gone to Sam Garner's office to give what is termed 

"friendly depositions," depositions that are freely given by those who 

want to be involved. June's husband had made copies of her evaluation 

at the time the principal had given it to her. She and the principal 

had torn up the original and the original copy he had given her, but the 

other copy, still in her possession at home, she bad kept in case there 



were any repercussions. She had given Sam her copy when she met with 

him in August • 
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At the close of the superintendent's deposition, Sam questioned him 

concerning the set of policies and procedures the Board had adopted in 

March concerning termination of the school's employees. A lengthy 

argument over the terminology of termination versus non-renewal 

followed. The superintendent argued that we were not term ina ted, we 

were non-renewed. The adopted policies and procedures had to do with 

the termination of employees and he argued that Wilson and I did not 

come under that category. Sam argued that we were evaluated according 

to the outlined procedure for evaluating the employee, warned of our 

deficiencies and then without time to overcome those deficiencies, we 

were told we would not be employed the coming year and asked to fill out 

a "Termination or Exit Report" that was also a part of the set of the 

adopted policies and procedures. The superintendent contended that the 

school had no procedure for putting deficient teachers on some sort of 

probation. He said he felt he had followed the district's procedures 

because Wilson and I were given warnings in writing through our 

evaluations, but we were not told that we were on probation. 

Communication between the superintendent and Sam Garner was 

muddled. In my own mind, I finally determined that the superintendent's 

definition of termination must mean that a contract is terminated before 

the end of the contract term, however he never made this statement. 

Certainly mine and Wilson's employment with the Kingdom District had 



been terminated or ended. It seemed to me that the policies they had 

adopted needed to have a clear definition of the term "termination." 

After a short break, the deposition of the principal began. The 

line of questioning followed somewhat the same course as with the 

superintendent. I had observed in deposing the superintendent, Sam 

Garner had posed his questions in such a way that the defendant became 

antagonized and in a flare of anger had said more than he probably 

intended to say. The principal appeared to be even more nervous than 

the superintendent had been and more defensive in answering the 

questions. In answer to why I had dropped from excellent ratings on 

previous evaluations to ratings of "unsatisfactory" or "needs 

improvement" in the areas of emotional stability, morals, professional 

attitude and growth, and in cooperating with administration, he stated 

that I was uncooperative and resistant at every point. He reiterated 

the "furniture incident," the "milk episode" and "the playground 

episode" that were outlined in my evaluation and stated that all of 

those instances pointed up resistance to him, however, he stated he felt 

the basic irritation was with the superintendent. 

He characterized my attitude during the 1977-78 school year as 

"belligerent, testy, prone to be defensive when there was no need for 

such." He said that he had a conversation with Wilson in the fall of 

1978 (neither Wilson nor I were there at that time, he must have meant 

the fall of 1977) after he became the Right-to-Read Director and he had 

asked her about the problems I was having with parents "and so forth." 

He said Wilson told him that it was my style of teaching that was 
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causing the problems. He testified that during the 1977-78 school year 

that I had a bitterness toward him and everything he suggested. Nothing 

was right. Everything was an attack upon me and the Right-to-Read 

program. He said other teachers were reacting negatively toward me 

because they felt I was exerting pressure on them to adopt my methods 

since I often talked to the teachers about techniques I was using. He 

said that some of the teachers simply chose that my direction was not 

the direction they wanted to go, but that I was trying to force it. He 

charged that I told him the other teachers did not want to trouble 

themselves to learn "her way of doing," then he explained that he was 

talking about the "diagnostic-prescriptive teaching carried to its 

ultimate extreme, which she does." He claimed that he bad talked to the 

teachers about the conflicts over Right-to-Read before August '77, but 

that the superintendent was administrating it. He said that from '74 to 

'11 be was running the elementary school, but, concerning the 

Right-to-Read Program, "We depended upon the superintendent." He said 

that he had told the superintendent a year or two before that he was 

afraid a division among the teachers was developing as a result of some 

of the things that I was wanting and trying to push the teachers to do 

concerning pretesting and posttesting. He continued saying that the 

evaluation of the reading program I had done at the end of the year 

(1977) had caused the division that had been coming on for two years. 

The teachers resented having to do it and some said they would not even 

want their child taught under the system I had instigated. He said that 

in the March 3rd meeting with me (referring to the year of 1978 when · 
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Wilson was confronted by the superintendent and principal in her room 

and charged with causing problems in the elementary building), I had 

said that the school was not child centered and that the other teachers 

did not want to trouble themselves to learn my " way of doing it," 

meaning the Right-to-Read program. He said he felt this was an attitude 

that shouldn't go on in the system, that the teachers needed to work 

together and not divide. He said he felt that I had not exhibited the 

leadership in the Right-to-Read program that I should have, that I 

"wanted to manage by decree" and had mentioned to him that the program 

should have been pushed on through the fourth grade. He stated, "We're 

still doing the Right-to-Read program, although not necessarily doing it 

Mrs. Braune's style." At one point in the questioning, he testified 

that I was not terminated for advocating the Right-to-Read program, then 

he turned around and said that he didn't know what got me terminated 

except advocacy for Right-to-Read. He said I was a good teacher, but 

that there is more to being a good teacher than dealing with 

children--must be a part of the total effort in the school and adhere to 

items in the teacher handbook. 

Sam Garner switched the questioning to Wilson's evaluation. The 

principal criticized Wilson for complaining about the way the janitor 

cleaned her room and for complaining about a pencil sharpener in another 

classroom. He said Wilson should have come to him and possibly could 

have avoided conflict with another teacher. Sam asked him why Wilson's 

personnel file contained three incomplete evaluation forms for the 

1977-78 school year. He testified that he did not know what was in her 
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file until the day she found them and complained. He said he made a 

"working copy" that might have gotten in there. So far as the one 

allegedly done by the superintendent, he said he had no knowledge of it. 

Re stated that the original on which all except the excellent ratings 

had been erased was the one which he had taken to Wilson's house and 

asked her to make out her own evaluation. He said he told Wilson to do 

her own because the reaction to his evaluations had been so severe and 

he had to work with them the next year. He stated that he was still 

shaken up from "this other" and that he was on blood thinner medication 

and fearful of being cut. Sam Garner didn't question him as to what he 

was referring to as "this other." 

The principal was visibly shaken when Sam showed him the copy of 

.June's original evaluation and said, "We tore this up!" At that point 

the attorneys for the defendants asked for a short recess to which Sam 

agreed. After the attorneys, the superintendent and the principal had 

left the room, we could hear the attorneys out in the hall asking them 

if they had withheld any other information from them. The 

superintendent had testified earlier when Sam was questioning him if he 

bad the copy of my remarks to the school board the night of January 30, 

1978 and he had answered no, that he had never seen it. I wondered what 

had happened to the copy I gave to Hank Franklin that night to become a 

part of the board's records in order to document my remarks. It was 

possible that the defendant's attorneys had not had access to this 

information either. 
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The questioning continued when the men returned to the room. The 

principal admitted he had written two evaluations for June and both 

diametrically opposed. His excuse was that she was upset and that her 

husband came to his office and told him that it was not going in her 

record. He denied the bad evaluation was used to encourage June to 

resign and he denied knowing that June and her husband had talked to the 

superintendent. He interrupted a question to state, "I have said my 

piece. I'm working to improve teaching in the school. I wanted to get 

along with these teachers. I wanted them to become better teachers and 

respect in their relationships with the administration and not have all 

of this type of ••• " and his statement broke off. 

The principal denied knowing who was responsible for the grievance 

filed by the group of teachers who went before the board. He also 

denied knowing whether or not aides were removed from my room after I 

had appeared before the school board. When asked if he knew of any 

reason why Plaintiffs would not be good teachers in the Kingdom District 

now, he answered, "I laid it in my evaluations." 

It bad been a long afternoon and the next two days of taking 

depositions from the seven school board members would prove to be 

longer. Sam Garner explained to Wilson and me that this session with 

the administrators had been our introduction to the procedure in 

developing a case. It was the beginning of digging into every possible 

area to collect all the facts possible. He said he already suspected 

the defense was going to try to prove we were a disruptive influence in 

the school system and if they were able to make a strong case that the 



407 

disruption was a detriment to the education of the students in the 

system, we would have a hard time winning our First Amendment rights 

case. He explained that the courts have upheld teachers in freedom of 

speech cases, but if the school district could prove we would have been 

non-renewed for other reasons, the freedom of speech plea would be 

meaningless. 

The next two days of depositions from the school board members 

uncovered more information. Each member was deposed separately in the 

typing room of the high school building, the same room in which Wilson 

and I had talked to the board on the night of April 27, 1978, but, as 

each one finished, he was allowed to stay in the room and listen to the 

other depositions. I was there alone with Sam Garner, since Wilson was 

continuing her teaching obligations with the school system in which she 

was employed and both our husbands were involved with their businesses. 

I was prepared with paper and pencil to take notes according to my and 

Wilson's agreement, however, the court reporter, who was there again to 

record the depositions for the court records, later, would make copies 

of the transcripts available to Sam Garner and ultimately Wilson and I 

would have access to these. Wilson and I felt we needed to have 

immediate access to as much uncovered information as possible in order 

to give Sam Garner facts as we remembered them that either agreed or 

refuted those given by the board members. 

Sam Garner followed a similar line of questioning with each board 

member, so much of the information given was repetitive and coincided 

with facts of which we were already aware. The significant information 
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revealed was that the group of teachers who had gone before the board on 

the night of April 17, 1978, had indeed grieved against Wilson and me. 

From the collective testimony of the board members, their complaints 

against me was the undue pressure I was exerting on them to do the 

Right-to-Read program in adopting a particular method of teaching and 

the fact that my husband had accosted the principal on the country road 

leading to both our homes. Leland Winters testified that Ruby, the 

fourth grade teacher, and Bessy, the seventh grade teacher, felt undue 

pressure from "Ms. Braune to implement her Right-to-Read program" and 

they were not satisfied with the results of the program and were not 

ready to go into it. Hr. Winters also stated that he knew before the 

grievance was filed by the teachers that Mr. Braune had accosted the 

principal, because Bessy had called him and told him about it. 

The complaints against Wilson were that she had verbally attacked 

some of the teachers on a number of occasions. One of the teachers 

charged that Wilson had told her to "shut up" on one occasion. Another 

complaint was that Wilson carried around a legal note pad on which she 

said she was keeping information that might be used in legal actions 

later. During the questioning it was confirmed that these two 

complaints came from the two teachers who worked directly with Wilson, 

Lula, the other migrant teacher, and Edith, the migrant aide. Leland 

Winters testified that Bessy, the seventh grade teacher, reported that 

Wilson had said to her, "Well you've sold out to the administration. 

They are going to make you principal of the new middle school for your 

cooperation with them." 
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Among other interesting information disclosed was the fact that 

some of the board members were under the impression that after the board 

meeting on April 20, 1978, when all personnel contracts were renewed 

except mine, Wilson's and Bobby Dungan's, those of my and Wilson's would 

come up at a later time. Clarence Wiggins, who had been president at 

the time I went before the board, testified that he understood that the 

superintendent would invite us out to lunch or dinner and have a 

discussion to see if things could be worked out, but he could not recall 

that the superintendent ever reported back or that the board was asked 

to reconsider the contracts. He said he did not understand that his 

vote on April 20 was a final vote to terminate the contracts of the 

plaintiffs. Bob Gresham and Dr. Haley testified that the superintendent 

had indicated that the plaintiffs contracts could be entered into later, 

all the way up to the first day school started. Hank Franklin was asked 

about the motion he voted on to hire all personnel "with the exception 

of Wilson, Braune and Mr Dungan" and he said his understanding was "that 

we were hiring these other teachers and we would come back to discuss 

this at a later date," but it never came up again. 

Hank testified that he remembered my giving him, as secretary of 

the board, a copy of the remarks I made to them, but be told Sam that he 

did not know what happened to the copy. He thought he gave it to 

Clarence Wiggins who was the board's president at that time. Sam asked 

me if I had a copy of the document with me and I did. He showed it to 

Hank Franklin and asked him to verify that it was a true copy of the one 

I had given him the night of January 30, 1978. Hank testified it was 
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and the attorneys for the defense agreed to have it entered as a part of 

the exhibits in the case. 

Sam Garner also questioned Hank Franklin about the personal letter 

written to me on April 11, 1978 by the superintendent and hand delivered 

later via my husband to me. He testified that the superintendent gave 

it to him and asked him to take it to Mr. and Mrs. Braune and see "if we 

could get something worked out." He said he was to see if my husband and 

I would have dinner with the superintendent and try to work something 

out. Hank testified that he gave the letter to my husband 10 days after 

it was dated, but did not remember if it was before or after the vote on 

plaintiffs' contracts was taken (April 20). He said he discussed with 

my husband the possibility of meeting with the superintendent, but did 

not know if anything ever came of that. 

The depositions of the board members collectively revealed that 

their decisions to non-renew ~ and Wilson's contracts were based on 

information from the superintendent, the principal and from the group of 

teachers who came before them grieving about the "tensions and 

pressures" that were interfering with their teaching. Leland Winters, 

who had been the most vocal in his support of the Right-to-Read Effort 

when I bad gone to the board to explain my position in that endeavor, 

was the most vocal in his reasons as to why he decided to non-renew ~ 

and Wilson's contracts. He stated that he felt I was an excellent 

teacher, but that I had undermined the administration by putting a 

letter in Ms. Wilson's file (probably referring to the letter of 

commendation I asked to be placed in the files of the four teachers who 
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had implemented the reading program) that almost countermanded the 

principal's evaluation; by my husband accosting the principal on the 

road and making a threat on him and the superintendent; by the fact that 

Hr. and Mrs. Braune would not go out to eat with the superintendent; and 

by the lack of communication with the superintendent. He said he could 

not see how he could vote for me to come back another year and have a 

compatible working relationship with the principal. He also said that 

the statement I had made at my house several times the night the board 

members were there, that I had many years of teaching and it didn't make 

a ny difference to me whether I taught the next year or not, was 

interpreted by him to mean, "It doesn't make me any difference whether I 

have it or not." So far as the non-renewal of Wilson's contract, he 

said he felt she was disruptive in going to Ms. Braune with her 

evaluation instead of attempting to work it out with the administrators. 

Al so, due to the statements of the other teachers, he felt she could not 

work in the system and get along with her associates. Bob Gresham 

t estified later that he had heard a member of the school board state 

that they would not vote to renew the contracts because they heard 

Wil son and I had hired a lawyer. Under further questioning, he said he 

th ought it was Leland Winters who had made the statement. 

After Wilson and I got together and went over the notes I had made, 

we felt we needed to defend ourselves to Sam Garner against some of the 

charges made toward us in the depositions or he would think we ,were a 

di sruptive force in the school system. When we expressed our feelings 

to Sam, be suggested we write for him a complete timeline of events as 
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they had occurred from the time we became involved in the Right-to-Read 

Effort and detail all the facts we could possibly remember concerning 

the events. He did not assure us that he believed everything we had 

told him at that point, so we still had an tmeasy feeling of being 

somewhat under scrutiny as to our actions. We had to remember he was an 

experienced courtroom attorney with a distinct mannerism that I had 

observed in watching him question the defendants in the deposition 

sessions of pressing a witness from all directions, rephrasing questions 

and even agitating the unsuspecting witness at times in order to get the 

real truth. 

Wilson and I were angered by the charges the teachers had made to 

the board concerning us. The charge against me that I was causing undue 

pressure on them to do the Right-to-Read program made no sense to me, 

since I had resigned as the director in August of the 1977-78 school 

year, unless they were alluding to the fact that my going before the 

school board in January to defend my actions as the director placed them 

in a position to be fearful that the board might decide to fully support 

the program and the guidelines as outlined by the Texas Education 

Agency. I outlined for Sam every conversation I could remember having 

with any of the group of teachers concerning the Right-to-Read program. 

I was angry with the board as a whole because they kept referring 

to the Right-to-Read program, as did the teachers, as "Ms. Braune's 

program" and "her way of doing." Apparently they had not read any of 

the copies of material from the Right-to-Read office of the Texas 

Education Agency I had given each member the night I appeared before 
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them. Maybe I was expecting too much of them as lay-persons in 

education to understand the state guidelines under which I had led the 

development of the reading program we were using--or, maybe it was just 

easier for them to ignore their responsibility to try to understand the 

state guidelines and listen to what seemed to be a majority of the 

educators employed on the staff who were telling them the program was 

bad and they did not want to do it. I felt as if I had been beating my 

head against a brick wall. I outlined for Sam much of the same material 

I bad given the school board to explain the thrust and guidelines of the 

national and state effort in the Right-to-Read and hoped that he would 

be able to grasp as a lay-person the intent of the effort better than 

the local school board apparently had. 

I was also angry about the fact that the episode between my husband 

and the principal had apparently been blown completely out of 

proportions and used against me in the decision not to renew my 

contract. I had my husband tell me again every detail he could remember 

about the episode and wrote an account for Sam, including the events 

that afternoon with Babe, the principal's wife, and my husband's apology 

by telephone later that night. My contention was that if the principal 

had still been upset even after my husband apologized, he had erred in 

going to the teachers in the school system to crusade his cause instead 

of filing charges against my husband with the local law authorities. 

The event had not taken place on the school premises, it had been on a 

county road 15 miles away an hour before the Kingdom school was in 

session. I could not understand the board's lack of insight on this 
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point, unless, again, it was much easier to listen to "what seemed to be 

a majority" of staff members, who claimed it caused tension and 

pressures for them to the extent their teaching was affected, and get 

rid of me to resolve their problem and any responsibility in the matter. 

Wilson was equally angered concerning the charges by the teachers 

on which the board agreed they based their decision. She also compiled 

for Sam a detailed account of all the conversations she remembered 

having with any of the group of teachers. Alleged remarks that occurred 

were quite different when placed in the proper context. She remembered 

that the day the superintendent's secretary had brought the agenda for 

the board meeting, that was to be held on February 1, 1978, to the room 

for the special program's teachers who worked there to sign it, she had 

refused to sign it unless the secretary agreed to give her a copy. She 

felt something was amiss since my name was listed on the agenda giving 

the impression that the teachers were to "meet with Mrs. Braune to 

discuss the Right-to-Read." The other teachers and aides in the room 

bad signed it and as she continued to refuse until she was given a copy, 

Lula, the other migrant teacher had kept interjecting comments such as, 

"Sign it Wilson," "Go ahead and sign it," "I don't see why you don't 

just sign it." Finally Wilson said she had become agitated with her 

interjections and said, "Oh, bush Lula," a remark that when put into 

context sounds quite different from the report that Wilson told a fellow 

teacher to "shut up." 

Other charges Wilson refuted sounded quite different when 

explanations were made. Wilson had been a legal secretary for many 
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years with a large oil company before she and her family had moved to 

their farm near Sunnyville and she had secured her teaching 

certification. The legal pad, the teachers had referred to, was the one 

on which she made her daily individual plans for the students who came 

to her to work with the computer. She had found a legal pad worked well 

for her in making quick notes as she observed specific needs of her 

students as she worked with them. 

So far as the charge against Wilson by the board members that they 

felt she could not get along with other staff members, she and I both 

refuted this charge. I wrote a detailed description of our personal 

working relationship that bad been and remained a professional one of 

quality. I described her interactions with the other teachers who had 

been involved in developing and implementing the Right-to-Read program 

in the local school as interactions of high quality. Wilson provided 

Sam with a list of other teachers in the school system with whom she 

worked, a list that outnumbered the group of 10 who had grieved before 

the school board, and implored him to question these teachers as to her 

ability to "get along" with them. 

The written rebuttals probably served two purposes. They provided 

an outlet for Wilson and me at a point in time when we felt under much 

stress and duress and at the same time provided Sam Garner with 

information that be would need in preparing our case for the pending 

administrative appeals process with the Texas Education Agency and for 

the pending federal law suit we had filed. 
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The hearing before the County Superintendent was scheduled for 

November 3, a couple of weeks after the depositions of the 

administrators and the board members had been completed. Sam told 

Wilson and me that he planned to take depositions from some of the 

teachers who were involved in the grievance before the board, but would 

wait until we had completed the hearing with the County Superintendent. 

At the same time, he told us that so far as the pending hearing, there 

would be no reason for either of us to plan to attend since it would be 

just a matter of formality between attorneys in the case to execute 

necessary legal briefs to the County Superintendent for his ruling in 

order to get the case back before the Commissioner of Education in 

Austin. 

A couple of days before the hearing was to be held, my husband was 

talking with another husband of one of the Kingdom teachers and he 

mentioned that half the teaching personnel was going to Lowrey, the 

county seat of Lowrey county, where the County Superintendent's office 

was located. When Wilson and I contacted Sam Garner to give him the 

information, he was surprised and said he could see no reason for that 

to happen. He told us that he did not see the necessity in Wilson 

leaving her teaching duties, but that if my husband and I were free, it 

might be well for us to attend the meeting with him. I told him we 

would be there and told Wilson I would take my tape recorder to record 

what transpired at the meeting, if possible. 

My husband and I, having arrived at the county courthouse in Lowrey 

the next morning, were met by Sam Garner in the ball outside the county 
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superintendent's office. He told us that the attorneys on behalf of the 

defendants had requested a "wish to make a record," which I later 

learned was to put witnesses on the stand to testify as to the reasons 

Wilson and I should have been and were non-renewed with the Kingdom 

school system. Sam had agreed due to the fact that he would be allowed 

to cross-examine the witnesses and would be able to gather more 

information for the federal law suit that was pending and perhaps save 

some time and expense in taking further depositions in the case. 

I was glad I had decided to take my tape recorder because the 

hearing turned out to be much more. It was more like a complete trial, 

held in the large county courtroom upstairs from the county 

superintendent's office with the county superintendent sitting at the 

place where the judge normally sat and conducting the proceedings in 

much the same way as a regular court judge. I suddenly remembered a 

remark that he had made a few weeks earlier when I had called him to see 

if a date for a hearing had been set. He had told me that he really saw 

no need for the hearing since one-year teaching contracts were just like 

"chopping cotton." He went on to say, "If a fella' hires out to chop a 

field of cotton, when it's all chopped, the job's all done." 

As the superintendent, principal, the Kingdom board and the 

entourage of other school personnel entered the courtroom, Sam Garner 

looked as me and said, "I wonder who is keeping school today." At Sam's 

suggestion, I began to compile a list of people from the school and the 

community who were there. All of the group of 10 teachers and aides who 

had signed the grievance form were there, with the exception of Bobby 
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Dungan, the young coach who had been non-renewed with Wilson and me. 

Sissy Landers, the high school English teacher who had been spokesperson 

for the group in presenting the grievance was also present. In addition 

to these people were the bookkeeper and personal secretary to the 

superintendent who also was employed in the capacity of tax 

assessor/collector for the school district; Lelah, the superintendent's 

wife and aide employed with the school system; and Clara Langley, wife 

of board member Clyde Langley and deaf education aide employed with the 

system. People not officially connected with the school system were the 

husband of the Title I reading and office aide, Rose, who was one of the 

group of grieving teachers, and the husband of the fifth grade teacher, 

Ella who had been my student teacher at one time and was not present 

with the group from the school. Also in attendance was a lady who I 

found out later was the mother of Lilly, the third grade teacher who was 

a part of the grieving group. There were two men sitting midway of the 

courtroom dressed in white shirts, ties and dark suits who looked as if 

they might be there in some official capacity, but whom neither Sam nor 

I knew. Later I found out one of the men was the son of the county 

superintendent and also a superintendent of a school system elsewhere in 

the state of Texas. 

After the county superintendent called the court to order, stated 

the Texas Education Agency Docket Numbers in the joint cases of Wilson 

and me and the reason we were there, he introduced the attorney for the 

appellants, Sam Garner, and the attorneys for the appellees, Clint 

Mobley, Tommy Williams and Garth Lemmons, another attorney from the 
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insurance firm in Colby whom we had not met before. Clint Mobley 

addressed the county superintendent and asked that due to the large 

number of witnesses the appellees had brought to present that the court 

swear them in as a group to save time. When he asked that all 

witnesses in the case stand, everyone present who served in an official 

capacity with the Kingdom school district, stood, raised their right 

hand and swore to "tell the truth and nothing but the truth." Sam 

looked at the large group of people who were standing and then at me in 

surprise. I looked at the group and then at him in utter distress. I 

felt the eyes of the county superintendent on me and wondered if he was 

questioning what terrible crime Wilson and I had committed that the 

entire school system was there to testify against us. 

The superintendent was called to the stand first. His testimony 

was much the same as he had given in his deposition, except that be did 

state that he had recommended to the board that they not renew Wilson 

due to the fact that "she was disruptive as far as the teachers were 

concerned" and she "failed to take directions." In my case, he 

testified that be made no recommendation as to whether the board renew 

or not renew my contract. He stated that if my "situation could 

improve" and I "could work with the administration," he left the 

decision up to the board. The superintendent strongly denied that my 

going before the school board had anything to do with my non-renewal. 

The principal's testimony was also much the same as given in his 

deposition; however, he revealed more pertinent information concerning 

his account of the episode between him and my husband. He related that 
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on the morning after he had given the teachers their evaluations, on his 

way to school, there was a pickup stopped with the hood up on the farm 

road that went from his farm to the main road. When he got to the 

pickup, he said my husband stepped out with a rag in his hand. The 

principal said he had to stop the car or he would have run over my 

husband when he came from behind the hood where he had been "hiding." 

He said my husband came up to the side of the car and told him that "he 

would evaluate him right out there on the road, or up in the pasture. 

He claimed that my husband touched him three times, reached in, took his 

tie, jerked it forcefully and told him that he and the superintendent 

had better get things straightened out. He further claimed that my 

husband said he was going to fix the superintendent out at the golf shed 

where they had common golf carts and that he was going to "dog" him the 

rest of his life. The principal then explained, in a very distressed 

voice, that he was on blood thinner for Mitral Stenosis (Atrial 

Fibrillation of the heart), so that if he got cut, he could bleed to 

death easily. The statement was made as if to insinuate that my husband 

had a knife. 

Leland Winters, who had been the most vocal in the depositions as 

to his reasons for deciding pot to renew my and Wilson's contracts, was 

the only board member called to the stand to testify in the hearing. 

His contentions as to his reasons were more or less the same as given 

before; however he emphasized that he felt I could not work with the 

principal after the incident on the road. He also stressed that the 

letter I had placed in the teachers' files, the letter of commendation 
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of the the Right-to-Read teachers, had been an attempt to negate the 

principal's evaluations of those teachers. In his testimony, he again 

alluded to the fact that my husband and I would not have dinner with the 

superintendent to try to work out things when the superintendent bad 

offered to "buy the steaks." In Wilson's case, he stated again that he 

did not believe she could get along with other teachers so he decided to 

vote to non-renew. He strongly agreed with the superintendent's and 

principal's remarks that under no circumstances did my going before the 

board and Wilson accompanying me have anything to do with his decision. 

After the attorneys had finished questioning Leland, they told the 

county superintendent that they would forego questioning the other board 

members since the testimony would be repetitive and time consuming. 

Then they called Bessy to the stand. Her testimony revolved around the 

extreme amount of tension in the school due to the attempted assault of 

the principal on the county road by my husband. The witness more or 

less admitted the incident precipitated the filing of the grievance by 

several of the teachers. She denied that they were coerced by the 

superintendent or the principal to file the grievance, but admitted 

under cross-examination by Sam Garner the form was processed through on 

a Friday, in one day, from the principal to the superintendent then to 

the agenda for the next Monday night's board meeting. She could not 

remember where she signed the form, but said no one brought it to her. 

On the copy of the form Sam Garner had secured as an exhibit in the 

case, the signatures of nine teachers were cramped into a one line space 

provided for the grievant to sign at three different places on the form 
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(refer to Document GG for sample form). The order of the signatures 

followed a repetitive pattern with Ruby, Edith, and Lula having signed 

first each time and Norma, the high school girl's athletic coach having 

signed last each time. The order of the signatures of Lilly, Bessy, 

lola, Rose and Bobby Dungan, that appeared between, varied to some 

degree. Sissy Landers, who apparently acted as the spokesperson had not 

signed the form at any point. On the face of the form itself and the 

order of the signatures, it would appear that each teacher possibly had 

signed all three spaces at one time, but neither Bessy nor Lula whose 

testimony followed admitted to that fact. Had the group of teachers and 

aides been seated at a table with the administrators and the form was 

passed around, that would account for the order, but both teachers 

testified that they did not go into the administrator's offices as a 

group and that Sissy Landers took care of the grievance process. Later, 

in Lula's testimony, she said she signed the document in the 

bookkeeper's office. 

Lula also confirmed Bessy's earlier testimony that a group of about 

15 or 20 people had met at her house to decide what to do about the 

tensions in the school after the attempted "assault" on the principal. 

Sam Garner pressed the questioning with Bessy in an effort to try to 

determine why the incident concerning my husband and the principal that 

had happened 15 miles from town at a time of day prior to school opening 

had upset the teachers to the extent that they felt their teaching of 

the children was affected and had gone to the school board to get 

something done about it. Her answer was, "When you are upset, you do 
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not do your best teaching." When Sam used an analogy to ask her if 

there had been a murder down at the local post office, would she have 

been so upset that it would affect her teaching and she would go to the 

school board to do something about it. As she replied that it might, 

the attorney for the school objected to Sam's manner of questioning, 

claiming that he had been demeaning to the witness who had sacrificed 

her time to come there to testify and the questions were absurd. The 

county superintendent quickly agreed and said the record would reflect 

that the questioning was absurd. 

After the questioning of Lula, in which about the same information 

the board members had stated in their depositions was revealed as to the 

charges she had made against Wilson and me, the school board's attorney 

stated that they would discontinue questioning the other witnesses they 

had brought, again claiming the testimony would be repetitious and time 

consuming. The county superintendent agreed and the hearing was 

completed. Sam felt the bearing had been beneficial to the case in that 

he had uncovered more pertinent information that would possibly serve us 

well in the federal law suit, especially in trying to prove the 

grievance process was a conspired effort on the part of the 

administrators to get Wilson and me fired. 

Wilson and I were glad Sam felt it was beneficial, but personally 

we felt devastated. Since we had offered no facts in our defense during 

the hearing, we were sure the county superintendent would believe 

everything he heard. I was aware that it was quite possible he would 

have believed the worst about us even if we had testified in our 
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defense, since I knew he had been a close friend of the principal for 

much of the 36 years he had taught and served as administrator in Lowrey 

County and other counties surrounding Lowrey. During his past eight 

years as county school superintendent, he had worked closely with the 

Kingdom superintendent and the independent school district, one of only 

three left in Lowrey county. 

Due to an act of the 1975 Texas Legislature, the office of county 

school superintendent was being abolished in Texas due to its 

diminishing responsibilities. Only a few were still in existence in the 

state and we learned a few weeks after our hearing that the Lowrey 

County's office was to be closed on December 31, 1978, terminating the 

employment of the county superintendent and the assistant county 

superintendent, who had worked in the office for 49 years. According to 

an article in the local newspaper (see Document JJJ), in 1910, when the 

office was in its "hey day" and responsible for administration of all 

rural schools and all common school districts, there were 71 separate 

school districts in Lowrey county. By 1930 a gradual decline had 

occurred and after that year there was a "rush for closing and 

consolidating schools throughout the state" and Lowrey county decreased 

to the number of three independent school districts for which the county 

superintendent's office was responsible. The responsibilities and 

services of the office had also decreased until in recent years the 

major services, the article stated, included: 

1. Overseeing transportation, purchase of buses, bus routes, school 
bus driver contracts and disputes between districts over bus 
routes; 
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2. Transporting lunchroom materials for the various schools in the 
county; 
3. Supervising cooperative programs such as the Federal Title I and 
Title II programs which have been in effect in the county. (If 
there are more such programs, the supervision is expected to be 
provided by the Region Education Service Center.) 
4. Conducting bearings on teacher birings and firings which are 
disputed for school districts with less than 500 average daily 
attendance. (Such disputes in larger districts are handled directly 
by the Texas Education Agency. Mr. (Beachman) recently presided 
over such a hearing involving two (Kingdom) teachers.) 

The article also stated, "Along with the demise of the office goes the 

end of service for five public-spirited citizens known as the County 

School Board," among whom, the article went on to say, would be the 

president who bad served the board for 26 years. 

About the same time the article appeared in the local newspaper, 

Wilson and I received the findings of the Lowrey County Superintendent 

that was, as we had suspected it would be, very conclusive in favor of 

the Kingdom school district (see Document KKK). Wilson and I personally 

doubted that the County Superintendent's office had ever in its many 

years of existence been called upon by any teacher or administrator in 

any of its administrative districts to hear disputes over a contract 

issue. If the fact were indeed true, the county superintendent, Hr. 

Beachman, had experienced, precisely at the time of his and the office's 

demise, a once in a lifetime duty of the county office with all the 

glory of a real courtroom drama in which be had the opportunity to sit 

as judge and jury in carrying out his final duties. 

In the copy of the detailed findings, be stated that our 

non-renewal with the Kingdom District resulted from the fact that Wilson 

and I were disruptive influences in the school due to reports to the 
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school board from teachers and administrators. In the section titled 

Conclusions of Law, he stated that the school had never adopted tenure 

provisions of the Texas Education Code and we were not entitled to a 

hearing before the Kingdom Board of Trustees. He added that should he 

be overruled in his conclusion of law, he found adequate grounds for the 

non-renewal of our contracts for other reasons. 

Before we could appeal our case back to the Commissioner of 

Education, there was more paperwork to process our appeal to the County 

Board of Trustees, an office that became defunct on December 31, 1978. 

The appeal had to be directed to the County Judge (see Document LLL). 

That process having been accomplished by Sam Garner during the early 

months of 1979, we finally were able to appeal for a hearing with the 

Commissioner's office and a date was set for June 12, 1979 (see Document 

MMM). 

Wilson had another traumatic event occur in May, at the end of the 

school year, when the superintendent of the school where she had taught 

that year called her into his office to tell her that her one year 

contract with the school had not been renewed for another year. In the 

conversation, he did admit that he had been in contact with the 

superintendent at Kingdom at the insistence of the school board when it 

became known that she had filed a federal law suit against the Kingdom 

Independent School District. Although he did not admit the suit against 

the other district was the reason the board decided to non-renew her 

contract, she felt his remarks alluding to the fact confirmed her 

suspicions that it was indeed the reason. Sam Garner's advice was to 



427 

not retaliate in any way since it might work in Wilson's favor in 

documenting damages in the suit resulting from the Kingdom affair. By 

now, we were all aware that under Texas law, teachers who held one year 

contracts had no legal recourse. Had the Kingdom District quietly 

non-renewed us with no hint of conspiracy in allegations brought against 

us as a result of my going before the school board, we would have had no 

case to pursue. Sam Garner, who was serving as the District Attorney 

and who had aspirations toward running for a seat in the Texas 

Legi slature at some point in time, was getting an on the spot education 

as to the need for due process legislation for teachers in the state. 

On the day before our hearing was scheduled before the Commissioner 

of Education, Wilson and her husband traveled to Austin with my husband 

and me in our motor home my husband had purchased early in September the 

prior year. For several years we had talked about buying one, but had 

never made a decision to do so. MY husband had decided to purchase one 

the last week of the completion of my master's degree work and surprised 

me with it when I arrived home that weekend. I think he sensed the loss 

I would feel in not being able to return to my classroom duties with the 

l ocal school at the beginning of school in September. We left home 

early in September and traveled three weeks in the motor home through 

the southern part of Texas. It was an ideal time to travel in the Gulf 

coast area since the throngs of tourists had returned home and the "snow 

bi rd" from the northern states had not yet moved into the trailer and 

R. V. parks in the southern valley of the state. The weather was 

wonderful and there was much fishing and sight seeing to do, but late in 
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the afternoons when we would happen upon school buses unloading children 

along their routes, I would occasionally see young six-year-olds, faces 

glowing with excitement and hands stuffed with papers to show parents 

what they had done at school that day, and the ache deep inside me to be 

with children in the classroom was there. 

Dottie Morton, our friend from Sunnyville who had been the fifth 

grade teacher at Kingdom during the early years of the Right-to-Read 

program development and who left later when the superintendent tried to 

coerce her into the additional duties of counselor, met us at the motel 

when we checked in. She and her husband bad decided to take a short 

vacation trip and be there to support us in our cause. Mary, the former 

Kingdom kindergarten teacher, and her husband had decided to do the same 

and met us the next day at the Texas Education Agency building where the 

bearing was to be held. My son drove in from San Antonio to be there, 

as did Wilson's brother, who was a principal in one of the San Antonio 

school systems. 

Also meeting us at the Agency building was Mrs. Adams, the former 

school counselor who was supposed to have retired at the end of the 

1975-76 school year when the superintendent was pressing Dottie Morton 

to assume the counselor duties in addition to her classroom for the 

coming school year. With her was her daughter, who had been a classmate 

with my children at Kingdom and was now a teacher in a large school 

district near Dallas. The daughter, who was quite active in her local 

organization of the Texas State Teachers' Association had called me on 

several occasions to inquire as to the proceedings in mine and Wilson's 
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case. She had told me on one occasion that her mother felt she had been 

manipulated by the superintendent at Kingdom in 1976 and as a result had 

lost some retirement benefits when she did retire at the end of the next 

year, but had never pursued an investigation into the matter. Mrs. 

Adams was so glad she had come and had the opportunity to talk with 

Dottie. In comparing facts as to what the superintendent had told each 

teacher, they determined indeed he had manipulated both of them. Mrs. 

Adams had been told that the school system planned to use Dottie as a 

part time counselor the coming year and that her services would not be 

needed. Mrs. Adams full-time job in the county was due to the fact that 

her salary and her time was shared by the three existing county 

independent school districts. In view of a major cut in salary, she had 

decided to take an early retirement since the Texas Teacher Retirement 

System determines benefits based on an average of the highest three 

annual salaries earned. Dottie, on the other hand, was told that Mrs. 

Adams had decided to retire of her own volition and the district would 

be without a counselor the coming year. After Dottie resigned in the 

summer, the superintendent, according to Mrs. Adams, had contacted her 

as the school term was ready to begin and told her they would need her 

services after all. After she made arrangements to discontinue her 

pending retirement and return to her job with the three school 

districts, the Kingdom superintendent had explained that her salary with 

the school would be less since he had already made application for a 

lesser amount from the state due to the fact that he thought Dottie 

would be filling the position. Since she had already made a commitment 
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to the other two schools, she decided to work, although her total salary 

was less for the year and did affect her benefits when she retired at 

the end of the year. 

Larry Mullins from the Texas State Teachers' Association had 

arrived from his office there in Austin as we were ready to go into the 

hearing. As Wilson and I entered the hearing room with our entourage, 

I'm sure the principal, superintendent and Leland Winters, the only 

board member who was present possibly felt much as I had that day in the 

county courtroom in Lowrey. However, the hearing officer, Margaret 

Cooper, was not so kind in hearing our story as Mr. Beachman had been. 

The hearing had opened and Sam Garner had called me to the witness stand 

to begin giving facts in the combined plea on behalf of Wilson and me 

that the Kingdom school district had violated our due process rights in 

non-renewing our contracts that was based on retaliation for exercising 

our first amendment rights to free speech. At that point, one of the 

two attorneys sitting with Clint Mobley stood and petitioned a motion to 

dismiss the hearing based on the contention that no due process was due 

under the terms of one year contracts in Texas. The hearing officer 

asked me to step down from the witness chair and called the attorneys 

representing both sides into a conference with her. She explained to 

Sam that if he were going to pursue the pleading along the line of first 

amendment rights, he was out of order since rights delegated under the 

Constitution of the United States did not come under the purview of the 

office of the Texas Commissioner of Education. Sam was told that he 
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consider setting another date. 
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We were all disappointed to say the least as we retired to a nearby 

waiting room to discuss the events that had just occurred. Sam Garner 

and Larry Mullins agreed that our surest route now would be to go 

directly to the United States District Federal Court and plead our case 

based on the First and Fourteenth Amendments to the Constitution. After 

some discussion Wilson and I agreed to leave the administrative appeals 

route and let Sam continue toward pursuing the federal path. 

It was in May 1980, almost a year later when Wilson and I finally 

received copies of the official decision from the Commissioner of 

Education, who was Alton 0. Bowen at that point in time (see Document 

NNN). Within the time limit stipulated by Margaret Cooper in June 1979, 

Sam had notified the office of the Commissioner of Education that we 

would not amend our plea and request another hearing. I was 

disappointed that we had not been able to secure relief from the agency 

governing the school districts in the State of Texas, but I understood, 

as Sam had reaffirmed many times in our conversations, that Texas needed 

some new legislation pertaining to education. It was not long after 

this that Sam was elected to the Senate of Texas from the district 

surrounding Sunnyville and was finally in the position with firsthand 

knowledge to do something about the need. 

In the fall of 1979, after the hearing dismissal at the Texas 

Education Agency, my and Wilson's depositions were taken by Tommy 

Williams and Clint Mobley. At the same time, the depositions of the 
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teachers who had grieved against Wilson and me were taken by Sam Garner. 

Under questioning by Tommy Wilson, I experienced the same nervousness I 

had observed on the part of the superintendent and principal in the 

first deposition session. I had nothing to hide, but was concerned that 

I state the facts so they would not be misleading. I suppose I was too 

guarded with my answers, because about midway through my deposition, Sam 

asked for a recess. When we were in the hall, he gave me a sound 

lecture, telling me I was going to have to "get mean" and really attack 

the superintendent and principal. I'm not sure I responded any better 

when we returned to the session, because when I read the transcript of 

my deposition later I was dismayed by the fact that I had rambled so, 

not even making sense at some points. 

Both the superintendent and principal sat in on my and Wilson's 

session as we had done at the time theirs were taken. As Wilson 

testified, I was aware of the intimidating posture and reactions of the 

superintendent as we related instances that had occurred. He would 

laugh and shake his head as if the event never happened or was 

misconstrued in some way. The reactions became so obvious and 

distracting that Sam finally objected and stated he would insist he be 

asked to leave if he did not stop. 

Sam had decided with the information secured from the hearing in 

Lowrey from the testimony of Bessy and Lulah, that he would only depose 

a few more of the teachers who bad been involved in the grievance 

episode. Lilly, the third grade teacher, Ruby, the fourth grade 

teacher, and Iola, the principal's daughter-in-law who taught high 
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school English part time and Title I reading, were selected. The 

allegations the three teachers hurled against Wilson and me were in a 

way that was not what I would expect from educated adult teachers. 

Their mannerism was more consistent with that of little girls who at 

about the fourth grade begin adolescent behaviors in forming social 

cliches, bickering and telling on each other. In a summary report (see 

Document 000 for complete summaries of five teachers' depositions) 

prepared by an assistant in the law firm of Bob Hall and Associates of 

Houston who was hired by Wilson and me to assist Sam Garner just before 

the case went to trial in 1982, the assistant made the following 

statement at the end of the summary of the deposition of the principal's 

daughter-in-law: 

The rest of this deposition is just ridiculous. The only reason 
this woman signed this grievance was because of the incident on the 
dirt road, and it's obvious that she signed all three pages of the 
grievance at the same time, which makes it impossible that the 
grievance procedure was followed. The people knew when they signed 
that grievance that it was going to be rushed through and taken to 
the board. This grievance procedure was obviously a set-up job. 

From Ruby's remarks under questioning, there was no doubt that she 

bitterly opposed the Right-to-Read program that we had developed in the 

local school stating that she and other teachers refused to do the pre 

and posttesting (of students) because they did not agree with it. Of 

course, as the other teachers had testified at the Lowrey hearing and at 

the present deposition session, she was extremely upset about the 

attacks on the principal by my husband and by Wilson and me. She said 

we had a disregard for human life and were making the principal sick. 
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Lilly's testimony also stressed the incident "on the road" and the 

pressure I was exerting on the teachers to do the Right-to-Read program. 

I thought her being upset about pressure from me during the 1977-78 

school year, which was her first year in the system, was significant 

since I resigned as director of the program two days after she and I 

attended the August workshop I conducted in Sunnyville for area 

Right-to-Read schools. There would have been no reason or occasion 

after my resigning for her to have felt pressured by me to do the 

reading program, except that I defended the program and effort before 

the school board in January. It appeared to me that as much as the 

opposing teachers concocted complaints against Wilson and me in an 

effort to show how disruptive we were, they were actually helping our 

case by directly showing they went to the board on the grievance because 

Wilson and I exerted our "freedom of speech" on that occasion. 

Sam Garner gave us no assurances when the depositions had been 

completed. He still contended it would be a very hard case to plead and 

our chances of winning were very slim. It seemed we would not only have 

to prove the school administrators had conspired to have our contracts 

non-renewed, but we would have to disprove without a doubt that we were 

disrupting the educational process of the students in the school. There 

was no doubt in my mind that any of the students in my class as well as 

those of Mary, June or Wilson had been educationally deprived in any 

manner because of any personal stress and trauma we had endured during 

those months. I had always believed a dedicated teacher, such as I 
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aspired to be, should leave any personal problems outside the door of 

the classroom. 

Wilson and I were angry and indignant that the group of teachers 

who had filed the grievance and made accusations against our character, 

that were not substantiated, had acted in such an unprofessional and 

unethical manner. When we asked Larry Mullins if we had any recourse in 

the matter, he referred us to the Teachers' Professional Practices 

Commission authorized by the Texas Education Agency (see Document PPP). 

The purpose of the commission was stated in a brochure we received upon 

our request to the Director of the Professional Support and Professional 

Practices at the Agency. It read as follows: 

The Commission promotes high standards of ethical conduct for the 
membership of the education profession through the Code of Ethics 
and Standard Practices for Texas Educators. It provides a means 
for the profession to discipline members who allegedly violate 
standards of the Code of Ethics. 

In Principle III, Ethical Conduct Toward Professional Colleagues, 

of the Code of Ethics the second item states, "The educator shall not 

willfully make false statements about a colleague or the school system." 

In Principle V, the first item stated, "The educator shall not interfere 

with a colleague's exercise of political and citizenship rights and 

responsibilities." After studying the standards of the Code of Ethics, 

Wilson and I talked with the Director at the Texas Education Agency 

about the fact that we felt a group of teachers had exemplified 

unethical conduct toward us and that the conduct influenced the local 

school board to non-renew our contracts with the school system. He 

suggested we file with the Commissioner of Education a letter of intent 
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to file a complaint alleging a violation of the Code of Ethics and to 

name the persons involved. Wilson and I filed the letter, naming the 

superintendent, the principal and the 10 teachers who had filed the 

grievance before the Kingdom School Board. Sam Garner was not 

supportive in our endeavor, not to the extent that he advised us not to 

pursue it, but he made it clear that he did not want to spend time with 

the process at that point. Wilson and I knew Larry Mullins would help 

us all he could, but we knew we would be more or less on our own if we 

pursued the appeal. After some thought and consideration, we decided we 

had enough to deal with in preparing for the federal law suit, so we 

withdrew our intent, stating that we might appeal at a later time. Sam 

told us that we might decide to pursue this process following the trial 

where more documented damaging testimony would be given by the people 

against whom we had intended to file. 

After the completion in late 1979 of the depositions that were to 

be taken in the case, time seemed to drag by as we waited for a trial 

date to be set by the District Federal Court. Sam suggested to Wilson 

and me that we get involved in something since we were probably looking 

at a one to two year wait due to the crowded dockets of the Court. His 

advice was sound because it was not until the end of March 1982 that our 

case was tried. 

After Wilson's experience with the second non-renewal of her 

contract, she was not anxious to apply with any of the surrounding 

schools and with three boys still at home, she could not very well leave 

her home and the area to secure another teaching position. She decided 
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to return to her former field, that of a legal secretary, but the salary 

secretaries were paid in the town of Sunnyville, the only town in the 

area large enough to support several attorneys, was meager compared to 

her salary as a teacher. She decided to take courses at Southwest Texas 

University at San Marcos where she completed a certification as a 

paralegal to secure a better paying position. 

I chose not to apply at any of the area schools until sometime 

later, since I could not believe the case would be so long in being 

resolved. MY decision was to open a small school supply store in the 

town of Sunnyville, a place remote from the metroplex, that provided no 

access to teaching materials for teachers in the area. In order to 

undertake the venture, I drew out my accumulated retirement funds from 

the Teacher Retirement System of Texas into which I had paid a portion 

of ~ salary systematically during the 13 years I had taught. With my 

husband's assistance we purchased and repaired a large vacant church 

building in which I set up my business. Although to its disadvantage as 

a business that the location did not encourage off the street traffic 

for the store, it had a number of rooms that had once been used for the 

former church's Sunday school classes. I set up a learning center using 

my personal collection of teaching materials and tutored local students 

in reading and math. I also secured a laminating press, paper cutter 

and other materials necessary and set up a materials making center where 

I began developing my own line of teaching aids that I sold in my shop. 

I also began advertising and holding "Make and Take" workshops at my 

center for local teachers. At the same time, I made myself available to 
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the state, as a consultant to hold workshops at the Service Centers or 

in area schools on a contract basis. 
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All the various ventures, none of which could be described as being 

overwhelmingly lucrative or demanding of my services, did keep me busy 

with a diversion from the suspense of waiting for recourse in the 

pending law suit and kept me in touch with other teachers, children and 

t he teaching profession. As a member of the Texas Association for 

Reading Improvement, the International Reading Association, Schools in 

I ndividualized Instruction Network, the National Education Association, 

t he Texas State Teachers' Association, Women's Political Caucus and the 

American Association of University Women, I attended as many meetings as 

possible to stay in touch with my profession. 

One would think that with this new venture, I would be so excited 

and satisfied that I would have a very positive attitude about myself 

and my future, but that was not the case. Although I immensely enjoyed 

t he activities in which I was involved, there were many deep feelings 

inside me with which I was suddenly forced to deal. As I pushed hard to 

prove to everyone around me that I was a successful educator in my 

chosen profession with valid ideas to share, I realized that I had 

allowed the charges brought against me, that resulted in my dismissal 

with the Kingdom school system, to deeply affect me emotionally. For a 

period of time, as I dealt with myself on a psychological level, I 

lashed out, in my mind and sometimes verbally when I was alone, at all 

t he institutions of our society that I felt had molded, and quite 
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possibly twisted, the thinking of me and others in my life. I resented 

the "good old boy " bureaucratic system of the male dominated 

educational field that seemed to operate under "unwritten rules" that I 

as a woman had not been prepared nor trained to deal with. I resented 

the system of religious training that had taught me to always be "the 

good little girl," always "turn the other cheek," that "women are to be 

subservient to men" and if I didn't, God would surely "drop a brick on 

my head." I resented the double standards I was beginning to become 

aware of that exist in our society in that girls, at least of my 

generation, were conditioned in their upbringing to think their major 

role was that of wife and mother and this was their only choice, while 

boys, on the other hand, given many career choices were conditioned to 

believe they were to be the sole protector and provider for a wife and 

family. There was not one regret in my mind in having been a wife and 

mother, for the experience of bearing and nurturing three lovely 

children to adulthood was one for which I would forever be grateful, but 

I had come to see that as only a part of a short period of my life when 

my children left the "nest" to make lives and homes of their own. I was 

particularly annoyed after I lost my job with the school system when a 

well-meaning friend or acquaintance would say, "Oh well, you didn't need 

to work anyway, your husband makes you a good living," as if the loss of 

my job that I considered to be my career and a means of contributing to 

society, meant nothing. I became agitated with my husband, who was four 

years my senior, in his really sincere efforts to always "take care of 

me," in intervening on my behalf and making decisions for me, something 
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he had done since he married me at age 18. Sam Garner's correspondence 

would often agitate me when it was addressed to my husband and to 

Wilson's husband rather than to us personally. In my emotional state of 

mind, I would often forget to contemplate the fact that he, as well as 

Sam Garner, had also been conditioned by our society's system to believe 

that was a man's duty as "head of the house." As I dug deep inside 

myself and my feelings, I found I harbored a deep resentment toward my 

mother, who had died suddenly the year before I started teaching, 

because I felt in the 18 years before my marriage, she had always "taken 

care of me" in making my decisions and intervening anytime I had a 

difficulty to face. Even after my marriage, it seemed to me ~ mother 

and my husband were always in a kind of tug-of-war as to which one would 

tell me what to do. 

Maybe that period of psychologically exploring my inner feelings 

and beginning to deal with them was a time of "growing up" and becoming 

my own person, although it was a trying time for my husband to suddenly 

have to deal with a "50-year-old teenager." I realized it was time that 

I start taking responsibility for my own actions, both good and bad, and 

stop blaming everyone else around me, but it was a slow process. Wilson 

was also dealing with unexpected feelings that were surfacing, so we 

continued in our relationship to be a sounding board and comfort to each 

other as we waited for a trial date to be set in our case. -

Wilson and I bad discovered that our case was not unique in the 

State of Texas. OUr collection of newspaper and magazine articles 

concerning teachers who had been fired from their jobs with school 
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systems, based on false or questionable charges made against them and 

denied any recourse of due process, was growing. Several cases similar 

to ours were pending in the courts or had been decided. We talked to 

some of these teachers, and found they were feeling much the same way we 

were, devastated at having lost their jobs and stigmatized by filing a 

law suit against the school district. As our interest grew concerning 

the laws as they affected teachers, we decided to take a course in 

Public School Law at Texas Woman's University under Dr. John McFarland, 

who was outstanding in the field having served as Superintendent of 

Schools for the Houston school system for a number of years. 

The course proved to be most beneficial to Wilson and me in that we 

not only became more knowledgeable of the law as it pertained to 

teachers, it gave us a boost in personal confidence in our position as 

teachers who were pursuing our rights. We learned about people named 

Pickering, Roth and Sinderman and the fact that due to their personal 

pursuits for justice in their individual cases, the Supreme Court of the 

United States bad ruled that teachers are citizens first with the same 

freedom of speech as any other citizen and under the full protection of 

the Constitution of the United States. The encouragement Wilson and I 

received from the group of teachers enrolled in the class with us, many 

of whom were graduate students pursuing an administration certification, 

when Dr. McFarland made known the facts in our case were invaluable to 

our self-concepts. They made us feel we were truly fighting for all 

teachers and for the profession in our endeavor. 
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The Federal Court docket setting process was much like that of the 

appeals process to the Texas Education Agency, dates set, motions to 

postpone entered by the attorneys for the Kingdom District and 

postponements made. Wilson and I stayed in contact with Sam Garner's 

office since there had been Interrogatories we were required to fill out 

and other additional information that was needed. We had to compile for 

his office the list of people with addresses and telephone numbers who 

we would subpoena as witnesses at the trial. The list with fees for the 

subpoena expense attached had to be filed in the Federal Clerk's office 

so when the date was set the witnesses could be immediately notified. 

Finally a tentative date for the trial was set. Wilson and I had become 

increasingly aware that Sam Garner's duties as a Senator in the State 

Legislature was consuming much of his time and due to his duties in 

Austin, he had been forced to make some postponements in our case. We 

suggested to him that we would like to hire another attorney to assist 

with the trial proceedings if he did not object. 

Sam agreed that his duties as Senator were shortening his time to 

spend with his personal cases and consented to our suggestion. Wilson 

and I contacted Bob Hall, an attorney in Houston who had been 

recommended to us by Larry Mullins due to his past effective 

representation of other Texas State Teachers' Association members in 

teacher rights cases. An article written by Bob Hall had appeared in 

the spring issue of the Texas Outlook, a magazine published by TSTA (see 

Document QQQ). Wilson and I had been impressed with his discussion of 

the new legislation, the Term Contract Non-renewal Act, that had 
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recently been enacted with much support and vigor on the part of our 

attorney Senator Sam Garner (see Document RRR). An appointment with the 

Houston-based attorney was confirmed and Wilson and I accompanied by our 

husbands drove to the city. 

At our request, Sam Garner had mailed copies of pertinent facts, 

briefs, depositions and other information concerning the case to Bob 

Hall before our meeting with him. Wilson and I were both impressed with 

the non-rushed and attentive mannerism in which he conducted the 

interview with us, in view of the fact that he had come directly to his 

office for the appointment from the airport, having been out of state in 

another teacher's court trial for a week, without rushing to the 

hospital where his wife was waiting with their daughter and new 

grandbaby. We found him to be not only considerate and easy to talk to, 

but remarkably knowledgable of the law as it concerned schools and 

educational employment. After reviewing the facts in our case, he 

agreed with Sam Garner that our case was by no means going to be an easy 

one to win, but he agreed, at our request and offer to pay personally 

his fees, to assist Sam with the proceedings of the case and promised to 

do all he could to help us. 

With the two attorneys we now had working on our case, Wilson and I 

felt we had secured the best representation possible for the trial that 

was set to begin March 29, 1982 in Austin in the Federal Court of 

District Judge James R. Nowlin. As the time approached, a period of 

panic set in for me personally. I began to question myself in regard to 

the magnitude of the resulting consequences of my decision to go before 
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the Kingdom board on that fateful night of January 30, 1978. I had not 

been able to shake a recurring feeling of self-guilt since my and 

Wilson's meeting with Bob Hall. In the discussion, I had told him I was 

not sure I really wanted my job back with the Kingdom District. He 

suddenly appeared to be quite upset with my making such a remark and 

words to the effect that I had certainly caused a tremendous amount of 

inconvenience and expense for a lot of people, including myself, to 

decide now that I did not want my job back. I tried to explain to him 

that it was not that I did not want to fight for my right to be 

reinstated, but that I was not sure I could walk back into the hostile 

atmosphere and work there again if we were successful and won our case. 

I think he finally understood the meaning of my statement, but his words 

concerning the "inconvenience and expense for a lot of people" had not 

left me. As I looked over the copy of the trial pleadings Sam Garner 

bad prepared and the long list of witnesses (see Document SSS), I 

realized that more than 50 people, including witnesses, plaintiffs and 

defendants were involved. That number did not include the number of 

attorneys, husbands or wives and families of witnesses and those 

directly involved in the proceedings, nor did it include the Federal 

Court personnel and jurors who would hear the case. One hundred would 

probably be a moderate number of people whose lives were now being 

affected by that one zealous decision I had made. There were times 

during the week before we were to travel to Austin that I wanted to yell 

out, "Stop! Stop everything!" I could feel my self-confidence and 

strength to fight for my rights waning. 
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A few days before the trial was to begin, Sam Garner called me and 

said he was disturbed because Mary, the former kindergarten teacher, had 

not answered her witness subpoena. The county sheriff whose duty it was 

to deliver the subpoenas had not been able to contact her although 

messages had been left for her to call his office. When I started 

making calls to her home and the home of some of her family with whom I 

was acquainted and was unable to get in touch with her, I was sure that 

for some reason, she was avoiding the subpoena for this action was 

totally out of character for her. I was afraid it had something to do 

with the possibility of her involvement in the case being a threat to 

her present employment. After the County Superintendent's Hearing in 

Lowrey in my and Wilson's case, Mary had called me to ask if I was aware 

that Mr. Beachman, the county superintendent, was the father-in-law of 

the principal under whom she was now employed and with whose wife she 

worked as a second grade teacher the first year after leaving Kingdom. 

I did not know and was completely shocked. I remembered how open and 

frank I had talked with him about the problems in the Right-to-Read 

effort in the Kingdom school system at the time I had applied in his 

school system. Mary told me that after the hearing, her principal had 

talked to her about our case and said according to reports from his 

father-in-law and his brother-in-law who attended the hearing, things 

certainly looked bad for Wilson and me and he advised her not to get 

involved with us in the case. MY husband and I had often wondered who 

the two well-dressed strangers were who attended the hearing in Lowrey 
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that day. Now I knew one was Mr. Beachman's son, also an administrator 

in another school district. 

At the same time Sam had told me about Mary not having responded to 

her subpoena, he also told me that Bubby Dungan had not responded. A 

year or so earlier, Wilson had talked to Bobby when she and her husband 

happened to be vacationing near the area where Bobby's parents lived. 

At that time he had told Wilson that when he had signed the grievance 

form with the teachers his last year at Kingdom, he did not know they 

were going before the board to talk about us. He said Bessy, the 

seventh grade teacher had insisted he sign the form with them, but that 

when he found out what was happening at the meeting, he did not go in 

before the board. His statement coincided with the board members' 

depositions in which they said he did not talk with them. 

On the Saturday night before we were leaving for Austin to be in 

the city and prepared for the opening of the trial on Monday morning, I 

decided to try to contact both Bobby and Mary again. I finally reached 

Bobby's mother and she was verbally indignant on the phone. She 

demanded, in no uncertain terms, that she wanted the people in Kingdom 

to leave her son alone. She said the year he spent there had been the 

most devastating time of his and his wife's life due to harassment from 

people in the school and the community because his wife was 

Mexican-American. His mother said Bobby finally had a teaching job and 

was about to recover from the abuse he had suffered at Kingdom and she 

was going to see to the fact that no one from there ever bothered her 

son again. I assured her that I had certainly not been a part of any 
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harassment directed toward Bobby or his wife. I told her they rented an 

apartment from my husband while living in Kingdom and he and I had 

nothing but respect for the young couple. She apparently was aware of 

that fact, but said nevertheless, she had advised Bobby, under direction 

from the county judge for whom she was employed, not to pick up his 

subpoena and that Bobby had agreed. I tried to argue, but to no avail, 

that Mrs. Wilson and I had also suffered injustices at the hands of 

people in Kingdom and needed all the help we could muster in our cause. 

I also suggested that if Bobby took a stand with us against the 

injustices to teachers' rights, it might provide him an opportunity to 

recover some of his lost self-esteem due to the abuse he had suffered. 

She sympathized with Wilson and me in the injustice we had suffered, but 

refused to encourage Bobby to respond. 

I was disappointed that Bobby was not coming, both for his sake and 

ours, but was also angry to know that this young man, a beginning 

teacher, and his wife had suffered mental anguish during their year in 

Kingdom. After my conversation with Bobby's mother, I was more 

determined than ever to contact Mary. I called every place I knew she 

might be and when her sister finally told me she had left her house a 

few minutes earlier, I repeatedly dialed Mary's home phone until she 

answered. When I asked her if she had been avoiding my calls, she broke 

into tears and told me she had because she was having problems with her 

principal and felt she could not become involved at that point. A week 

or so before, a consultant from the Regional Service Center had 

conducted a workshop for the teachers in the school where Mary taught 
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concerning the new guidelines for Bilingual Education in Texas. In the 

course of the meeting, Mary had asked a question and, in so doing, had 

revealed the fact that the majority of the bilingual kindergarten 

students in the school were placed in her section. The consultant had 

stated that if the school was doing that, it was against State 

guidelines. She said she could tell by the principal's expression, her 

statement had angered him. Later, he had berated her in the presence of 

the other teachers for making the statement. When she had gone to his 

office later and told him she did not appreciate his inconsideration in 

lecturing her in front of her colleagues, he told her he had done it 

purposely and would do it again the next time she revealed school 

information in public. The incident had been so upsetting for her that 

she felt she could not get involved with our trial in addition to her 

own problem and especially since she knew the principal's feelings 

toward our case. Mary had been like a daughter to me since the 

beginning of our friendship and in no way would I add to her problems by 

insisting she get involved in mine and Wilson's case if it were not in 

her best interest. I was angry because I knew Mary, an untiring 

dedicated teacher, did not deserve such a blow to her professionalism by 

such a display of discourteous behavior on the part of the principal. I 

confided to Mary that during recent days I had been despondent and at 

times regretted the fact that I had ever taken a stand before the 

Kingdom school board concerning the reading program because of the 

resulting wild whirlwind of events in which so many people were caught, 

but after having talked to Bobby's mother and to her, my fire had been 
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rekindled in my quest to attempt to right some of the wrongs done to 

professionally dedicated teachers. Before we finished talking, Mary had 

decided she might reconsider joining us in Austin. She and I agreed 

that teachers who are interested in the improvement of education need to 

join together in knowing what their rights are and in asserting 

themselves within those rights in dealing with administrators and school 

boards. 

Early Sunday morning the telephone rang and I heard an excited 

voice on the other end of the line say, "Veriena, Joe and I will meet 

you in Austin this afternoon." Mary and her husband had talked the 

situation over and decided the strength she would gain by joining my and 

Wilson's cause would probably help her in the long run to take care of 

her own problem in her school. She bad called her principal and told 

him he would have to secure a substitute for her since she had been 

subpoenaed and would be out of school for as long as she was needed at 

the trial. I bubbled with gratitude as I gave her the name of the motel 

where we had reserved rooms and assured her we would have one for them 

when they arrived. 

Wilson was equally as pleased as I with the news that Mary had 

changed her m.ind and was going to help our cause. Our vigor toward the 

pending trial had also been strengthened by support from the former 

Kingdom teachers who were coming to testify on our behalf. Although 

they had been subpoenaed as witnesses, when each of them had called to 

get information as to where we would be staying so they could make 
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reservations at the same place, their remarks indicated they were eager 

to lend assistance in the case. 

Soon after Mary's call, my husband and I accompanied by my friend, 

the retired English teacher, set out by car for Austin followed by 

Wilson and her husband in their own automobile. MY husband had reserved 

a suite of rooms to accommodate six people at the motel so we could be 

together with our three children who would be joining us, while Wilson 

and her husband had made separate arrangements for accommodations next 

to ours. My friend, Hazel, was exuberant in that she had been invited 

to join us, not only because of the opportunity to be a support to me 

and my family, as well as to Wilson's, but because the experience of 

participating in the trial proceedings would allow her some 

self-satisfaction to an unresolved effort on her part to overcome an 

injustice done to her many years before by the administrative board of a 

small South Texas junior college and by the political system. 

The entire staff at the junior college formed a committee and filed 

a complaint against the athletic coach to the administrative board. She 

described the allegations as being justified, but said at the time, she 

discouraged the group from filing the complaint because she felt the 

board would not believe their charges and would reprimand the staff 

members rather than the coach in question. So intent was the group in 

their endeavor that she agreed to join them and since she was head of 

the English department, she was asked to act as secretary of the 

committee. The document describing the complaint, devised and presented 

to the administrative board of the college, bore her signature and that 
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of her colleague who had been selected as chairman of the committee. 

Her fears were realized when the board refused to believe the charges 

made by the group and took action against the two teachers who had 

signed the document resulting in the termination of their employment 

with the college. In keeping with her strong character, she called 

together the group of faculty members who had instigated the complaint 

and told them that if they had any backbone of professionalism at all, 

they would assume their own responsibility in the situation and resign 

in protest to the injustice of the board's actions. Although the entire 

staff resigned, the administrative board did not relinquish their 

decision. My friend filed suit against the board and against a San 

Antonio newspaper that had published articles she felt were damaging to 

her personally and to her career, but the political system of the area 

managed to continually bring about a postponement each time the case 

came close to a docket call. After a number of years passed, having 

paid a monthly retainer fee to her attorney and other litigation costs, 

she was forced to stop proceedings because her personal funds were 

depleted. 

At the time I decided to go before the Kingdom school board to 

defend the reading program, I understood that her words of caution to me 

were due to her own personal experiences with the administrative and 

bureaucratic political controls of our systems. I appreciated her 

concern for my protection and well-being, but, at the time, I saw no 

relative similarity in our situations. I knew now there were many 

s i milarities and as we journeyed toward our destination, I hoped for a 
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successful decision in our case, not only for Wilson and me, but so that 

she and other dedicated teachers who had suffered injustices at the 

hands of the system might vicariously feel some triumph in seeing 

teachers' rights upheld. 

Upon our arrival, we found Sam Garner and Bob Hall, with 

mountainous stacks of briefs, depositions and other papers scattered 

about Sam's room, busily preparing for the week's proceedings. We were 

glad to see Sam had brought along his secretary, who had become a close 

friend to Wilson and me during the four years during which time we had 

visited with her possibly more than with Sam, to assist in organizing 

material and keeping accurate notes throughout the trial. The scene 

assured Wilson and me that Sam and Bob did not plan to plead our case in 

any haphazard fashion, but would pursue it vigorously with the combined 

expertise of their positions as two outstanding attorneys in the state. 

Wilson and I had no doubt that we would be given "individualized" 

attention at its best in this learning experience. 

As the teachers who would testify in our behalf, "friendly 

witnesses," the appropriate term Sam used in referring to them, began 

arriving at the motel, it was like one big school reunion. Some of them 

we had not seen since our mass departure from the Kingdom system, so it 

was quite a joyful time as we caught up on news of what had been 

happening to everyone. I feel sure in view of the negative testimony 

from the depositions that had been given in our case, Sam and Bob were 

both relieved to see that Wilson and I did indeed have friends in the 

Kingdom school system who felt differently about us. 
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Among the first to arrive were the two former Kingdom teachers and 

their husbands who had joined us in Austin a few years before at the 

time we took our case before the Texas Commissioner of Education, Dottie 

Morton, the fifth grade teacher who left Kingdom in 1976 after having 

performed outstanding work with the departmentalized reading in the 

early years of the Right-to-Read program and who had continued to 

support Wilson and me in our efforts to vindicate our situation, and 

Mary who had decided the night before to put aside her personal fears 

and join us in our effort. Their husbands jokingly said they had 

attended almost every hearing in our case so far and were not about to 

miss the big one. Wils n and I had been in close contact with both Mary 

and Dottie throughout the four years and they were aware of our 

appreciation for their support, but we expressed it again and to their 

husbands who also had left their personal obligations to be there. 

Arriving together, and bubbling with excitement as always, were 

June, the former second grade teacher, and Becky, the former Homemaking 

Vocational teacher, who were both teaching in larger separate school 

systems that were some miles apart but in the same location of Texas. 

June's life had changed drastically in the four years and she looked 

radiantly happy. Soon after she left Kingdom she had divorced her 

husband, the former Methodist minister, following the scandal of his 

affair with the church secretary and his leaving the ministry. She had 

been teaching first grade in a school system she enjoyed very much, was 

working toward a graduate degree in counseling, and had recently married 

a man who was devoted to her and her three children. Becky and her 
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husband were happily situated with their children in their new home and 

she was pursuing graduate work in her field of Vocational Education at a 

nearby university. 

Laura, the former special education teacher who shared the same 

room with Wilson and the other migrant teacher our last year at Kingdom, 

arrived with her husband. Unhappy with their situation in Kingdom, they 

had decided later to return to the area from which they had moved. 

Laura was happily teaching special education again in the system she had 

left, however in a different elementary school. Neither Wilson nor I 

bad become close friends with Laura during the year we were all teaching 

in the Kingdom system, but we had enjoyed our teaching association with 

her. We had quickly recognized her superb knowledge of the field she 

was qualified to teach and had gained great respect for her professional 

mannerisms with students and teachers. Laura and her husband said they 

were anxious to learn the facts concerning our case since they were 

aware of a number of events that had occurred the year of 1978-79 in the 

Kingdom system that appeared unethical or at least questionable to them. 

After they learned more of the facts concerning the case from our 

attorneys, as well as from those of us who were personally involved, 

Laura became a very effective witness in our behalf. 

Four other "friendly witnesses" arrived at the motel together; 

however three of them had driven from Kingdom, while the other teacher, 

Suzy, the former sixth grade teacher at Kingdom, flew in from a distant 

part of Texas where she and her family were now located and where she 

was teaching special education. Suzy, a native Kingdom young lady who 
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had always been a close friend of my older daughter since their high 

school and college days, looked wonderful and said she was happier than 

she had been in a long time. As we were talking, she said, "You know 

Mrs. Braune, I found out there was a whole different world out there 

when I left Kingdom." Suzy had attended a workshop I had conducted at 

the Regional Service Center in the area in which she taught a year or so 

before. In talking with her that day, I was struck with the fact that 

she seemed so much more interested in her teaching and her students than 

she had appeared to be at Kingdom. Certainly I had matured during the 

past four years and I suspected Suzy had, too. 

Wilson and I appreciated the situation of the three people who had 

made the trip from Kingdom to testify at the pending proceedings, 

especially that of Ella, who had been my student teacher at one time and 

who still taught fifth grade in the system. We realized the difficulty 

facing Ella in coming and the possibility that it might affect her 

situation when she returned to her teaching duties in the Kingdom system 

after the trial proceedings were over. Although she had been subpoenaed 

along with both friendly and unfriendly witnesses, it was quite apparent 

she was not considered by the defendants to be a friendly witness in 

their defense against my and Wilson's charges. She told us that as the 

trial date approached, the attorneys for the defense had met with the 

group of teachers who had been subpoenaed to testify, but Ella had not 

been invited to attend. The school had reserved rooms at the Crystal 

Hotel in downtown Austin for all of the school board members, the 

administrators and the school personnel who had been subpoenaed, but 
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again Ella was ignored. Her situation was one of double jeopardy, since 

Bessy, the seventh grade teacher whom we had already determined was 

leading the group of teachers who protested against Wilson and me, was 

her aunt by marriage. Sam explained to her that he wanted her to feel 

free on the witness stand to answer honestly questions he might ask 

concerning her knowledge of events that occurred in the Kingdom school. 

Bob Hall assured Wilson and me that he would see that Ella would have 

full protection from the Court during and following the trial from any 

personal harassment or threat of job security. 

Reva, the retired second grade teacher whose position June had 

assumed when she retired, was also being placed in a difficult 

situation. Although she was no longer teaching in the school system, 

she was very active in local social and church affairs and would surely 

come under some scrutiny from local citizens and school personnel who 

objected to the fact that Wilson and I had sued the school district. 

She contended that she really did not think she would be able to help us 

in any way since she was not teaching in the system when the events of 

our non-renewal occurred. Sam explained to her, as he had to Ella, that 

all be needed her to do was just answer honestly any question he asked 

her that was within her knowledge. She said she could certainly do that 

and she would. 

The third member of the group from Kingdom was Patsy, who had 

worked as the home visitation or community aide with Wilson in the 

migrant program the last year we taught in the Kingdom school. Patsy 

and her husband owned a dairy near Kingdom and for a few years she had 
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helped her husband with the dairy, but had recently gone to work for the 

local bank. There was no problem with her job security, since the 

president of the bank, who was a personal friend of ~ husband and of 

mine, had told us he released her from her duties with the bank and that 

her salary would continue as long as she was needed in the trial 

proceedings at Austin. Patsy was still angry with the Kingdom 

superintendent because she felt she was possibly relieved of her job of 

three years as an aide in retaliation for comments she had made in a 

Parent Teacher Association executive meeting. At the en~ of the 1977-78 

school year, the superintendent had told her she was being transferred 

by the County Cooperative, an agency branch of the Regional Education 

Service Center that controlled the organization of special services and 

funds for a cooperative number of counties within the area, to Lowrey 

for the coming year. Later, she found this was untrue and she was left 

without a position. When she related the event that she felt had 

prompted her release, Sam decided to use it as an example of the fact 

that the Kingdom administrators were capable of retaliation against a 

teacher's use of free speech. The details of the event concerned the 

fact that she had suggested the Parent Teacher Association buy some air 

fresheners to combat the odor in the girls' bathroom in the elementary 

building. Apparently in the meeting, the superintendent had stated that 

the janitor had supplies to clean the bathroom. The next day, the 

principal had called her to his office and told her the superintendent 

had instructed her not to discuss problems of the school in front of 

"mixed company." She was given the duty, or "punishment," as she called 
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it, of checking the bathrooms each day, which she refused to do after 

one day because she felt the order was issued specifically to "degrade" 

her. 

There were two more "friendly witnesses" who had been subpoenaed. 

One, a friend of my husband's, a retired Air Force Lieutenant Colonel, 

who had been subpoenaed as a character witness for my husband, arrived 

alone and stayed with us throughout the proceedings. The other witness 

was the former Kingdom school superintendent under whose administration 

I had begun my teaching duties. He and his wife planned to come 

directly to the federal courthouse where the trial would be in session. 

Sam hoped to call for his testimony early in the proceedings since he 

would be on a limited time schedule traveling to Houston to attend a 

Texas Retired Teachers' convention. 

The Monday morning of March 29, 1982, that a week ago I desperately 

hoped would never come, dawned. Sam and Bob had instructed us that 

above all we must be prompt, courteous and respectful of the times and 

regulations set by the Court. Wilson and I, along with our husbands, 

were there early, ready for the morning's proceedings that would include 

first the selection of a panel of six jurors who would hear our case. 

Sam had told everyone else not to arrive until an hour or so later, 

since it would take some time for the preliminary processes to be 

completed. Larry Mullins, who had met us at the motel the night before 

to assist Sam and Bob with our case, was there with them when we 

arrived. The plaintiffs named in the case were also there early with 
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their attorneys, but the group of witnesses from Kingdom did not appear 

until an hour or so later. 

A large number of possible jurors had been called by the Court and 

the process of elimination was much like I had witnessed on occasions 

when I had been called for jury selections in the county court of 

Lowrey. Some were dismissed by Judge Nowlin for various reasons allowed 

by law, until 24 potential jurors were left from which six would be 

selected. The attorneys for both sides questioned each person and based 

on the answers given proceeded through a process of striking names, 

disagreeing, arguing and compromising, untiil both sides agreed to the 

selection of six jurors. When they had completed the process, a two man 

and four woman panel would determine the fate of our case. 

Wilson and I, who had made notes during the jury selection 

questioning, felt as our attorneys did that for all purposes for both 

sides in the case the selection had resulted in a fair and impartial 

panel. The ages of the group ranged from mid-twenties to mid-sixties. 

The ages of each of the two men on the panel appeared to fall at either 

end of the spectrum. The older man, who was later selected to serve as 

foreman of the jury, was a carpenter, while the young man's field of 

work was in sales and business. The four women's ages were also diverse 

as were their fields of endeavor that ranged from homemakers, mothers, 

former teacher and aide, to a business secretary. All six resided in 

various areas surrounding the city of Austin, many miles from Kingdom 

and had no prior knowledge or preconceived ideas about the case in 

question. 
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The Judge called for a short recess for the Court to prepare for 

the beginning of the trial of Wilson and Braune versus Kingdom 

Independent School District. By this time, most of the witnesses for 

both sides had arrived and were crowding the hallway outside the 

courtroom. It was then that Wilson and I began to feel the hostility 

toward us in the angry glances cast our way from many of our former 

colleagues in the Kingdom school. Sam, anticipating our reactions, 

whispered to us to just stay calm and cool, that everything was fine and 

under control. He suggested that we come back into the courtroom as 

soon as we had freshened up a bit. According to plans the attorneys had 

prepared the night before, I was to be called to the stand first, and 

then Wilson. Other witnesses in the case would be "sequestered," that 

is, they would not be allowed to witness the court proceedings and other 

testimony given in the case as it progressed, until after their own 

testimony had been given and then, only if they were released from 

further testimony by both attorneys and the judge. 

Wilson and I, already feeling nervous and apprehensive concerning 

our first experience of testifying in court, decided to return to the 

courtroom in order to orient ourselves for the impending proceedings and 

to disorient ourselves from the hostile atmosphere we had encountered in 

the hall. With parting words of support from my husband, who would be 

called to testify later; my friend Hazel, who would prove to be a 

comforting support for my husband through the long days that would 

follow; and other friends who would testify later, including Larry 
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As the three children my husband and I had nurtured to adulthood 

walked with me into the courtroom, my son, a graduate of architectural 

school and now an accomplished contemporary western artist, put his arm 

around me and said, "You can do it, Mother. Go for it." My youngest 

daughter, an artist in her field of interior design, reached over and 

straightened the narrow red and white tie at the throat of the white 

blouse she had insisted I wear with the navy blue suit she had helped me 

buy a few weeks before. My oldest daughter, a graduate in physical 

education, the author of two volumes of poetry and always the seeker of 

knowledge through experience, reached over to pat my arm as she 

symbolically cupped her hand and said, "Don't forget the pool, Mother." 

Wilson and I took our seats at the table with our attorneys, Sam 

Garner and Bob Hall, to contemplate our surroundings and to wait for 

Judge James R. Nowlin, Judge of the United States District Court for the 

Western District of Texas, Austin Division, to signify Court was in 

session and the proceedings would begin. 

My testimony that began the middle of the morning lasted until late 

in the afternoon. Most of the story of my 13 years as a teacher in the 

Kingdom school and the events that led to the non-renewal of my contract 

had been revealed to the Jury. A number of the exhibits Sam bad 

intended to enter through my testimony had been made a part of the court 

records. As the late afternoon wore on, Sam asked the Court to allow 

him to interrupt my testimony in order to call a witness to the stand 
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who needed to proceed on his way to a convention he was to attend in 

Houston the following morning. The Judge allowed him to do so and asked 

me to step down. 

The witness was the man who was superintendent of the Kingdom 

school when I was first hired to teach there. When I had visited with 

him and his wife, whom I still considered to be very dear friends, in 

the hall earlier during a short recess of the proceedings, I felt a very 

warm reception. Wilson had told me later that during my testimony, when 

I read, upon the request of Judge Nowlin, the entire text of my remarks 

that I had delivered before the Kingdom school board in January 1978, 

she had seen the superintendent's wife, who was an observer in the 

courtroom, wiping tears from her eyes when I read the final statements 

of my remarks concerning the rights of children and of teachers. 

I felt assured that the former superintendent's testimony would be 

positive toward me and indeed it was. He also was just as positive in 

his remarks in answer to questions concerning the present 

superintendent, who had served as the agricultural teacher during the 

former superintendent's tenure. Our attorneys felt the testimony would 

prove valuable due to the fact that the former superintendent personally 

agreed that there would be a certain amount of stigma attached to a 

teacher who had been non-renewed in seeking further employment. 

Following the superintendent's testimony, the Court was dismissed for 

the day to reconvene early the next morning. 

That night, the wing of the motel in which we were all staying, 

took on the character of a large legal firm as the attorneys and Sam's 
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personal secretary worked until late into the night reviewing the days 

· proceedings, calling in Wilson and me as well as others who would be 

testifying to plan for the next day and those following, a pattern that 

changed very little during the long week. Wilson and I had brought with 

us a large amount of accumulated data including timelines, notes, 

charts, and calendars marked to show dates when pertinent events had 

occurred. We had firmly fixed the data in our minds and were able to 

serve as an additional immediate resource of information for our 

attorneys in presenting accurate facts or in objecting when the 

opposition presented inaccurate ones. In fact, the notebook size spiral 

calendar I kept at the courtroom table with me, on which I had described 

each event as they had occurred in the small daily blocks for the years 

of 1976, 1977, and 1978, became a resource not only to our attorneys, 

but to those of the defendants as well, when occasionally, Tommy 

Williams, the young insurance lawyer who conducted the questioning for 

the defense, would glance toward the calendar I kept in front of me and 

ask Sam to verify a date. The graphic drawing of the Kingdom school 

campus Wilson had made for our attorneys also became a valuable resource 

in the courtroom proceedings when Sam had Wilson reproduce the drawing 

onto a large piece of poster board. He used drawings of the campus to 

serve as a visual aid for the jury members in an effort to show that 

some of teachers who had grieved against Wilson and me were assigned to 

locations apart from the elementary building and had no reason to be 

affected by events that might have occurred there. 
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During the next two days, the continuation of my testimony was 

heard and that of Wilson's along with the testimony of most of the 

teachers and aides, both "friendly" and "unfriendly" witnesses. Sam's 

order of questioning was one of altering between those who gave 

supportive testimony and those who gave testimony that was not 

supportive. Those who had the strongest supporting testimony, Mary, 

June and Becky were called first. Then Sam called a group of 

"unfriendly witnesses," Iola, the principal's daughter-in-law; Norman, 

the high school girl's coach; Rose, the office aide; and Edith, the 

migrant aide, who testified in given order. He returned to supporting 

witnesses by calling in order, Ella, my former student teacher and fifth 

grade teacher at Kingdom; Reva, the retired second grade teacher who 

helped get the Right-to-Read program underway; Suzy, the former sixth 

grade teacher; and Patsy, the former migrant aide at Kingdom. More 

testimony from "unfriendly" witnesses was heard from Ruby, the fourth 

grade Kingdom teacher who highly resisted doing the reading program; 

Lilly, third grade teacher who had eagerly joined the resistance effort 

her first year at Kingdom; and Bessy, the seventh grade teacher who 

appeared to be the instigator in a movement of the teachers to protect 

the principal. Sam concluded the questioning of teachers and aides with 

the supporting testimony of Laura, the former special education teacher. 

I watched the parade of "friendly" and "unfriendly" witnesses and 

as each one took the stand I observed their composure as well as their 

testimony. I was struck with my personal impression of distinct 

differences in the two groups of educational personnel. The teachers 
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who had left Kingdom as well as Ella, who was still there, came across 

as highly professional teachers, courteous and straightforward in 

answering questions asked them by the attorneys representing both sides. 

They exemplified teachers I personally would be proud to say were a part 

of the teaching profession, while on the other hand, the conduct of the 

group of teachers who were still teaching in the Kingdom school had 

quite the opposite effect on me. I felt the hostile and angry manner in 

which they answered questions asked by Sam Garner was quite discourteous 

and at times disrespectful to the Court. As they testified, I felt 

their words of contempt toward me and the reading program they refused 

to do seemed to lose credibility in light of the facts Sam had already 

outlined and documented concerning the program having been developed 

under the auspices of the Texas Education Agency whose personnel had 

commended the program as a model one in the state. The complaints and 

innuendos aimed at Wilson personally in an attempt to show she was 

difficult to work with seemed to come across like the "tattling" of a 

group of spoiled little girls, especially in light of the testimony 

interspersed between from the former teachers who had worked with Wilson 

and found her to be a compatible professional teacher. 

The testimony from the school board members, who began testifying 

in the afternoon on the third day of the proceedings, was more or less 

repetitive of the facts they had given in their depositions. They 

denied that their decision to non-renew my and Wilson's contracts came 

as a result of our exercise of freedom of speech before the local board 

in January 1978. They claimed their decision was based on the 
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recommendations of the superintendent, with whom they had always put 

substantial reliance in these matters. A majority of the board members 

agreed they felt the "assault" on the principal created a situation that 

would prevent a compatible working relationship between him and me and 

that Wilson's problems with the staff would cause further disharmony. 

At one point, Sam Garner questioned the newest of the board members, 

Mark Dooley, who had defeated my husband in the school board election 

held in April 1978, concerning the board's disregard and complacency in 

the matter of investigating whether the charges made against Wilson and 

me by the group of teachers were true or not. The tension heightened in 

the courtroom and Sam's voice continued to boom out as he questioned Mr. 

Dooley, "Did you ever think to go over there and ask these people 

before you just non-renewed her contract?" I was appalled when I heard 

the witness answer, "I'm not sure that is my option as a school board 

member to intrude into the school system like that" (see Document TTT 

for this portion of the Trial Transcript). 

Throughout the testimony that reeked of unconcern on the part of 

the board member, who I had only met on the one occasion when Wilson and 

I filed a grievance procedure in order to get before the board, I had 

become increasingly emotionally upset. When Sam asked him, "Do you 

think it hurts a person's professional reputation and personal 

reputation • • • that a teacher has been non-renewed from her teaching 

position by the elected school board because she's a troublemaker?" and 

the witness answered, in a nonchalant manner, "I don't think I have an 

opinion on that," I could maintain my composure no longer. As the tears 
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refused to remain hidden, I leaned down for my bag under the table to 

retrieve a handkerchief. Hurt and angry, I was thinking, "They really 

did not care about our professional reputations nor did they care about 

any of the improvements in education we had worked so hard to achieve." 

Suddenly Sam noticed that I had lost my composure and asked the Judge 

for a short recess. I felt limp and drained and somewhat embarrassed as 

we walked from the courtroom because my emotional reaction, although not 

at all audible, was obvious to those around me as I had reached for my 

handkerchief. It was my youngest daughter, an observer in the 

courtroom, who reached me first before I stepped out into the hallway. 

With her hand in mine, she whispered, "Keep your head up, Mother, and 

head to the ladies' room," and following her suggestion, I did. I was 

over the burst of emotion in a matter of minutes and apologized to Sam 

and Bob for such an inexcusable display on my part. They did not appear 

to be overly concerned and when I explained to them the fact that 

suddenly hit me, that the board had such disregard for us as 

professional teachers, they agreed that my outburst might have helped 

get the point of that fact across to the jury and if so it might work to 

our advantage in the case. 

I had been emotionally affected by an event that had occurred 

earlier in the day that might have triggered reaction to the witness's 

answers of complacency toward his responsibility as a school board 

member. Judge Nowlin had interrupted the proceedings of our case in 

order to render a decision in another case that was pending before the 

Court. He asked us to move to the back of the courtroom and keep our 



468 

voices low during the time it would take for him to dispense with the 

business at hand. A young boy, possibly teen age, was brought before 

him with a man I assumed to be his attorney. The older couple who sat 

down on the bench behind the boy I assumed to be his parents. Judge 

Nowlin reviewed the facts in the case and admonished the boy for his 

actions. From bits and pieces of the facts I could hear, the boy, a 

school dropout from public school where he had been placed in special 

education classes had been arraigned on charges of theft. As Judge 

Nowlin read the sentence that apparently would place the boy in a State 

School of Correction, the mother buried her tears in her hands while the 

father consoled her. June, who had been pursuing studies in the field 

of student counseling, had become absorbed with me in what was happening 

at the front of the courtroom. As the boy and his parents passed by us 

in leaving the courtroom, I could see the boy's face was not that of a 

criminal, but one of a frustrated youth much like that of students whom 

I had taught in the public school system. My heart went out to him and 

to his grieved parents. June and I looked at each other tearfully, for 

without saying, we both knew that quite possibly an injustice was being 

played out before our eyes. This young man was being sentenced for his 

negligence in obeying the laws of the society in which he lives, when in 

reality it might be the other way round. Perhaps society with its 

institutions of learning, endowed with the duty to mold its young men 

and women into productive and successful members, had neglected to 

provide this particular young man with an environment in which he could 

succeed. If that were indeed true, it was ironic that this scene had 
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passed before us this day, as if a reminder that as teachers, 

administrators, board members and representatives of the law we must be 

diligent in our responsibilities to the children of our society. 

The remaining board members, who were questioned the following 

morning as the trial moved into its fourth day, continued to supply 

information supporting the defendants' position. When the last board 

member had testified, Sam recalled Wilson and me for testimony that 

would support contentions that our non-renewal had damaged us 

psychologically as well as monetarily. Wilson's testimony concerning 

her non-renewal from the school in which she taught following her tenure 

at Kingdom and her belief that the fact that the Kingdom episode bad 

figured prominently in that decision gave strong support. I testified 

and submitted evidence that, although I had not vigorously pursued a 

teaching position due to the business I had established, I had made 

application to four area schools and when I had not been successful, I 

felt the reason was substantially due to the Kingdom episode that was 

known throughout the area. My business, the school supply store, had 

received little business from the Kingdom teachers and one teacher had 

told me the superintendent's wife had subtly warned her about buying 

from me. Both Wilson and I testified to the fact that many in the 

community had severed social contact with us as a result of the Kingdom 

episode and the pending litigation. 

Following my and Wilson's testimony, the superintendent was called 

to the stand. The table at which the superintendent, principal and 

their attorneys bad been sitting was to my back so that I had to turn 
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completely around from my position at the front of the table at which 

Wilson and our attorneys were seated to look directly at those at the 

other table. Wilson, however, on my side of the table behind me was 

able to sit sideways so that the defendants were constantly in her view. 

As many of the "friendly" witnesses had testified, she had noted, as had 

our friends in the audience, the physical disagreeing mannerisms of the 

superintendent shaking his head with a laughing demeanor, although 

possibly not as obvious as I had observed when Wilson's deposition was 

taken. Bob and Sam, who were in a position to watch the reactions at 

the other table, assured us that Judge Nowlin was watching the 

superintendent closely and that if his reactions became disruptive to 

the proceedings, the Judge would caution him with a contempt of Court 

warning. 

I was not surprised when his demeanor on the stand and his 

antagonized defensive reactions to Sam's questions, as the attorney 

attempted to communicate, reminded me of occasions during my last two 

years at Kingdom when he became increasingly defensive with me 

concerning the Right-to-Read program and I felt unable to communicate 

with him. He defended his support of the Right-to-Read program and, 

although his testimony was contradictory, he contended my going before 

the school board did not upset him or have anything to do with my and 

Wilson's non-renewal. His entire testimony under examination by his own 

attorney and under cross-examination by Sam Garner regarding the reason 

for my non-renewal changed completely from what he had given in his 

deposition and later at the hearing in Lowrey. In his prior testimony, 
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he had been highly critical of my personal actions as the cause of 

disruption in the school that resulted in the board's decision to 

non-renew my contract. However, in his testimony before the Court, he 

refrained from direct personal criticism of me and instead pointed out 

that my non-renewal came about because of the incident on the road 

between my husband and the principal (refer to Document TTT for portion 

of trial testimony). So intent was he in his endeavor to discredit my 

husband's actions, he related how distraught the principal was following 

the incident and, later under questioning concerning the grievance the 

teachers had filed, stated that something had to be done. Unlike his 

earlier testimony, he contended the reason for the grievance request 

being processed through the two administrative levels in one day and 

presented to the board two days later was the tension in the school 

caused by the incident on the road. At the climax of the 

superintendent's testimony, after Sam had stated facts and the witness 

had agreed that our two familiea had once been very close social 

friends, he asked the superintendent to look at the jury and tell them 

that he personally felt the principal was in danger from my husband. At 

that point, the superintendent turned and looked at the jury and, in 

what I felt was a cold calculated voice, said, "He has a violent temper, 

and he sure could have hurt him." Soon after this remark, the Judge 

called for a short recess due to the length of time the session had 

continued. 

As we were waiting in the ball outside the courtroom, Sam and Bob 

were discussing the proceedings with Wilson and me some distance away 
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from the other groups of people. I suddenly looked toward the bench 

where my husband, Hazel, and my youngest daughter were sitting, and saw 

the superintendent bending over talking to my husband. Knowing how 

nervous my husband was concerning the fact that he would be called to 

testify some time that afternoon, my first thought was that the 

superintendent was there to intimidate him in some way before his 

testimony. I quickly motioned Sam's attention toward the situation. 

When we reached the place where they were, my daughter had launched into 

a tirade directed toward the superintendent. I heard her say, "You just 

said some horrible things about my daddy that he did not even bear, and 

now, you come over here and want to make amends." Hazel had also jumped 

into the verbal attack. Sam suggested to the superintendent that for 

everyone's sake it would be best that there be no conversation between 

the parties until the proceedings were over. 

After the superintendent departed, Sam told my husband that he 

still intended to put him on the stand at the very end of proceedings. 

The principal's testimony was to follow the superintendent's, then 

there were two more teachers to question before my husband would be 

called. The testimony of my husband's friend, the retired Lieutenant 

Colonel, as a character witness would follow. Sam and Bob questioned my 

husband again as to whether any past charges other than traffic 

violations had ever been brought against him during his entire life. 

His answer as always was no, that his record was clean. In view of the 

fact that it was evident now the defense was going to make a big "show" 

of the alleged assault of the principal, the attorneys wanted to be 
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background that we had not divulged to them. 

473 

Hazel, who had waited in the hall throughout the proceedings, asked 

Sam if he was going to call her to the stand. After Sam and Bob 

discussed the fact that they did not think her testimony would be 

necessary, she asked if she might be released so she could hear the 

testimony of the remaining witnesses. The wait in the hall had been 

long, but she assured us it had not failed to be interesting as she 

described some of the behind the scene events that were occurring. A 

person of high moral and spiritual character, but not a conformer to the 

mores of organized churches and religion, she had been particularly 

interested and somewhat amused by the hall display of religious fervor 

on the part of a group of the opposing teachers in the case when the 

superintendent had been called to the witness stand inside the 

courtroom. They had retired to a long bench in the hall where they 

knelt on the floor in prayer during the administrator's testimony. 

Apparently the display was not the normal proceedings of sequestered 

witnesses in the hallway of the Federal Court building, for Hazel 

reported it was not long before various personnel from nearby offices 

began to appear in the hall to see what was happening. We noticed two 

new faces in the audience when we returned to the courtroom that Wilson 

and I suspected might have been office personnel from Judge Nowlin's 

office. 

Sam Garner was correct in his assessment that the defense was going 

to make quite a "show" of the road incident between my husband and the 
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principal, for the theatrics really began when the principal took the 

stand and as soon as he was seated, he turned his head toward the jury 

and moving to the edge of the witness chair to lean forward, he spent 

several minutes looking into the face of each jury member from one end 

to the other. As the attorney for the defense began questioning him 

concerning my behavior the last school year I was there, his first 

charge was that I "had my stinger out from August all the way." A 

little later in referring to reasons as to why he wrote my evaluation 

the way he did, he stated, "· • First, it's just this way. You 

have got to get all your horses hooked up before you say 'giddyup.' My 

horses weren't hooked up." The attorney then questioned him concerning 

the confrontation with my husband that resulted from the remarks in my 

evaluation (see Document UUU for portion of trial testimony). His 

description of the incident was quite dramatic with the physical yanking 

of his own tie around his neck to demonstrate my husband's actions 

according to his account. He related how "scared" he was as he 

recounted the event and quoted my husband as having said, "Things are 

just now getting down to my level where we are carrying guns and street 

fighting." He concluded his account of the occasion as his attorney 

questioned him by stating to the court that he was taking blood thinner 

at the time, as if to imply his life was in danger. In Sam's 

questioning the principal, he concluded for the Court that none of the 

principal's accounts of the incident on the road were the same and that 

the one given to the Court was by far the more exaggerated. In further 

questioning the principal alleged his reason for wanting Wilson and me 
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to tear up our evaluations was his fear of my husband, a fear that also 

kept him from filing a criminal complaint against him. He also said his 

fear of June's husband, his own Methodist minister at the time, was the 

reason he tore up her evaluation. 

I felt sure the jury could hardly wait for my husband to be called 

to the stand, for by this time they must have envisioned him as some 

kind of monster with fangs. Sissy Landers, who was called to testify 

next, contended her role in the grievance that was filed was only to act 

as a neutral faculty representative. She testified that she thought the 

grievance should be filed because there were staff problems and tensions 

over in the elementary building; however, she stated under questioning 

that she was never over there except during her lunch period to eat in 

the cafeteria. She also testified that the group was not grieving 

against teachers, but against an attitude or a condition in the building 

where teachers were not getting along with each other, testimony that 

appeared to be contradictory to that of board members and 

administrators. 

Lula, the migrant teacher who worked in the room with Wilson, was 

called next and repeated charges directed toward Wilson--"little 

nitty-gritty things," a phrase used by Lula that sums up her testimony. 

Sam's cross-examination was short, but he emphasized the fact that 

Laura, the special education teacher, and Patsy, the other migrant aide, 

also shared the room. I was sure his purpose in doing so was to refresh 

the jury's memory as to their earlier testimony that was most 

complementary to Wilson and their teaching association with her. 
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The time finally arrived for my husband to take the stand to 

testify. I wondered if the jury members were surprised to see that his 

appearance was not that of a terrifying monster. He admitted to the 

fact that he had confronted the principal on the dirt road as he was on 

his way to town concerning my evaluation (see Document WWW for trial 

testimony). He said he was angry, but denied using any terminology 

concerning knives, guns or street fighting. He admitted to the fact 

that he reached over and straightened the principal's tie as he told him 

him that he and the superintendent "should get some of this problem 

straightened out up at the school." My husband testified, as I had 

already done, that he called the principal later that night and 

apologized. So far as my husband knew the principal accepted his 

apology and had greeted him on occasions in a friendly manner since that 

time. Under cross-examination by Tommy Williams, the attorney for the 

defense, my husband remained confident in his answers and details of the 

incident. 

Following my husband's testimony, our friend, the retired 

Lieutenant Colonel from Kingdom, testified to the fact that he had never 

known my husband to be a person of "a violent and ungovernable temper," 

and his reputation in the community was that of a "peaceful and 

law-abiding citizen" (refer to Document WWW for trial testimony). 

The afternoon had grown late and Sam told the Court he had no other 

witnesses he wished to call, but Tommy Williams asked to recall one more 

witness. It was board member Leland Winters. Apparently the recall was 

to refute statements raised earlier in the principal's testimony when 
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Sam had questioned him concerning an angry letter written by Leland's 

wife to June, who was her child's second grade teacher at the time. The 

night before in the motel, June had found the letter among her 

collection of data she had brought with her. An account of June's 

handling of the affair with the board member's wife had been used by the 

principal as an example to substantiate her deficiency in one of the 

areas on her evaluation she received in April of 1978. When she showed 

it to Sam, he told her to let him have it in case he decided to use it. 

Earlier when the principal was on the stand, Sam had directed a few 

questions to him concerning the matter, but the principal indicated he 

did not recall details in the instance since it was in the evaluation 

that had been torn up. 

The anxious manner in which Leland Winters walked to the stand to 

testify made me wonder if he bad not insisted Tommy recall him so he 

could defend his wife. If the fact were so, it was ironic that Leland 

had been forced to wait through the testimony of four witnesses, 

especially that of my husband's that related the story of his concern 

and actions in defense of me, his wife. When Tommy asked Leland the 

question, "Has your wife ever attacked or jumped on a school board 

member or teacher or anything like that?" Leland loudly and 

emphatically said, "No, sir." Sam Garner pulled out the letter June had 

given him and held it in view of those present as Tommy told the Court 

he was finished and passed the witness to Sam. As Sam stood there 

thinking about whether to pursue the questioning on the issue at hand, 

knowing the Judge was anxious to conclude the long proceedings, he made 
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a statement that was quite allegorical considering the opening statement 

Tommy Williams had made four days earlier, that Wilson and I were "on 

white horses, charging up and down the halls of the Kingdom school 

trying to force a reading program down everybody's throat." Sam looked 

at Judge Nowlin, who had been courteous and considerate the entire week, 

and shaking his head as he slowly and deliberately said, "That's 

fighting a dead horse. I don't have any further questions, Your Honor." 

Court was dismissed to convene on Friday for the final arguments by 

the attorneys followed by written instructions and the charge to the 

jury to be given by Judge Nowlin. During the week Bob Hall had been 

working with the Court clerk in helping write the instructions and 

charge to the jury. He had explained to us that it was important that 

be give all the input to those documents as the Court would allow. Even 

if the jury wanted to decide in our favor, unless the documents were 

worded in such a way that they could, our case might be lost in the 

final results. 

One would think that with all the facts now before the Court, facts 

that Wilson and I felt were weighted in our favor, I would be relieved 

and confident about the last day of the formal proceedings, but that was 

not the case. The night before, my family and I, along with Hazel, had 

dined alone as bad Wilson, her family and friends. It was a quiet time 

of reflecting on the events of the week and their impact on our lives as 

well as the lives of all who had been involved. We had discussed the 

fact that there could be no real victory for either side in a battle of 

the forces that had affected so negatively the lives of so many people. 



479 

My family and my friend Hazel had endured with me the hostile atmosphere 

and personal animosities projected toward us as we were viewed as the 

opposing force to the disruption of their docile little town of Kingdom. 

I wondered now, as I had before the trial, that if we won the case, the 

many repercussions were worth the struggle. Hazel, who had taught with 

the principal for many years, was still appalled at the vengeful manner 

with which he had attacked both me and my husband on the stand. 

My husband and I, accompanied by our friend Hazel, left for the 

Courthouse early the next morning. Our three children were to join us 

later since most of the morning would be consumed by sessions between 

the attorneys, the Judge and the Court Clerk. We had all agreed earlier 

that in face of the hostility and vengefulness we felt surrounded the 

situation, that if the resulting verdict proved to be in our favor, we 

would quickly and quietly leave the Federal Court building without any 

fanfare. As we drove the distance from the motel to the Court building 

in downtown Austin, I had a feeling, ominous and foreboding. My eyes 

had just caught a lovely landscape on a wooded hill that bordered the 

freeway on which we were traveling. At the top of the hill was a church 

and below, covering the hillside, was a field of Texas bluebonnets 

blooming in all their spring glory. I was wondering how I had missed 

seeing this array of nature other mornings as we passed this way, when I 

noticed a large metal sculptured cross rising out of the midst of the 

flowers. I don't know what brought about the sudden premonition, but 

suddenly a thought struck my mind, "I am going to die today." So strong 

was the feeling, that all conversation between my husband and Hazel was 
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completely oblivious to me. As we neared the Court building on the 

hilly streets of downtown Austin, the early morning sun, that was 

spotlighting the cross on the glistening bluebonnet hillside a moment 

ago, was hidden now by dark clouds that were churning in from the north 

over the city. MY heart was pounding and I was numb with a feeling, 

somewhat like that of being anesthetized before surgery. There was a 

loud roaring of a siren as my husband had to pull over on a crowded 

street to allow an ambulance to rush past us. As my husband dropped 

Hazel and me in front of the building and left to park the car and I 

reached over and kissed him, I did so with such mounting emotion as if I 

were leaving a part of me with him. The feeling I was experiencing was 

so crazy, I dared not even mention it to my dear friend and mentor as we 

mounted the steps to the door of the building. Wild thoughts kept 

running through my mind such as, "How is it going to happen? Is it 

going to be at the hand of the superintendent or principal or one of the 

other people from whom I had felt real hatred emanating toward me 

throughout the week? Am I going to be the cause of putting all of these 

people through another horrible display of drama?" Then I thought, "Oh 

dear God! What if my own family has to endure such a catastrophe?" 

Hazel did not appear to be aware of my sudden silence or a change 

in my composure. As we arrived in the hall, she and the bailiff with 

whom she had become friends during the week talked about whether the 

redbirds would appear out on the Courthouse lawn today. She had always 

said redbirds bring good-fuck when they come around and had been excited 

when she had occasionally seen some in the trees outside the Courthouse 
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windows. As my husband, Wilson and her husband and others joined us, I 

am sure no one was aware of my inner turmoil that had now calmed into 

one of contemplation. I asked myself the question, "Am I afraid to 

die?" and my honest feeling was no, not for myself, but my concern was 

for my family, friends and enemies that might have to deal with such a 

shattering experience heaping more sorrow upon sorrow. 

By the time my son and daughters arrived, I was calmly sitting in 

the hall, somewhat apart from the others and the constant chatter, 

having reconciled in my mind that whatever occurred would be for a 

purpose and maybe it was time to stop fighting the forces in my life and 

surrender to the flow of events. While everyone was visiting and 

talking, I pulled my oldest daughter down beside me and told her the 

feelings I had been experiencing all morning. She looked at me with 

eyes full of love and understanding and said, "Mother, don't you see, 

you don't have to die physically, you are dying to your old self and 

your old beliefs." I said, "Do you truly think that's all it is?" and 

suddenly I knew she was right. I almost felt as if a clean wind swept 

through my whole being, a wind that might have come off the aromatic 

field of bluebonnets I had seen glistening with dew in the early morning 

sun, and I was ready to face the day ahead. 

Although we had arrived at the Federal Courthouse later than usual, 

the day was to be much longer than the previous four. The morning was 

consumed with the completion of preparing the necessary paperwork in the 

Clerk's office. Bob and Sam were in and out of the Judge's chambers 

while we kept a vigil in the hall. The Kingdom people had relinquished 
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the space just outside the courtroom that they had occupied throughout 

the week and had moved down the hall to benches located there. Hazel 

was in a state of indignation over the disrespectful attitude of the 

Kingdom teachers, who made their appearance in casual clothes including 

attires of jeans, and who spent the morning playing card games at the 

other end of the hall. The fact that they departed early in the 

afternoon, following the charge to the jury to travel back to Kingdom, 

probably accounted for their casual attires, but Hazel thought that was 

no excuse. We had become personally aware of the formality expected in 

a Federal courtroom the first day of the proceedings when my son who was 

attired in a sports shirt and slacks was asked by the bailiff to leave 

due to the regulations requiring gentlemen to wear dress jackets. The 

bailiff provided him one for the occasion until he could go out to buy 

one for himself. 

As Sam Garner prepared notes for the presentation of the final 

argument in our case, Bob Hall had Wilson and me help him prepare a 

visual presentation on a large chalkboard to assist with the final 

argument. On either side of the chalkboard, that was portable and could 

be moved around in the courtroom, he had us print in large letters the 

words of the First and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States 

Constitution. Before the jury was brought in to hear the final 

arguments, the Court was in session to review the charge that would be 

made to the jury and to allow objections from either side. The 

defendants had a large number of objections, but when Tommy Williams had 

finished reading five or six pages stating the objections and the 
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objections were respectfully overruled and instructed the Marshal to 

bring in the jury. 
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The final arguments were made with both attorneys summarizing to 

the best of their abilities the contentions on each side of the issues. 

I felt the final argument for the defense given by Tommy Williams was 

not as lashing as his opening statements had been toward Wilson and me. 

In fact I had felt that he had increasingly continued to approach both 

Wilson and me with a sense of respect in the process of questioning us 

during the trial. As I listened to his final argument, I had a sense of 

a mutual respect existing between us. That morning as we were all 

waiting for the proceedings to begin, Sam had called me down to the end 

of the hall. As I followed him, he took me down a winding corridor off 

the main hall and to a door that looked as if it opened into a closet or 

storage room. Just inside was standing Tommy Williams and as I walked 

up Sam whispered that Tommy wanted to say something to me. Tommy 

Williams did not step out but stayed out of sight as he said, "Mrs. 

Braune, I don't want anyone to see me, but I wanted to tell you that I 

like you. Of course, I hope I win this case, but I wanted you to know 

that I do like you and am just doing my job." I shook his hand and told 

him I appreciated bis gesture and assured him that I understood he was 

just doing his job, but at the same time I sure hoped Sam won his case. 

Sam hurried me away quickly and told me not to say anything about the 

episode to anyone until the trial was over. I felt that perhaps Tommy 

had been persuaded himself from the testimony during the trial that 
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Wilson and I were not the bad disruptive teachers the Kingdom people had 

led him to believe. I hoped that was true, for then perhaps the jury 

would have been convinced. 

After the final arguments were given, Judge Nowlin read the charge 

to the jury (see Document XXX for complete charge, Instructions to the 

Jury). The charge provided the jury with detailed instructions as to 

plaintiffs' free speech and procedural due process claims and on 

compensatory and punitive damages. When he finished the lengthy 

document that contained almost 40 pages, he took a deep breath, looked 

down at me, winked with a grin and said, "I got through those many 

pages, Mrs. Braune, and I've never had the Right-to-Read program." The 

jury was dismissed to deliberate the decision while we retired to the 

hall for a long vigil of waiting. 

The group of Kingdom teachers were saying their good-byes to the 

administrators and board members in the ball. Suddenly as they came by 

where Wilson and I were standing talking to Sam and Bob, Bessy stepped 

toward me and put her hand on my shoulder and said, "Veriena, I want you 

to know we still love you." I was in a state of shock, as I said, 

"Bessy, I hope that is true, I really do." I could not believe she had 

said that after all the vicious looks and angry words I had heard during 

the week. Bob Hall could not refrain from chuckling as she walked away. 

Sometime earlier when we were standing in the hall amid all the hostile 

atmosphere that abounded there, I asked Bob Hall if he understood now 

why I had told him that day in his office several weeks before that I 
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was not sure I wanted my job back in Kingdom. When he told me that they 

could not pay him enough money to teach there, I knew he understood. 

Around 9:00 p.m. the jury had not completed their decision, so the 

Judge had the Court Marshal have them make a decision as to whether they 

wanted to break for the night or continue until they had finished. The 

foreman of the jury sent back word that the jury would stay until they 

had completed their work, so we settled in for more waiting. 

It was around midnight when the bailiff alerted us that the jury 

was almost ready to return to the courtroom with the decision. Bob 

Hall, Hazel, my family and I had chosen to stay at the Courthouse, while 

the others had gone back to the motel to rest for a while. We quickly 

called the motel to alert them and they returned before the Court was 

called back into session. The large group of people, who had crowded 

into the hallway outside the courtroom on Monday morning and in the days 

following, had dwindled to a handful. There were only three board 

members who had remained with the superintendent and principal and only 

two or three of their family members were still there. The group of 

teachers who had come to testify for Wilson and me had gone back to 

their families and responsibilities, except Dottie and her husband who 

had vowed to stay to the end and, of course, our dear friend Larry 

Mullins who had worked so diligently in our behalf from the day we 

called him for assistance. 

After the jury was seated, the foreman of the jury, the older man 

who had stated earlier on Monday that he was a carpenter, handed to the 

Judge the completed set of Interrogatories that the jury had been 
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instructed to fill out in making their final decisions. Bob Hall sat 

next to Wilson and me at the table that had come to feel like home for 

us through the long week. He had a blank copy of the jury's verdict 

form that contained the issues on which the jury had to decide and he 

filled in the jury's answer to each question as the Judge read the 

decision (see Document YYY for complete Verdict Form). When the reading 

was completed, we were all amazed at the magnitude of the jury's 

decision in my and Wilson's favor. The jury bad found for us on all 

issues and awarded compensatory damages in the amount of $45,000.00 each 

for the infringement of our free speech rights and for the defendants' 

refusal to give us a hearing on the non-renewal of our employment. Our 

employment with the Kingdom district would be restored with salaries 

paid to us for the lost years. The jury had also assessed punitive 

damages against each defendant individually. The amounts awarded to 

each of us were from the superintendent, $3000.00; from the principal, 

$2,500.00; and from each of the seven board members, $500.00. 

As time moved into the morning of the next day of spring, April 3, 

1982, in Austin, the capitol city of Texas, the remainder of the two 

small groups of opposing forces quietly moved out of the sleeping 

Federal Court building that would awaken to other cases in which the 

established laws of our country would be tested. As we stepped out into 

the lighted streets of the stillness of the early morning hour in the 

city of Austin, I looked up and saw above the calm clear sky, studded in 

all its magnificence with a dazzling display of stars. The storm had 

moved on. 



Part 10 

Cleaning Up Operations 

There would be no sleep for anyone that night after the verdict was 

read. Those of us who were left congregated in Sam Garner's room at the 

motel for a short celebration and release of energy built up throughout 

the long day of deliberations. Sam and Bob explained to Wilson and me 

that although the decision of the jury was better by far than either had 

expected, the battle was not won by any means. They explained that the 

jury had opened the way for Judge Nowlin to render a judgment and 

injunctive order that would reinstate us to our old jobs with the 

Kingdom district, including back pay with interest, but that the 

decision would remain with the Court. There was the possibility that if 

the Court felt the monetary damage amounts set by the jury were 

excessive, the Court might make alterations, but both attorneys agreed 

the jury appeared to have shown considerable discretion in determining 

the amounts so they were not minimal by any means, yet were not 

excessive. They also explained to us that even in the event Judge 

Nowlin agreed with the jury and rendered a favorable judgment, it was 

highly probable that the attorneys for the defense would appeal the case 

to the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals in New Orleans. 

After words of congratulations and gratitude were conveyed to each 

one, good-byes were said. All, except the attorneys who would stay in 
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Austin until the following day, parted to return to our respective homes 

in the quiet hours following midnight. 

I went through the day, Saturday, April 3, 1982, in a kind of 

zombie state. There were calls to be made to Mary, June, Becky and 

others who lived away from Kingdom whom we had promised to call as soon 

as we knew the jury's decision. Patsy and other local friends began 

dropping by to congratulate us and share in the details of the decision. 

Between times there were short snatches of sleep. There was little or 

no sleep for my husband, since the day was school board election day. A 

few months before our case went to trial, he had filed again as a 

candidate for a place on the Kingdom school board. 

Once again he was defeated, but each time, the election had gained 

more interest on the part of the community. School board elections in 

the past history of Kingdom had been rather cut and dried. Usually, the 

superintendent or the board would select a candidate to run and with no 

opposition, the candidate would be elected. After the first time my 

husband ran for a place, the election pattern had changed. Now there 

were more candidates and the elections had seen candidates campaigning 

for the positions. The local paper had conducted interviews and 

published qualifications of each candidate for the voter's convenience. 

The assumption could be made that the community was becoming less 

complacent concerning its local school affairs. When the results of our 

suit was known, I wondered if we would see an even greater interest on 

the part of the community into the affairs of the school system. 
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In the weeks that followed, there was no mention of the results of 

the suit in the local paper, however, the Sunnyville paper contacted 

Wilson and me for details and published an article on the front page of 

the paper (see Document ZZZ for news articles). The superintendent of 

the Kingdom school, who had also been asked for comment, stated that an 

appeal was "very likely." 

Five months later, August 19, we appeared before Judge Nowlin at 

which time he rendered judgment in our case. He concurred with the jury 

and awarded the total amount of damages, $112,858.00 to me and 

$89,670.00 to Wilson (see Document AAAA for complete Judgment and 

Permanent Injunction). In my case, the amounts to be recovered were 

$45,000.00 the jury found constituted the amount of damages incurred due 

to a violation of my protected First and Fourteenth Amendment rights; 

$62,670.00 for lost earnings during the period from the 1978-79 school 

year through the 1981-82 year; and $5,188.00 for lost retirement 

benefits. The lost earnings and retirement benefits were to be 

recovered with interest at the rate of 9% per annum as provided by law. 

We were also awarded all costs of court in the prosecution of the 

action. Wilson's amounts differed from mine in that her earnings for 

the year she taught at the school near Sunnyville were deducted. In the 

case of the punitive damages found by the jury to be assessed against 

each administrator and each board member individually, Judge Nowlin 

ordered that the amounts be paid separately to both Wilson and me; 

$3,000.00 from the superintendent, $2500.00 from the principal, and 

$500.00 from each of the seven board members. In the Permanent 
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Injunction, the Judge ordered that the Kingdom Independent School 

District, its Superintendent, Principal, Board of Trustees, or any of 

their successors, be permanently restrained from refusing to reinstate 

Wilson and me to our former positions as teachers in the system and 

refusing to expunge from the records of the school all references of 

charges and accusations against Wilson and me. He fUrther ordered that 

for purposes of our pay, we would be treated as if our teaching 

contracts for the 1978-79 school year had been renewed each subsequent 

year until the date of our reinstatement. Following the first year of 

our reinstatement, any decisions concerning the continuation of our 

employment would "not be based on any hostility toward (us) because of 

(our) efforts to vindicate (our) constitutional rights protected by 

(the) Court's judgment and decree or because of the accusations against 

(us) which have been found by the jury to have been significantly false 

and improper." 

By the end of August, the defendants filed an appeal to the Fifth 

Circuit Court of Appeals and a Motion to the District Court for a Stay 

of Judgment Pending Appeal (see Document BBBB for letter and document). 

Our attorneys explained to Wilson and me that if Judge Nowlin granted 

the motion, as he was sure he would do, the school district would not 

have to reinstate us until the appeal was concluded and then only if the 

Fifth Circuit concurred with the lower Court. Again Wilson and I were 

advised to continue with personal involvements, because the waiting 

process could prove to be lengthy due to the Courts' overcrowded 

dockets. Bob Hall assured us that he would enter a plea with Judge 
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Nowlin asking that the defendants be required to pay for the delay 

caused by the appeal. Some months later, we received a letter from Bob 

Hall and a copy of Judge Nowlin's order to grant the motion made by the 

defendants to Stay the Judgment. However, due to Bob Hall's 

intervention, he also ordered that the Court would determine the amount 

of damages and grant relief to the Plaintiffs as a result of the pending 

appeal (see Document CCCC for letter and document). 

Wilson and I continued our personal lives with greater 

satisfaction, knowing that our rights had been vindicated by the lower 

Court that had actually heard both sides of the story, ours and the 

school's. Of course, we hoped our case would be won at the Appeals 

Court level, but again, our attorneys gave us no false hopes. We 

decided to spend the waiting time continuing our studies at Texas 

Woman's University in the pursuit of doctoral degrees in reading and 

certifications in administration. 

My husband and I had moved from the ranch into the town of Kingdom 

two years before our case was tried at the District Court level. After 

the trial, we had tried to fit our lives back into the social element of 

the community · of Kingdom, but there was a more pronounced amount of 

hostility toward us than there had been before. I regretted the fact 

that Reva, the retired second grade teacher; Ella, the fifth grade 

teacher who was still teaching in the Kingdom school; and Patsy, the 

former Migrant aide who had been employed by the local bank, reported 

instances of hostility directed toward them for having gone to Austin to 

testify. One reported instance concerned the mother of lola, the local 
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principal's daughter-in-law, who was a member of Reva's bridge club. On 

an occasion following the trial when the club was to meet at Reva's 

home, lola's mother refused an invitation to go there because she 

considered Reva to have been disloyal to the school and the town in 

testifying on behalf of Wilson and me. My dear friend Hazel, who had 

been honored by her former drama students in establishing a drama award 

and plaque bearing her name that was presented each year to an 

outstanding drama and speech student and which she personally was always 

asked to present during the awards ceremony, was not invited to the 

awards ceremony by the Kingdom administration that year or in subsequent 

years. 

A few weeks after the trial proceedings and the judgment had been 

rendered in our case, Wilson and I were invited by the local association 

of TSTA in Sunnyville to talk to the group about our case at their 

regular monthly meeting. Just before Wilson and I were to address the 

group, the door to the meeting room opened and in walked the Kingdom 

superintendent's wife; her daughter who had been my student teacher at 

one time; Bessy, the seventh grade teacher who had led the Kingdom group 

of teachers in defending the principal; and Leland Winter's 

sister-in-law, the parent who once told Mary, the kindergarten teacher, 

she was going to get on the school board in order to get rid of the 

Righ t-to-Read program in the Kingdom school. Bessy carried a tape 

recorder which she promptly made ready to record as soon as they were 

seated. I'm not sure their actions were intended to be intimidating to 

ilson and me, or if they hoped to record something slanderous we might 
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say about the school and those involved. Maybe Bessy resented the fact 

that I taped the hearing in the courtroom at Lowrey, at which time she 

testified, and this was just an act of retaliation. There was only time 

for Wilson and me to exchange puzzled glances at each other before we 

were introduced to speak to the group, so each of us, following the 

outline and notes we had prepared earlier, tried to ignore the uninvited 

visitors and made our presentations. When the meeting was over, Larry 

MUllins who was there, assured us that nothing we had said was not 

already a matter of public record and we had in no way placed ourselves 

in a state of jeopardy of any kind. He felt the unexpected action on 

the part of the Kingdom people was intended to intimidate us and nothing 

more. 

My husband and I agreed that our personal situation in Kingdom 

could only progressively worsen in the event that the Appeals Court 

ruled in our favor, so we decided to move away. We sold the house in 

which we were living and the ranch that had been the setting for happy 

times for our family since we had purchased it in 1953. We moved to a 

town some 50 miles from Kingdom where my husband could continue his 

construction business and I could commute to Sunnyville to operate my 

school supply store, a distance comparable to what I had been driving 

from Kingdom. 

Since Wilson and I were members of the National Education 

Association (NEA) and the funding for our case had been jointly covered 

by TSTA/NEA legal funding for members (see Document DDDD for TSTA 

article) , our defense in the appeals process was assumed by the Law Firm 
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of Bredhoff and Kaiser in Washington, D.C., a firm selected by NEA. Bob 

Hall and Sam Garner continued to assist by supplying depositions, 

summaries, briefs and other background information in the case to the 

attorneys in Washington and keeping Wilson and me posted with 

correspondence. 

Tentative dates were set by the Fifth Circuit Court to hear the 

appeal late in 1982, but the attorneys representing the Kingdom school 

district requested extensions and were so granted. In late December, we 

learned from correspondence forwarded to us by Bob Hall that the Texas 

Association of School Boards had come in on the case and had requested 

to file an amicus brief (see Document EEEE for copy of letter and motion 

to file brief Amicus Curiae) to the Fifth Circuit Court on behalf of the 

Association's interest in the issue of "what actions by a school board 

suffice to create a property or liberty interest." 

Finally a date for oral arguments before the Appeals Court in New 

Orleans was set for October 3, 1983 (see Document FFFF for copy of 

letter). Gary Sasso, attorney in the firm of Bredhoff and Kaiser who 

was to argue our case, had been in touch with Wilson and me on several 

occasions to verify information. As the time for the hearing came near, 

be sent copies of the proposed briefs each side would present to the 

Court, including the amicus curiae brief submitted by the Texas 

Association of School Boards (see Document GGGG for complete copies of 

briefs). At this level of the Courts, Wilson and I had become the 

Appellees, while the defendants had become the Appellants in the case. 

When Wilson and I studied the briefs carefully, there appeared to be a 
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number of discrepancies in the briefs presented by the Appellants, so we 

compiled a letter to our attorneys in Washington in which we called 

attention to these facts (see Document HHHH for copy of letter). There 

appeared to be no end to our attempting to defend ourselves, however, 

Wilson and I felt that we were actually privileged to experience 

litigation processes like that we had studied in the course of Public 

School Law under Dr. John McFarland in the spring of 1982. 

Although Bob Hall and Gary Sasso had told us the actual oral 

arguments before the Court would be a matter of formality and very 

brief, no more than 20 or 30 minutes, Wilson and I were not about to 

miss this final opportunity to experience the Courts in action. Wilson 

and her husband flew to New Orleans, while my youngest daughter and her 

husband accompanied her father and me in our motor home to make a 

leisurely drive from Texas by way of scenic routes. We were met in New 

Orleans by our son who flew from San Antonio. Our friend, the retired 

Lieutenant Colonel, and his wife who also drove from Texas in their 

motor home, met us there to make the occasion a mini vacation for all. 

We discovered that we were not the only observers making the trip the 

night before the hearing when we were on a restaurant balcony 

overlooking New Orleans' famous Bourbon Street and saw one of the 

defendants, the former Kingdom superintendent accompanied by a gentleman 

whose identity we did not know, but later learned was the new 

superintendent of the Kingdom school. 

The defendant, the former superintendent, had retired at the end of 

the school year in May following the April decision of the District 
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Court in the law suit against the school district and individual 

defendants. Ironically the new school superintendent, whom we met at 

the Federal Court Building the next morning following the hearing, had 

bought the house that we moved from upon leaving Kingdom. We had sold 

our home to a local druggist who left Kingdom a few weeks after the sale 

and resold the house to him and his wife. 

The oral arguments before a panel of three of the Fifth Circuit 

Court of Appeals judges lasted possibly 30 minutes. Again I was awed 

and impressed as we respectfully took our seats in the courtroom of 

another of the courts of the judicial process in the United States of 

America and wondered if we might yet wind up on the steps of the Supreme 

Court of the land. As I listened to the arguments presented by both 

attorneys, I realized the decision Judge Ruben, Judge Garwood and Judge 

Jolly rendered in our case would not only affect Wilson and me and those 

around us, but would effect the rights of countless other teachers and 

school districts in the future. I was impressed by the clean-cut dark 

haired young man from Washington, Gary Sasso, who defended our case in a 

very eloquent manner and I looked forward to meeting him when the 

proceedings were ended. Another young attorney, whom we did not 

recognize, but later met and learned was Timothy Cooper, attorney for 

the Texas Association of School Boards, argued the case for the Kingdom 

Appellants. Sitting with the former and the present superintendents of 

the Kingdom school was Clint Mobley, the Colby attorney who the school 

board had employed and had remained so since the night in 1978 when our 

request for a hearing on our teacher evaluations was considered and 
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night, years that had been filled with learning experiences. 
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In the hall later, we had the opportunity to meet both attorneys as 

well as the new superintendent of schools. Timothy Cooper was most 

cordial to Wilson and me, as was Clint Mobley. The new Kingdom 

superintendent was also most courteous and friendly as we all visited 

for quite some time in the hall. Even the former superintendent's 

manner was more friendly now than in the halls of the Federal Court 

building in Austin; however, as he towered above Wilson and me and, as 

always in my memory of him, his remarks dominated the conversation, I 

noticed Gary Sasso watching intently with a twinkle in his eye. After 

the Kingdom people had left, he told Wilson and me that in the many 

months he had been working on our case, he had anticipated being able to 

meet all of us and put faces with the characters he had come to know 

through the transcripts. No doubt the manuscripts of this drama 

unfolding in Texas had made interesting reading for those working on our 

case in the Washington office. 

In our experiences over the past years, we had learned that 

litigation processes take time, so we were not surprised that a ruling 

in our case was not completed until some 10 months later. We were 

elated when we received a letter, dated July 19, 1984, from Gary Sasso 

with a copy of the decision of the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals (see 

Document III! for copy of letter and summary of decision of the Court). 

The Court had upheld the verdict and judgment on the First Amendment 

issue, that would order the school district to give us our jobs back and 
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a large portion of the damages, but reversed our due process claim. In 

the letter, Gary Sasso explained the nature of the reversal as follows: 

The Court reversed the judgment and verdict pertaining to the 
property interest component of your procedural due process claim. 
The liberty interest component, however, provides an independent 
basis for the finding of a violation of your right to a hearing. 
On this issue, the Court overturned the trial judge's instructions 
to the jury and "remanded" the case (i.e., sent the case back) to 
the trial court for a new trial on the due process claim, with new 
jury instructions, should you choose to have a new trial on that 
issue. In the meantime, the Court set aside the award of damages 
pertaining to the due process violation. The Court also set aside 
the award of punitive damages because the jury might have relied in 
whole or in part in awarding punitive damages on the finding of a 
due process violation. Further, the Court held that there was no 
evidence to support an award of punitive damages against the 
individual Board members, although there was evidence that might 
support such damages against the superintendent and principal. The 
Court left you free to seek punitive damages against the latter two 
individuals in a new trial, if you choose to do so. 

The bottom line is that Veriena will retain $87,858 of the original 
award, plus back pay that has accrued during this appeal, plus the 
right to reinstatement. (Wilson) will retain $74,670 of the 
original award, plus back pay that has accrued during the appeal, 
plus the right to reinstatement. Both of you have the right to a 
new trial on your liberty-interest procedural due process claim and 
on your claim for punitive damages against the superintendent and 
the principal. The right to a new trial on these latter issues 
should provide leverage to obtain a settlement on these issues, 
short of actually going to trial. 

Accompanying the copy of the summary of the Court's decision was a 

letter from the Clerk of the Court of Appeals in which information was 

given both parties as to appeals processes open to each. In 

conversation with Bob Hall, he advised us to wait concerning any 

decisions Wilson and I might make as to the options the Court of Appeals 

had left open to us to see what the school district decided to do. He 

said it was quite possible they would appeal the case on to the Supreme 

Court. 
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The last week in August, on Saturday, the new Kingdom 

superintendent contacted Wilson and me to tell us the school had made 

places for us as teachers in the system. He explained that there would 

be an appeal in the case, but in the interim the board had decided to 

reinstate us to our former positions, Wilson as a teacher in the Migrant 

program and me as a teacher in first grade. Wilson and I were shocked 

at this sudden decision on the part of the school board and the 

announcement made to us two days before the teachers in the Kingdom 

school were to begin in-service week prior to the beginning of classes. 

The superintendent wanted an immediate answer from us in order to make 

preparations in the system. We told him we would have to contact our 

attorneys for advice, but promised to call him with a decision on 

Sunday. 

Our attorneys advised us that if we wanted our jobs back to accept 

the opportunity. Bob Hall said the school district could have put us 

back to work at any time during the litigation and would have saved 

themselves a considerable amount of money due to the lost earnings and 

interest the Court had ruled they must pay us. Both attorneys agreed 

that with the decision the board had made to reinstate us, it was quite 

possible their next move would be to offer a settlement in the case. 

Wilson and I discussed our situation and the decision facing us. 

Neither of us were anxious to walk back into the lion's den, but we had 

fought a long hard battle to prove our Constitutional right not to be 

denied our jobs for having exercised our freedom of speech. Now we had 

the opportunity to make a further statement for all teachers by going 
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back into our jobs as the Courts had allowed. Aside from making a 

statement, perhaps we each needed to know if we had the inner personal 

stamina to go back to Kingdom. Whatever our reasons were, we each made 

our call and gave the superintendent an affirmative answer. 



Epilogue 

Going Home 

I believe it was Thomas Wolfe who stated, "You can never go home 

again." As I drove the 50 miles from my home in the town where I now 

lived, to Kingdom that had once been my home, I reflected on these 

words. The first time I had seen Kingdom, some 30 years ago, I had 

loved the little town, nestled beside the river lined with huge pecan 

and oak trees that flowed through its heart. Having moved from the 

faster paced city of Abilene in windy west Texas, I had enjoyed the 

quiet sanctitude of the slow moving little town and had quickly come to 

love its people. The shock of all that had happened in 1978 and the 

events that followed had left me now with a somewhat bitter feeling 

toward Kingdom and the people who had been involved. On more than one 

occasion since we left Abilene, the place where my husband and I (as 

well as all three children) were born, I had made the remark that one 

should never go back, but should always move on, move ahead. Contrary 

to my belief, here I was going back to Kingdom. The events of the past 

six years seemed to have torn me from my moorings and tossed me about, 

so that I had not been able to steady myself and get on with my life. 

Now, driving back to Kingdom I had the first glimmer of hope that 
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personally I might be able to put together the pieces of the turbulent 

six years and get on with living. 
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Very little had changed in the Kingdom school· other than a few new 

faces among the personnel. The new superintendent was a personable 

young man who appeared to be a little tense as we began talking, but 

visibly became relaxed when I told him how I had felt driving into 

Kingdom and that I wanted to help make my return easy for all of us. 

The high school principal had retired along with the former 

superintendent a year before, and the new principal had moved to Kingdom 

with his family from another school district some 50 miles away. The 

elementary principal who had been one of the defendants in the law suit 

remained in his position, and Wilson and I would once again be working 

under his direction. 

Most of the teachers who had figured dramatically in the law suit 

proceedings were still there, although some had changed positions. 

Iola, the principal's daughter-in-law, was the third grade teacher now, 

having moved to that position when Lilly's husband had been transferred 

a year earlier. Lula, the former Migrant program teacher, was teaching 

another section of third grade. Bessy, the former seventh grade 

teacher, taught sixth grade now, while Ruby still taught fourth grade. 

Sissy Landers, who formerly taught high school English, was now the 

school counselor. Edith, the former Migrant aide, was now the office 

aide assisting in the principal's office. The other two teachers who 

had signed the grievance against Wilson and me, Rose, the former Title I 
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longer with the system. 
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Among the new teachers in the system was the elementary principal's 

present wife. Babe, his former wife, had died of an unsuspected brain 

tumor the following year after Wilson and I left Kingdom. His present 

wife continued to teach after their marriage in the school where she had 

taught for a number of years, the same school district from which the 

high school principal had come to Kingdom. This was her first year with 

the Kingdom system, and she would teach another section of fourth grade. 

There was a new second grade teacher who had been with the system a 

few years, having taught a split first and second grade class the year 

before. She did not welcome me with open arms, and I could hardly blame 

her. I was assigned to the room she had occupied the year before and, 

on a one day notice, she had to move all of her supplies and materials 

across the hall to another room. The other second grade teacher was the 

home town girl who had returned to Kingdom the last semester I had 

taught and had been the floating teacher to assist the primary teachers 

that year. When June left at the end of the school year in 1978, she 

bad been assigned the second grade level and had remained there. 

Although she was a niece to Bessy, who led the group of teachers in 1978 

in the grievance, she had refrained from becoming involved. 

As I became aware of the splitting of the grades in the elementary 

school, I wondered if our return bad in some way prompted the event. I 

knew Texas had recently passed some new legislation that required school 

districts to adhere to specific student-teacher ratios in the elementary 
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levels in order to restrict class sizes, but that the requirements for 

first grade were a year away from being mandatory. When the present 

Kingdom superintendent had talked to me about coming back, he had 

mentioned the fact that splitting the first grade would result in two 

very small classes, but that the school would be ahead so far as the new 

law they would have to comply with the coming year. The legislation 

affecting the other grades was progressive, allowing Texas' school 

districts time to plan financially in hiring more teachers and securing 

additional physical facilities. However, Kingdom had chosen to divide 

all grade levels into two sections from first grade through fifth grade. 

Since Lula was being moved from the Migrant program to a section of 

third grade in order for Wilson to be reinstated to her former job, the 

only other new teacher hired was one to teach the other section of fifth 

grade. Wilson and I agreed that if the school had chosen to make this 

move in order to appease the present teaching staff, the students would 

definitely have an advantage in the situation of smaller classes and for 

that we were glad we had decided to come back. 

Physical facilities had been improved during our absence. A short 

distance away from the old elementary structure, a new building that was 

called the middle school had been completed. It housed the fifth, sixth 

and seventh grade classrooms, the special education program, the 

elementary and middle school library and a teacher's lounge and 

workroom. The high ceilings in the old elementary building had been 

lowered and central air conditioning and heating installed. The 

buildings, kept now by three women janitors, were extremely clean. 
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I had become friends with the kindergarten and first grade teachers 

since they occasionally frequented my school supply store in Sunnyville 

and I was glad they were the people I would be more closely associated 

with upon my return to Kingdom. The room to which I was assigned, the 

one in which June and Reva had taught second grade in my prior years 

there, joined the kindergarten room with a workroom between. The first 

grade teacher was assigned to the room in which I had formerly taught 

that was located across the hall from the kindergarten room. 

As I observed the school six years later, physically things had 

changed for the better, but regarding attitudes, I was not sure. When I 

had reported to the principal my first day back, I had assured him I 

wanted to put everything that had happened behind us and get on with my 

job of teaching students. He had clasped my hand and said, "Oh, Ms. 

Braune, I'm so glad to hear you say that." His attitude toward me the 

first few days was very courteous as was mine to him, but the hostility 

toward Wilson and me displayed in the halls of the court building in 

Austin by our former teacher colleagues was still evident in the halls 

of the Kingdom school. I was really surprised because I thought time 

would have healed some of the feelings of resentment, or at least an 

attempt would have been made to suppress outward expressions. I 

realized that personally I had not completely laid to rest my own 

resentments, but I had determined to be as cordial to everyone as I 

possibly could be. Perhaps our sudden return, due to the last minute 

decision by the school board at the opening of the school year, had 

caught everyone off guard. I am sure the fact that the teachers were 
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being shuffled around to different room assignments caused more negative 

feelings toward Wilson and me. 

The big shoe~ came at the end of the first week we were back. An 

all school faculty meeting was announced by the superintendent over the 

loud speaker just before the end of the day on Friday. Wilson stopped 

by my room so we could walk together to the cafeteria where the meeting 

was to be held in order to lend each other some support since this would 

be the first time we would be in the presence of the entire Kingdom 

faculty. We decided to sit on the front row facing the podium. When 

the kindergarten and the other first grade teacher joined us we felt 

much better. It was some time before the superintendent came and the 

group was getting restless wondering what the meeting entailed. When he 

finally came, he hurriedly walked to the podium at the front of the room 

and with a very emotional voice and a flushed face said he had an 

announcement to make. He said, "Due to circumstances, Hr. (the 

elementary principal) is being removed from his position as elementary 

principal and beginning Monday the high school principal will assume the 

duties of both elementary and high school." He dismissed the group and 

quickly rushed out with no other comment. Immediately some teachers 

behind us broke into vocal sobs of tears and as I looked around I could 

see Ruby, Bessy, Lula and Iola among those visibly upset. Wilson and I 

quickly left and returned to my classroom. We were absolutely stunned 

because the blatant implication was that the "circumstances" under which 

the principal was being removed were those caused by our return. We 

were not sure whether the superintendent's emotional demeanor as he made 



the announcement was one of sorrow or of anger. Ella, the fifth grade 

teacher stopped by as Wilson and I were discussing the event. She and 

her husband had become close friends with him and his wife since they 

all attended a local church together and she assured us she knew him 

well enough to know his demeanor was one of anger. 
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Wilson and I felt we needed to talk to the superintendent about the 

situation, but decided to wait and call him later at home. We wanted 

him to know we had both conducted ourselves with as much courtesy as 

possible during the week in regard to the principal and to our knowledge 

had not caused him any problem. In past experiences with the principal, 

we had learned he was certainly capable of misrepresenting facts to 

others if it suited his purpose. When we talked to the superintendent 

later, he assured us he had no reason to doubt our sincere efforts. He 

explained that when the board had decided to reinstate Wilson and me, 

the principal had threatened to quit, but they had persuaded him to 

stay. Apparently by the end of the week the principal had decided he 

was under too much strain in coping with the situation and had asked to 

be moved. He would now be an administrative assistant assigned to the 

superintendent's office. Wilson and I were aware that the move on the 

part of the principal would no doubt contribute to a display of more 

resentment toward us on the part of the group of teachers in the system 

who pledged such loyalty to him. I could not help but wonder if that 

was his purpose in making the move. 

From my observations, I saw attitudes and philosophies toward 

instruction bad changed very little if any at all in the Kingdom 
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elementary school. I was delighted to see that the kindergarten teacher 

used many innovations in her classroom management and in her 

instructional techniques. She had taught in schools in Ohio before she 

and her family moved to a farm in the local area and in her experiences 

had been exposed to more progressive ideas concerning education. The 

first grade teacher, who had received her degree at the university in 

Sunnyville, taught very traditionally since her earlier experience had 

been as a fourth grade teacher. However, she had a natural caring 

rapport with her students and was dedicated to her teaching. She 

expressed that she would like to do more innovative things, but just did 

not know how to go about doing them. 

From second grade on the teachers taught very traditionally in 

classrooms that were strictly disciplined and controlled so that 

students sat quietly in their seats in rows of desks following the 

teachers' instructions. I observed more paddling of students on the 

part of teachers in the halls of the elementary building than when I had 

been there before. Texas laws still allowed teachers to paddle, but 

required they have a witness. The second grade teachers resorted to the 

paddle often, since there was little outlet for the normal spirited 

energy of seven year old children during the day. The other first grade 

teacher seldom paddled her children, but attempted to control them in 

order to achieve a quiet room by having those who talked without 

permission write, "I will not talk" on sheets and sheets of paper during 

recess time. There were other methods used in an attempt to control 

movement and talking. If a child was not paddled in the hall, he might 
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be backed up against the wall there and loudly vocally reprimanded until 

he or she were so embarrassed the promise to never disobey again was 

made. One day as I was going down the hall, I overheard an interesting 

episode taking place between Lula, who was teaching third grade, and the 

superintendent. He was asking her how he was going to defend her 

actions of tying some child to his seat if the parents called him. Her 

answer was that if tying the child to the seat with a jump rope was the 

only way she could keep him still, she would continue to do so. I often 

closed my door when Lula or Ruby's reprimanding voices could be heard 

thundering down the hall and I often wondered if the teachers did not 

make more noise trying to keep the students quiet than students actually 

made in the classroom. 

Teachers in the school appeared to view teaching as an exhausting 

drudgery kind of job. The few times I visited the teacher's lounge, 

teachers were grading stacks of papers and recording grades in the grade 

book so averages for each child in each subject area covered could be 

figured to fill out report cards at the end of the month. Texas' new 

l aw, "No pass, no play," had been implemented and teachers were required 

to send notices to parents at the end of each three week period if a 

student was failing a course. Kingdom had implemented the idea in all 

grade levels, so parents would know if a child was failing before the 

s i x-weeks' reports went out. Along with recent legislation, House Bill 

72, to upgrade education in Texas, had come the Essential Elements of 

each subject area that teachers were required to cover in their teaching 

( State Board of Education Rules for Curriculum, 1984). Not only were 
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teachers required to teach the essential elements that had been 

determined by the State, but to document how and when they had done so. 

Kingdom now required teachers to prepare and file in the principal's 

office lesson plans a week in advance documenting on the lesson plan 

each essential element as it would be taught. Also exerting pressure on 

the teachers were the Texas Assessment of Basic Skills (TABS) tests that 

were uniformly given to students at the end of third, fifth, seventh, 

ninth, eleventh and exit levels. (The State required first grade to be 

tested the second year after I returned to the classroom.) Students who 

failed to pass the state tests were not allowed to pass to the next 

level. I never heard any uplifting conversation concerning educational 

philosophies, or sharing of innovative ideas that had worked with 

individual students, or any praise of student efforts. Conversations 

were negative to the point that I avoided the lounge as much as I could. 

I soon learned that attitudes on the part of the community toward 

my own personal style of teaching had also changed very little. One 

afternoon, the principal, who was now all level, elementary and high 

school, called me into the office for a conference. He had exhibited a 

most understanding attitude toward Wilson and me in our situation of 

coming back to Kingdom and had treated us with respect and cordiality. 

He closed the office door as I entered and apolologized for what he was 

about to tell me. He explained that the parents of a child in my room 

bad requested the child be taken out and placed in the other first grade 

class because it was a more traditional environment. I was surprised, 

yet not shocked because of past experiences I had encountered in the 
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Kingdom system. What did surprise me was the fact that the parents were 

medical people who had moved to the community a few years earlier. The 

father was a doctor associated with Dr. Haley at the local clinic and 

the mother, a nurse at the local hospital, also taught nursing classes 

at the university in Sunnyville. Their child was an exceptionally 

bright boy who showed a growing interest in all kinds of scientific 

subjects. He was advanced in reading and math, and I had individualized 

for him by preparing a progress folder with independent assignments that 

would allow him to move at his faster speed. The mother had visited my 

room, and I had explained the use of centers and showed her the work I 

was giving her son to do. The principal said one of her complaints in 

talking with him seemed to be the listening center since she was not 

sure what I was having the children listen to on the headphones. I 

assured him they were either following directions from a tape to do 

practice drill activities or were listening to a read along story 

activity. He appeared to have no problem with my techniques, but felt 

if the parents wanted the child moved he should grant their wish. I 

agreed with him and he said the child would be moved the following 

morning. 

As I left his office, I wondered if my style of teaching that 

seemed so natural and normal to me would always be the center of 

controversy in Kingdom. When I had first talked with the new 

superintendent on my return, I had asked him about his philosophy of 

teaching and he had told me he was open to any methods and techniques 

that would help kids learn. I had explained the fact that I liked to 
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use centers in organizing and managing my students so I could work with 

small groups and individuals in meeting all of their needs. He said he 

was familiar with techniques of that kind and had no objections. In 

fact he said he wished more teachers would learn how to use innovative 

kinds of techniques. I was thoroughly enjoying my class and classroom. 

With only 16 students, compared to the 30 I had individualized for at 

one time, I had been able to set up interesting and motivating centers 

in the room so that the students could be involved in many activities 

and experiences. The listening stations Mary, June, Wilson and I had 

used six years earlier had been boxed up and put on shelves in the 

workroom between my room and the kindergarten. To me this was priceless 

equipment. During my earlier years, I had developed a curriculum of 

listening tapes in phonics, reading and math that furnished a listening 

lesson everyday throughout a complete school year for my first graders. 

Using the listening center was like having another teacher in the room, 

or dividing myself into two teachers, to work with one group of students 

while I worked with another group. So the first thing I had done was to 

dust off the equipment and set up the listening center. 

The next morning the mother of the child who was to be transferred 

to the other first grade room was waiting for me when I arrived at 

school. She made some attempts to explain the reasons she and her 

husband had requested the transfer, and I tried as best I could to put 

her at ease about the situation. She made a remark to me that I thought 

was most interesting. Apparently her older son in the third grade had 

been with the other first grade teacher during his first grade 
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experience. The mother said she liked the more strict discipline 

required of the students in the classroom of the other teacher. She 

went on to explain that due to their religious beliefs, as parents, they 

felt a child should be disciplined toward strict obedience by and toward 

the home and school so that in turn he would learn strict obedience 

toward God. 

As I reflected on her remark, I wondered if she had possibly 

expressed the underlying attitude of the community of Kingdom and if so, 

my ideas in striving to help each child become an independent learner 

and thinker were diametrically in opposition. In the first week of 

in-service upon my return to the school, the teachers were handed a 

complete copy of the district's five year plan that had been presented 

to the Texas Education Agency in 1981 in compliance with the new 

accreditation guidelines from the State that had been mandated and 

reviewed my last year in the Kingdom school system. The stated 

philosophy, objectives and goals of the district appeared to speak to a 

similar philosophy as that of mine, yet, I was observing little evidence 

of the written statements (see Document JJJJ for copy from Five Year 

Plan). The adopted philosophy stated in part: 

As members of a tentative society we believe that each child 
is an individual whose needs, activities, and interests are the 
center of the educational process. Therefore, each individual 
should have the knowledge he needs to improve his social and 
economic status to the limit of his capacities. 

We must be constantly aware of a changing tentative society 
and thereby maintain a flexible schedule and curriculum to meet the 
demands of the individual in the American environment. Our 
materials of instruction should be of sufficient variety to insure 
opportunities for differentiated education and challenging 
situations leading to desirable outcomes. 
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One of the 10 adopted objectives for student learning stated, "To 

encourage self-direction and independent thought and action." Although 

the philosophy and goals spoke to the needs of the individual, what 

appeared to be happening in the school was still the attempt to guide 

the students toward conforming to the processes of administering an 

organized system that worked for teachers and administrators with a 

disregard for the individual needs of students. This was evidenced by 

the attempt to maintain quiet, organized classrooms; a strict adherence 

to the recent state law that automatically called for retaining or 

failing the student, regardless of his or her mastery of subject matter, 

who had more than five unexcused absences from the classroom; uniform 

class instruction and testing in subject matter that automatically kept 

the normal curve in tact, one-third above norm, one-third at norm and 

one-third below the norm; an undue amount of homework and duplicated 

worksheets that were religiously graded and recorded in an effort to 

determine those students successfully achieving and those failing; and 

little planning for individual students based on continuing diagnostic 

assessments. 

As I studied the copy of the Five-Year Plan for the Kingdom 

district, I remembered the in-service day at the end of the school year 

of 1977 when personnel from the local Service Center had met with the 

Kingdom staff to explain the new accreditation standards. After the 

meeting, I had remarked to the former superintendent that the process 

was similar to that we had done in developing the Right-to-Read program, 
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except the magnitude of a total school needs-assessment and goal-setting 

was greater. He had laughed and remarked to me that he would take the 

guys from the Service Center out to play golf a few times and they would 

do most of the paper work for us. 

I had to remind myself that the adoption of these goals and 

objectives quite possibly had been done in a manner similar to the 

adoption of those for the local Right-to-Read program in 1974. The 

Regional Service Center personnel, with input from the National Effort 

and personnel directing the State Effort who were dedicated toward 

improving reading instruction in Texas' schools, had suggested a variety 

of goals and objectives that were in line with the guidelines adopted by 

the State. With their assistance and guidance the Kingdom task force, 

that included the administrators and the teachers and aides in levels 

kindergarten through eighth, had adopted a set of goals and objectives 

for an improved reading program in the school. 

The problem had started when I, as the director, with knowledge 

gained from the director's training sessions and with the help of the 

Regional Service Center personnel, had begun to interpret the goals and 

objectives and to implement a program aimed toward achieving them. As 

the reading program implementation progressed and changes became 

apparent, it was then that some of the teachers, board and community 

members, as well as the administrators, who had possibly been quite 

complacent in the beginning, became resistant to the effort. When they 

had recognized the changes differed drastically from the status quo, 

they immediately recognized me as the change agent responsible and 
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"different" would put me under immediate suspect. 
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MY naivety in those former years had prevented my knowing that 

systems do not always reflect events as actually happening even though 

they may be stated in written reports. I was most interested in 

studying Kingdom's Five Year Plan to determine those proposed for the 

local reading instruction in the school and the accomplishments made to 

date according to reports and according to my own observations. During 

the first week of in-service, Sissy Landers who served in the position 

of school counselor distributed the achievement tests results of the 

previous school year (see Document KKKK for copy) and reported that the 

school was on target in compliance with the Five-Year Plan in reading. 

The results of the California Achievement Test (CAT), administered the 

previous year, showed 69% of the students in grades one through 12 were 

at or above level, that is the grade level in which the student is 

physically placed, in reading. I found her statement to be correct when 

I studied the plan. In the section stating student needs in reading, 

the district had determined that 70% of the students in the school · 

should be at or above grade level and had set as their goal by 1986 to 

have 68% of the students reading at or above grade level (see Document 

LLLL for portion of Five-Year Plan in reading). I made a quick 

comparison with the achievement test results for the Kingdom students in 

reading that I had recorded at the end of 1970 and again at the end of 

the 1977 school years. According to the figures alone, the school had 

indeed shown a dramatic increase in student gains in reading, but the 



517 

validity of the figures was questionable since three different 

achievement tests had been administered to the students on the three 

separate occasions. The results of the Gray-Votaw test in 1970, 

administered to 36~ students showed 61% reading at or above grade level; 

the McGraw-Hill Criterion Test of Basic Skills administered to ~12 

students in 1977 showed 62% reading at or above level; and the 

California Achievement Test administered to ij15 students in 198~ showed 

69% reading at or above grade level. However, without having a 

breakdown of student scores, from looking at the overall summaries of 

results, the normal curve, more or less, continued to be maintained 

throughout the years in the Kingdom school and the goal of 6 8% remained 

safely within what could normally be expected on test results. 

The Five-Year Plan showed that reading was not to be addressed in 

1981-82, the first year the plan was implemented, but in the second year 

a reading program was to be "identified, developed or selected for 

adoption" and was to be implemented the following year with the goal of 

achieving the objective of 68% of students at or above level occurring 

at the end of the Five Year Plan. I experienced a little deja vu as I 

read the plans. The reading program was to be selected or developed and 

adopted by the administrators and teachers through a process of visiting 

exemplary programs in other schools, attending awareness conferences and 

conferring with reading consultants provided and in cooperation with the 

Education Service Center. All teachers in elementary and secondary 

school were identified as reading instructors. Teachers, aides and 

administrators in K-12 were to receive training and materials through 
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in-service training, workshops, visitation to model programs and other 

staff development to prepare them for implementing the reading program. 

All new teachers in the system were to receive training to familiarize 

them with the program. Persons responsible for implementation of the 

program listed the administrators, teachers and counselors. The fifth 

year addressed the fact that teachers would administer 

criterion-referenced tests and informal reading inventories to students 

and identify areas of need. Standardized achievement tests administered 

to all students would be used to determine achievement of the goal 

objective. The Texas Assessment of Basic Skills (TABS) would continue 

to be administered to students in grades 3, 5 and g. Resources listed 

for implementation of the program were the above mentioned tests and 

reading material that included textbooks, workbooks and supplementary 

material. 

Wilson and I had returned to Kingdom when the plan was in its 

fourth year of implementation. As new teachers in the system, we were 

not instructed as to a reading program per se that had been developed 

and implemented in the school. The material available to me as the 

first grade teacher was the traditional state adopted basal, the 

teacher's manual for a guide, and the duplicating masters for the 

worksheets to be used with each daily lesson. There were no local 

curriculum guides made available to me; however, I noted in the 

Five-Year Plan that these were not to be complete until 1986 (see 

Document MMMM for reference from Five Year Plan). It was possible that 

these were in the process of being completed, but by the end of 1986 I 
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still had not been made aware of any local curriculum guides for my 

level of teaching nor any scope and sequence of skills for the first 

grade subjects developed by the local school district. I was not aware 

of any visits on the part of teachers to exemplary reading programs in 

other schools during my first year back nor during my second year, but 

that is not to say there were none, just that I was not made aware of 

any. There were no local criterion-referenced reading tests made 

available to me to use on a continuous basis. At the end of my first 

year back in the system, the McGraw-Hill Criterion Test of Basic Skills 

(CTBS) was administered to all students. The tests were collected 

immediately after administration and mailed away to be computer scored. 

The results that were received the following year gave a printout for 

each child on which specific skills the student had shown a deficiency. 

These were in the student's cumulative folder and made possible for the 

teacher to make an early diagnosis at the beginning of the year of 

individual needs so far as skills that had been assessed on the 

particular test. 

I was familiar with the test because it was the one the personnel 

at the Service Center and at the State agency had encouraged the school 

to use during the years of the implementation of the Right-to-Read 

program in the local school because of its criterion-referenced benefit 

of skills tested. State personnel were using this particular test at 

that time as a model in a pilot project to assess the mastery of 

specific skills by Texas' students in the various subject areas. The 

project, a proposal for a federal grant from the United States Office of 
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Education, was called Texas Plan for Basic Skills Improvement (see 

Document NNNN for copy of portions of Plan). Out of that assessment of 

Texas students had come the development of a list of minimum skills for 

each subject area in which the State felt its students should achieve 

competency and the development of the State's own assessment instrument, 

the TABS (Texas Assessment of Basic Skills) to determine if students in 

Texas were achieving mastery of the desired skills. 

At the beginning of the year, each teacher was given a complete 

copy of the State Board of Education Rules for Curriculum in which was a 

complete list of essential elements each teacher in Texas was required 

by law to teach in each subject for the grade level taught (see Document 

0000 for copy of guidelines and excerpts of Essential Elements). The 

statutory citation referred to Texas Education Code 21.101 and stated 

the purpose of the document was to assure that school districts across 

Texas would offer students a well-balanced curriculum. The document 

further stated, "In order to be accredited, a district must provide 

instruction in those essential elements as specified by the state 

board." It also stated: 

Local instructional plans may draw upon state curriculum frameworks 
and program standards as appropriate. The responsibility for 
enabling all children to participate actively in a balanced 
curriculum which is designed to meet individual needs rests with 
the local school district. Districts are encouraged to exceed 
minimum requirements of the law. A primary purpose of the public 
school curriculum in Texas shall be to prepare thoughtful, active 
citizens who understand the importance of patriotism and can 
function productively in a free enterprise society with 
appreciation for the basic democratic values of our state and 
national heritage. 
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Schools such as Kingdom that had not developed curriculum guides were 

depending on the Essential Elements developed by the state to suffice as 

a scope and sequence of skills to be taught in those subjects. The 

schools were also using the daily lesson plans required to be kept by 

teachers to document that those elements were being addressed in the 

classrooms. 

I had observed grumbling from the teachers in the local school 

concerning the requirement to document the essential elements in lesson 

plans filed a week in advance in the principal's office. I also had 

grumbled, but only to myself, because my lesson plans were no longer 

working as a resource for me in the classroom. They had become an 

organized form, neatly outlined and numbered with four and five digit 

numbers to designate each element. I had solved the situation by 

keeping two sets of lesson plans, one to turn in to the office and one 

that I worked from daily in the classroom. Apparently other teachers 

across Texas were complaining, for in late September, Raymond Bynum, 

present Commissioner of Education, sent out a letter to superintendents 

of schools throughout Texas (see Document PPPP for copy of letter). In 

the letter, he spoke of concerns that had been expressed to his office 

regarding aspects of the curriculum requirements and stated in part: 

With regard to lesson plans, accreditation requirements stipulate 
that there must be evidences of teacher planning for instruction. 
Lesson plans are one evidence of such planning, but there is no 
specific format or procedure required of districts. It is 
certainly not a requirement or the intent for all lesson plans to 
be so detailed that teachers become overly burdened with paperwork 
or other time-consuming activities. 
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I am asking each superintendent to review the procedures that have 
been put in place for implementation and for lesson plans in this 
context. 

The December issue of the Leaders' Digest, published by the Texas 

State Teachers' Association, addressed the matter in an article that 

stated that Hark White, present governor of Texas, had called on the 

Texas Education Agency and the State Board of Education "to take 

immediate action in addressing the problem of excessive paperwork 

infringing on teachers' time spent in the classroom or preparing 

lessons." The article stated the position of the TSTA in calling 

attention to the matter on behalf of teachers in the state and referred 

the reader to an attached letter written anonymously by a concerned 

teacher (see Document QQQQ for copy of article and letter). 

Apparently investigations into the matter had found school 

districts such as Kingdom were continuing to have teachers document 

numbers on lesson plans, for in December another letter was sent to 

administrators. Bynum had resigned as Commissioner of Education and W. 

N. Kirby was acting as Interim Commissioner. Mr. Kirby was more 

emphatic in his cover letter in which he stated: 

The attached materials have been developed to help clear up 
confusion over Chapter 75 Curriculum requirements, accreditation 
visits, and requirements for lesson plans. Apparently some 
districts have been asking teachers to include an excessive amount 
of detail in their lesson plans. hoping to use the year's 
compilation of lesson plans as curriculum guides for next year. 
That simply is not the way to develop curriculum guides. Lesson 
plans clearly should be developed from curriculum guides and not 
vice versa. We will be providing additional assistance to 
districts that need help in developing curriculum guides in the 
near future. 
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The Commissioner reiterated in the attached material that in no way was 

coding of essential elements in lesson plans mandatory (see Document 

RRRR for copy of letter and attached material). 

The new legislation aimed at improving education in Texas had come 

at a time when the state, as well as the small school district of 

Kingdom, was in the midst of changes in leadership personnel. Not only 

did there come about a change in the office of the Commissioner of 

Education, but a complete change in the State Board of Education. For 

the first time in Texas, members who had previously been elected to the 

State Board, could be appointed by the governor. Names of the new 

appointees were announced in September of 1 984. In the final paragraph 

of a letter addressed to state school administrators, signed by both the 

Governor of Texas and the Commissioner of Education and including a list 

of the new appointees (see Document SSSS for copy), the following 

statement was made: 

Thank you for the dedicated efforts you and the faculty of your 
school are bringing to the education of Texas youth. We understand 
that change is not easy, but it is because of the quality of people 
who staff our schools that we will be able to forge an education 
system unparalleled in the nation. 

other issues addressed by House Bill 72 to bring about changes in 

the educational system of Texas for which rules were about to be adopted 

were brought before the public for a hearing the first of December 1984. 

The areas for discussion announced in a letter by W. N. Kirby, the 

Interim Commissioner (see Document TTTT for copy of letter and possible 

interpretations of areas), were stated to be: (1) Promotion and 
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Alternatives to Social Promotion; (2) Student Absences; and (3) Student 

Participation in Extracurricular or Other Activities. 

The examination of public school teachers and administrators became 

an issue of discontent later in the 1984-85 school year and continued to 

be as the tests were completed and dates set for testing current 

personnel during the spring semester of 1986. Questions concerning 

school personnel were answered in a Study Guide for the Texas 

Examination of Current Administrators and Teachers (TECAT) provided by 

the Texas Education Agency for those to be tested in the fall semester 

of the 1985-86 school year (see Document UUUU for excerpts). In answer 

to why the test was being required the Study Guide stated: 

In the summer of 1984, the sixty-eighth Texas Legislature enacted 
House Bill 72, that required all Texas public school educators to 
pass a test in reading and writing as a condition for continued 
certification. 

Kingdom administrators conveyed the attitude to the local teaching 

staff that everything was so messed up at the state level that no one 

knew what they were supposed to do so we were to do the best we could 

under the circumstances. I sensed the same attitudes I had experienced 

before in Kingdom, that of projecting blame toward someone else in 

situations concerning change. The attitude I picked up on was something 

akin to that of the former principal when he had told me the 

Right-to-Read was like all programs from the state, "here today and gone 

tomorrow." I had suspected from the former principal's actions that if 

something suited his own personal purpose in administering the 

elementary school, it was easy to tell the teachers the mandate was 
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coming from a higher chain of command whether it really was or not. 

As the practice to continue referencing the essential elements in lesson 

plans was pursued, I wondered if I were experiencing more deja vu. 

In March of my first year back in the Kingdom system, I received my 

evaluation from the principal who was serving both elementary and high 

school. Although he dropped in occasionally, he had not done a formal 

observation of my teaching. The form that had been changed from the one 

used in my earlier years with the system covered 20 areas on which the 

teacher was rated from a three, effective competency demonstrated, a 

two, adequate competency but needs improvement; to a one, indicating 

unacceptable competency needing considerable improvement. The principal 

had evaluated my performance by ratings of three on all except an item 

concerning classroom environment that called for maintaining an orderly 

and functional classroom which he had rated me with a two (see Document 

VVVV for copy of evaluation). His written comment stated, "I detect 

what appears to be too much movement within the classroom." Not wanting 

to make an issue of the point, I agreed with him that be would certainly 

observe movement in my room due to the techniques I employed in my 

classroom management system. He appeared intently interested in some of 

the techniques I used and admitted that although these were foreign to 

his experiences in education, he had long felt there must be a better 

way to motivate students and make learning more enjoyable.· The 

following morning I had stopped by the health room when the principal 

saw me there alone. He quickly stepped in and told me that be wanted me 

to know that after our conversation the day before he intended to change 
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my evaluation on the item we had discussed from a two to a three rating 

before they were presented to the board that night. He continued to 

explain that he felt I knew more about what I was doing and my reasons 

for doing them than he did. I told him I appreciated his gesture and 

that my techniques I had found worked for me and resulted in successful 

experiences for my students. 

At the end of May, I was puzzled by the appearance of the 

superintendent at my door. He asked me if I would mind if he sat in on 

my class and observed in order to evaluate my performance. I cordially 

invited him in and went about my classroom activities as planned for 

that period, which was to move from center to center to work with 

individuals and groups of students involved in independent practice. 

Before he left my room, he showed me that he had given me three ratings 

in all areas indicating effective performance and had written the 

following comment (see Document WWWW for copy): 

Observation was on Friday of next to last week, children were 
working in groups and teacher was assisting each group - Answered 
questions and read directions with students I Moving constantly to 
check oth(er) students I Good control I teaching instruction is on 
going. 

So far as I knew the superintendent did not observe any of the other 

teachers in the elementary building. I wondered what had prompted his 

formal evaluation of me and suspected my style of teaching had been 

raised as an issue on some level. Only two former board members 

remained on the present board, Mark Dooley, whose testimony had 

distressed me at one point during the trial, and Clyde Langley, who had 

voiced opposition to my style of teaching in 1977. However, my contract 
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had been renewed the latter part of April (see Document XXXX for copy of 

contract), so perhaps the superintendent's evaluation was for his own 

personal documentation in the event he needed to defend my actions. 

The first glimmer of a settlement in the litigation came at the end 

of the school year, when the superintendent called Wilson and me aside 

just before a faculty meeting was to begin. He quickly told us not to 

be surprised by something he would possibly say to the group concerning 

a settlement in our case. Neither Wilson nor I were pleased with the 

way he used the event because we felt it certainly did not make our 

presence in the system more acceptable, but possibly would cause more 

resentment toward us. Due to the fact that the school district was 

trying to vote a tax increase, the superintendent was encouraging the 

faculty and personnel to convey to the community the need for the 

increase to provide the school with improved equipment and physical 

facilities. In the course of encouraging support from those present, he 

mentioned the fact that due to a settlement in the pending litigation 

that was in process, the district's need for funds would be increased. 

He did not mention to the group that in the event the settlement came 

about, the majority of the money would be paid by the school district's 

private insurance company and by the Texas School Board Association 

fund.s. 

Negotiations in a settlement began soon after the meeting and were 

completed by the first part of July. Wilson and I told our attorneys 

that we would only agree to a settlement that reimbursed us in 

accordance with the findings and decisions of the Courts. Due to the 
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fact that the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals had found no evidence to 

support the award of punitive damages by the jury and the lower court, 

the amounts assessed against the individual board members were dropped. 

However, in the case of the principal and the superintendent, the higher 

Court had left the option open for Wilson and me to take the issue back 

to trial. We were not anxious to resume the battle, so we agreed to a 

token amount to be paid individually by the administrators, $100.00 from 

each to both Wilson and me. In the final analysis of the settlement, 

the Agreed Judgment provided that I receive from the school district 

$162,042.95 and Wilson receive $140,274.08. Attorneys fees to be 

recovered were in the amounts of $28,960.49 to Sam Garner, $18,211.99 to 

Bob Hall and $18,000.00 to the firm of Bredhoff and Kaiser and all court 

costs were to be paid by the Kingdom district. An Agreed Injunctive 

Order that superseded the prior one officially restored Wilson and me to 

our former positions as teachers in the Kingdom district with our salary 

scale to continue as if we had never been non-renewed and ordered all 

school records referring to charges or accusation against us and 

subsequent proceedings during the 1977-78 school year be destroyed. As 

in the earlier order, after our reinstatement, our contract renewals 

were not to be based on any retaliation for our efforts to vindicate our 

constitutional rights (see Document YYYY for complete documents). 

The former elementary principal who had requested to be transferred 

when Wilson and I returned retired, and I remained in the Kingdom school 

as a first grade teacher one more year. At that time I decided the 100 

mile drive each day and the continued pressure of the environment was 
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not the way I wanted to spend my "golden years." A new elementary 

principal, a knowledgable and progressive young administrator who served 

the system in 1985-86 resigned at the end of the year to return to the 

larger system from which he had come to Kingdom. Bessy, who had played 

the part of the protagonist in the drama that had been enacted in the 

Kingdom system during the years of the late 1970s, was elected to be the 

new elementary principal. Knowing that Bessy did not hold a state 

certification in mid-management or as a principal and that her model for 

that of elementary principal had been the former principal and defendant 

whom she and other teachers had so loyally defended during the 

litigation, I was sure the environment had little hope of improving. 

Once again I pondered Thomas Wolfe's statement, "You can never go 

home again," as I drove away from Kingdom the last day of my employment. 

I wondered if, in my personal case, the problem was not that home had 

really changed, the interpretation that is usually given the quotation, 

but that I had changed in my beliefs and needs that would fulfill ~ own 

life and the lives of those I could choose to influence. 

The last official act of the Kingdom Independent School District in 

regard to Veriena Braune, former teacher in the system, was to notify me 

that I was not approved for the Career Ladder at the end of the school 

year 1986 (see Document ZZZZ), due to the fact that my evaluation showed 

a deficiency in the area of "classroom environment." 
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