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Evaluation of the Williamsburg County
Direct Instruction Program: Factors Leading to Success

in Rural Elementary Programs

CRAIG DARCH,1 RUSSELL GERSTEN2 AND ROBERT TAYLOR3

This paper presents the results of several evaluation studies designed to examine the impact the Direct Instruction Model had
on selected students in Williamsburg County, South Carolina. Over 600 students participated during a 7-year period. Because
Williamsburg County is an isolated rural county, this school improvement project has relevance to school improvement efforts
in other rural communities. The performance of students in the Direct Instruction Program was contrasted with the perfor­
mance of similar students in the district taught with the curriculum materials and methods which were routinely used in the
school district. Students were tested in all basic skill areas: reading, math, language, and spelling. Measures of self-esteem
were taken also. Students were compared on: (a) standardized tests of academic achievement; (b) the South Carolina Test
of Basic Skills; and (c) retention rates at the end of the 12th grade. Results of these studies show that the Direct Instruction
students outperformed the local comparison students on virtually every measure utilized.
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Walter Dearborn [4] once observed that the best way
to demonstrate understanding of an educational or social
problem is to intervene and solve it. The national Follow
Through Project, begun in 1967-83 by the U.S. Office
of Education, was conceived in this spirit. Innovative
educational programs were provided to low income
minority students in the primary grades in a variety of
communities. The results of the national evaluation [17;
18] indicated that of the 80 projects evaluated across the
country, the Direct Instruction Follow Through Project
in Williamsburg County, South Carolina was the most
effective. The evaluation indicated significant positive
impact on students' basic academic skills and cognitive­
conceptual skills.

The major purpose of this article is to describe the
Direct Instructional educational and staff development
model that was utilized in Williamsburg County. In ad­
dition, results of the numerous evaluations conducted to
assess the effectiveness of Direct Instruction Model with
low performing students in a rural southeastern school
system are described and will be discussed. Because
Williamsburg County is an isolated, rural community,
by identifying and discussing the components that led to
the program's success, useful insights into school im­
provement in rural areas can be gained.

Interest in rural education has been increasing in the
last several years. There is a growing awareness that there
are subtle, but important, differences between school im­
provement in urban and rural areas. Effective program
improvement in rural settings has lagged behind efforts
in larger districts. Nachtigal [12] noted:

Rural education in America has traditionally been looked upon
as the poor county cousin of the public school systems. By
accepted standards, it has been poorly staffed and less well

financed; it has offered fewer educational opportunities; and it
has turned out students less well equipped to cope with an in­
dustrialized urban society. (p. 3)

Williamsburg County, a rural agricultural community
in South Carolina, is representative of the type of rural
setting that Nachtigal refers to. According to the 1970
census Williamsburg County was the poorest county in
the 48 contiguous states of the U.S. It has an extremely
high incidence of illiteracy, ranking third for the state of
South Carolina in the proportion of adults who either
never attended school or attended less than three years
of school. Eighty percent of the population is black.
Typically, academic achievement is extremely low in the
district. For example, the average low income high school
student graduates high school at a sixth grade reading
level.

Formal evaluations and statistical analyses fail to do
justice to the extremity of the problems in isolated rural
areas such as Williamsburg County. Urban audiences
often have difficulties conceiving of, or visualizing, the
extreme lack of outside stimulation and limited opportun­
ities in the area; nor the massive problems in affecting
change in such an area.

Because of the previous failure in Williamsburg County
to teach students basic academic skills in the primary
grades, and the community's interest in upgrading instruc­
tion, representatives of the county school board chose to
affiliate with the Direct Instruction Model [2] as part of
the U.S. Department of Education's Follow Through
Project. The model was designed to provide an innovative
curriculum, increase the academic engaged time of the
students who participated in the Program, and - by its
innovative use of instructional aides - increase the
amount of time given to small group instruction.
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TABLE 1

Demographic Information - Follow Through and Local Comparison Groupo

Students Beginning Students Beginning
First Grade in 1969 First Grade in 1970

FT NFT FT NFT

Fall Kindergarten 27.3 26.0 34.7 43.1
WRAT - Total

Mean Family Income (in dollars) $2614 $2304 $198P $2100

Race
% Black 95 99 99 100
010 White 5 0 1 0

Mean Entry Age (in months) 72.1 72.9 Unavailable Unavailable
Percent with Preschool Unavailable Unavailable 99 100
Percent Female Head of Household Unavailable Unavailable 18 11

"From Stebbins et aI. (1977) Volume IVe, Appendices, Part I, pp. 325 and 343.
'Medians reported for 1970 group of students.

This model of instruction was used with elementary
grade students over a 14-year period. The performance
of students in this program was constrasted with per­
formance of similar students in the district taught with
the curriculum materials and methods that were routine­
ly used in the school district. Students were tested in all
basic skill areas: reading, math, language, and spelling,
along with the measures of self-esteem. This evaluation
included results from these independent sources: (a) Abt
evaluation (an independent evaluation of Follow Through
contracted to Abt Associates by the U.S. Department of
Education, (b) The University of Oregon evaluation, (c)
the statewide assessment program, and (d) a longitudinal
follow-up study conducted to assess the ability of students
to master specific objective criteria developed by the State
of South Carolina.

These evaluations were designed to help ensure that the
most pertinent questions concerning an intensive educa­
tional intervention in a low performing rural school
district were investigated. First, data were collected which
allowed for a direct comparison with a local control
group. Next, the replication of effects across time (stabil­
ity of effects) were evaluated by analyzing available data,
in some cases, over a 7-year period. Further, although
most measures utilized were the traditional standardized
measures used in many evaluation studies (e.g., MAT,
CTBS), two other measures, both tied into the systems'
evaluation program were also used. This added to the
validity and increased the generalizability of these results.

METHOD

Subjects and Setting

The Direct Instruction Program was implemented in
three elementary schools in the county; one was located
in a small town, the other two schools were located in

agricultural areas. Over 99% of the Follow Through
students qualified as low income by Follow Through
guidelines. Approximately 98% of the students in the
Follow Through schools were black. In total, over 600
students participated in the study over a 7-year period.

Table 1 presents demographic information on the
Follow Through and comparison (Non-Follow Through)
samples for students who entered first grade in 1969
and 1970 and were included in the independent evalua­
tion of Follow Through conducted by Abt Associates.
The samples were quite comparable on all demographic
variables - family income, percent with preschool, race,
percent with female head of household, and chronological
age. The entry scores on the Wide Range Achievement
Test were also equivalent. Any minor discrepancies in en­
try scores were adjusted by Stebbins et al. [18] using
analysis of covariance procedures (see below).

Nature of the Intervention:
Components of Direct Instruction

The curriculum and classroom organization of the
District Instruction Follow Through model had three ma­
jor instructional components: (a) classroom organization,
(b) the Distar curriculum, and (c) specialized teaching
techniques. In addition, there was a specific model of in­
service teacher training and supervision.

The major goal of the program was to give economic­
ally disadvantaged children sufficient basic skills in the
areas of reading, writing, arithmetic, and language to
compete with their more advantaged peers. The major
components of the intervention are listed and discussed
below.

Classroom Organization. Follow Through classrooms
were staffed by one teacher and one paraprofessional
aide. The class was divided into small groups for instruc­
tion not only in the area of reading, but also for math
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TABLE 2

Longitudinal Evaluation

*From Stebbins et al, (1977), Vol. rvc.

83.3
77.8
88.9
88.9

45.2
32.9
42.5
38.4

Direct Local Comparison
Instruction (Non FT)

Total Reading
Total Math
Total Language
Total Spelling

example, if a teacher failed to properly use a correction
procedure the trainer would indicate the specificproblems
and illustrate how proper implementation of correction
procedures would increasestudent learning. Teachers who
failed to properly implement even the most basic effective
teaching and classroom management strategies were
quickly identified and provided with intensive feedback
and coaching. Those teachers who were successful at im­
plementing basic teaching strategies were next allowed to
implement more sophisticated techniques in the areas of
remediation and motivational strategies.

Percent of Children Performing One or More Years
Below Grade Level on Metropolitan Achievement Test"

This evaluation was conducted by Stanford. Research
Institute (SRI) and Abt Associates for the U.S. Depart­
ment of Education. Two groups of children were in­
cluded: those beginning first grade of the Direct Instruc­
tion Program in 1969and those beginning in 1970. Since
random assignment of children to treatment was deemed
politically unfeasible, a quasi-experimental design was
utilized. A demographically equivalent local comparison
group was selectedby SRI from two schools in the county
(this was done for all Follow Through sites across the
country). Demographic information was collected on all
Follow Through and comparison group children on the
variables listed in Table 1 (which were later used as poten­
tial covariates): family income, ethnicity, mother's educa­
tion, primary language spoken at home, and academic
entry skills.

Dependent Measures. All students in the Follow
Through and comparison classrooms were tested upon
entry into the program on the Arithmetic subtest of the
Wide Range Achievement Test. Children were then tested
at the end of grade 3 on the Metropolitan Achievement
Test (MAT). The subtests of the Metropolitan are gener­
ally considered reliable, with internal consistency coeffi­
cients over .85.

Two affective measures, the Coopersmith Self-Concept
Inventory and lARS, were utilized as supplemental meas­
ures. The reliabilities of these tests are appreciably
lower than the MAT, .69 for Coopersmith; .55 for lARS
[11], though many would argue they are reliable enough

and oral language.
Classroom instructional aides served as teachers. In

many low income classrooms aides predominantly per­
form clerical tasks; the paraprofessionals in the Direct
Instruction classrooms actually taught groups in language
and math. This resulted in a more efficient use of instruc­
tional time, and more interactive teaching.

The Curriculum. The core of the curriculum was the
Distar and Reading Mastery Instructional System, which
is designed for small group instruction. Each of the Distar
programs provides for sequenced, programmed instruc­
tion. The Follow Through Program used specially de­
signed materials (commercially called Distar, or SRA
Reading Mastery), with structured teacher presentation
manuals. The materials assumed nothing in the way of
entry skills for the student, and systematically taught
students every required academic skill- from left-right
orientation, to strategies for sounding out words, to com­
prehension and problem solving skills.

Teaching Strategiesand Techniques. These were based
on current research on maximizing achievement growth.
The teaching strategies that were used in these lessons in­
cluded: (I) teaching to mastery; (2) explicit, step-by-step
modeling of strategies; (3) systematic correction pro­
cedures, to enable the teacher to correct all errors ef­
fectively and efficiently and to transform student errors
into positive learning experience; (4) frequent use of
unison group responses (especially in the beginning
levels); and (5)positive reinforcement and clearstatement
of rules and procedures.

Meaningful, Academically Focused Staff Development

A second major focus was in the area of staff develop­
ment. Throughout the first two years, both teachers and
aides received inservice training in a group setting on
teaching and remediation strategies. These group sessions
were always augmented by classroom observations by the
supervisors, followed by meetings with the teacher. The
major purpose of these observations was to relate the
material covered to the needs of students in the teacher's
class, and each individual teacher's strengths and
weaknesses. The coaching model [15J was used; often the
supervisor would take over the group for a brief period
of time and model alternative teaching techniques. She
would then observe teachers using the new techniques,
and return in one to two weeks to observe progress and
provide feedback. Following the classroom observations,
teachers were always given feedback, which included a
discussion of aspects of successful teaching and specific
recommendations for improvement.

During the first year of implementation, teachers were
observed a minimum of once per week by trained super­
visors. These supervisors were given extensivetraining on
how to supervise [9J. The supervisors provided specific
feedback to teachers about their performances on critical
instructional behaviors: pacing of lessons, feedback given
to low performing students, and how errors were cor­
rected. This feedback always centered on the child. For
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TABLE 3

Summary of Effects" - Abt Evaluation

Direct Instruction Group Local Comparison (Non FT) Group
(Students began first grade in 1970) (Students began first grade in 1970)

(N=96) (N=96)

Mean Raw Percentile Mean Raw Percentile
Outcome Measure Score S.D. Equivalent Score S.D. Equivalent p

Metropolitan Achievement Test
Word Knowledge 18.2 7.23 22nd 9.95 5.71 5th .01
Reading 13.9 5.02 18th 10.1 3.60 6th .01
Math Computation 15.8 5.02 22nd 12.16 3.76 8th .01
Math Problem Solving 11.9 4.3 22nd 9.8 3.15 14th .05
Math Concepts 11.82 4.47 14th 9.67 3.98 8th ns
Language 22.11 8.41 40th 9.91 3.86 8th .01
Spelling 12.26 11.05 26th 4.82 8.46 12th .01

Affective Measures
Coopersmith's Self-Esteem 36.2 6.05 30.2 8.41 .01
lARS-Locus of Control/Negative 9.5 2.82 8.0 2.54 .01
lARS-Locus of Control/Positive 12.4 2.73 10.3 2.69 .01

"This table is adapted from Stebbins et al. (1977), Volume IV C, Part I, p, 342.

to be utilized in evaluations of mean group performance
[5; 19].

Results. Perhaps the clearest way to interpret the im­
pact of the intervention is to look at the percentage of
third graders more than one year below grade level on
each major subtest of the Metropolitan Achievement
Test. Table 2 provides these data. Those students reading

below 2.8 by the end of the third grade were considered
educationally at risk. There were at least twice as many
"at risk" students in the comparison group than in the
Direct Instruction Program for all four academic con­
tent areas (see Table 2).

Table 3 presents the mean scores on all dependent
variables for the students who started first grade in 1970.

TABLE 4

Stability of Effects: Achievement of Low Income Minority Students
Completing Three Years of Direct Instruction Program: 1973-1980

Year of Grade 3 Completion

Percentile
Mean Standard Score
SD
N

Percentile
Mean Standard Score
SD
N

Percentile
Mean Standard Score
Standard Deviation
Sample Size

Direct Instruction Samples Comparison Samples

1973 1974 1975 1976 1978 1979 1980 1973 1980

MAT Total Reading CTBS Total Reading

14th 18th 26th 22nd 25th 29th 30th 7th 11th
48.6 50.5 53.5 52.1 330.8 339.6 340.9 44 290.6
7.6 6.3 7.0 9.0 50.8 47.9 6.8

122 94 125 122 110 148 165 96 151

MAT Total Math CTBS Total Math

11th 20th 36th 39th 28th 34th 39th 7th 8th
56.3 60.8 66.8 67.5 331.0 341.3 345.3 52 285.8
8.0 10.0 11.3 10.5 38.3 37 10.3

120 94 125 122 110 148 165 96 87

MAT Total Language CTBS Total Language

34th 30th 28th 34th 38th 31st 37th 8th 15th
64.1 62.1 61.2 64.3 366.0 372.8 384.5 59 331.6
9.7 9.8 11.6 11.2 51.9 57.4 4.3

122 94 125 122 110 148 165 9.6 151
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The same pattern of effects was also found for the group
of students who started first grade in 1969. Because of
the similarity of the results only the 1970 group of
students is reported below. As can be seen, significant
differences were found for every subtest of the MAT with
the exception of Math Concepts for the 1970group [18]
(see Table 3). On the affective measures, consistent
significant differences in all domains were also found
favoring the 1970Follow Through children. These effects
were replicated one year later [18].

Stability of Program Effects

Table 4 shows the achievement levels of third graders
who had completed the three years in the Direct Instruc­
tion Program in Williamsburg County for the period
from 1973to 1980. The Metropolitan Achievement Test
was administered in the years 1973-1976 and the Com­
prehensiveTest of BasicSkills (CTBS) from 1978 to 1980.
The results generally show a steady increase in perform­
ance over the seven years in Reading and Math. The in­
crease in language is less striking; though when compared
to the local comparison group, the Follow Through
students' performance is clearly superior. This superiority
of achievement over students in the conventional program
is evident in reading as well as math. In 1980, we were
able to collect achievement data for demographically
similar students in the county schools for three years.
These 1980 comparison scores from the independent
evaluation are presented at the right of Table 4 as a point
of contrast. They indicate little overall growth countywide
in achievement levels in Reading and Math, from 1973
to 1980, but an increase in Language from the 8th to the
15th percentile.

Finally, all students who were enrolled in the program
in 1982 were evaluated on South Carolina's Basic Skills
Assessment Program (BSAP). This instrument is ad­
ministered to all students in the state, and is used to assess
the number of students in grades 1, 2, and 3 who meet
a predetermined masterly level on state objectives in the
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areas of reading and math. These data are presented in
Table 5.

Data are provided for reading (upper half of Table)
and math (lower half) on the number and percentage of
students in grades 1, 2, and 3 for the Direct Instruction
group and the Local Comparison group who passed the
South Carolina Basic Skills Assessment Program. On the
reading component, the average' percentage of students
passing across the three grade levelswas 87070, while only
39% of the local comparison sample met the reading
standard for the BSAP. As is clear by looking at in­
dividual grade levels, the difference between the Direct
Instruction and Comparison group students is consistent
across each of the grade levels. A similar pattern occurred
in math. The percentage of Direct Instruction students
passing was 76%, while the Comparison group had only
52% of their students meeting BSAP standards. These
dramatic differences add credibility to the earlier dis­
cussed differences on the standardized measures between
the two groups of students.

Longitudinal Follow-up Study:
The Enduring Effects of Follow Through
on High School Students

A study was conducted to look at the long-range im­
pact of the Direct Instruction Program on the students
who participated. This study examined the impact of in­
tensive, effective basic academic skills instruction in the
primary grades on the high school performance of chil­
dren. Measures were taken of (1) graduation from high
school (versus dropout rate), (2) retention rate, and (3)
collegeacceptance. Two groups of students were included
in this study - those who began first grade in 1969 and
those who began in 1970. These were essentially the same
students evaluated by Abt Associates and described in
Tables 1 and 2. The high school performance of these
students was contrasted to that of demographically
similar students who had participated in the typical cur­
riculum offered by the county for the primary grades.

TABLE 5

Follow Through and Non Follow Through Sample on the S.C. Basic Skills Assessment Program (BSAP)
for Grades 1 and 3 in Reading and Math Performance (Spring, 1982)

Local Comparison Group
Direct Instruction (Non Follow Through)

Grade 1 Grade 2 Grade 3 Grade 1 Grade 2 Grade 3

Reading
N 60 60 58 145 120 44
Number Meeting Standard 58 49 48 76 23 20

Mftifcent Meeting Standard 96.7 81.7 82.8 52.4 39.1 45.5

N 60 60 58 71 52 44
Number Meeting Standard 48 41 47 37 23 28

Percent Meeting Standard 80 68.3 81 52.1 44.2 64
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TABLE 6

Longitudinal Followup Study: Percentage of Graduates and Dropouts
for Direct Instruction Follow Through and Local Comparison Groups

% 010 % Still
Group N Graduated Drop In School p

10 Follow Through 131 93.1 6.1 0.8 .01
Comparison 71 81.7 15.5 2.8

2b Follow Through 99 85.9 8.1 6.1 NS
Comparison 71 83.1 7.0 9.9

"Began first grade in 1969.
bBegan first grade in 1970.

TABLE 7

Percent of Students Who Were Retained During Grades 4 to 12

010 Graduated on
Group N % Retained Time (or early) p

10 DI Follow Through 122 34.2 65.8 .001
Comparison 58 55.2 44.8

2b DI Follow Through 85 12.9 87.1 .055
Comparison 59 25.4 74.6

"Began first grade in 1969.
bBegan first grade in 1970.

All students in the study were black; only students who
remained in the county school system from first grade
through high school were included.

For those students who began first grade in 1969signi­
ficantly more Follow Through students (93.1%) gradu­
ated from high school than comparison students (81.7%)
(see Table 6). For group 2, those students who entered
first grade in 1970, the effect is not significant. Also pro­
vided are the percent of dropouts and the percent of
students still enrolled in school.

Table 7 describes retention rates. Included are all reten­
tions between fourth and twelfth grades. This analysis
excludesdropouts. In both groups, significantly fewer FT
students were retained one or more years. Similarly,
significantly more Follow Through students graduated
on time (in 12 years). For the 1969 group, significantly
more FT students were accepted into college (27% of FT
students and only 13% comparison students). The results
were not significant for the 1970 group of students.

Overall, these results indicate benefits to the students
in terms of persistence in school and college acceptance.
Fewer students who participated in the Direct Instruction
Program were retained during the nine years following
exit from the program.

DISCUSSION
The results of this series of evaluations demonstrate

significantly higher achievement for students who parti-

cipated in the Direct Instruction Follow Through Pro­
gram than for the local comparison students. This dif­
ference was found for all academic areas measured. The
levelof achievementwas maintained over a 7-year period.
Significantly higher scores on affective measures were
found as well. This improvement in the children's educa­
tional opportunities was most dramatically demonstrated
by the differences in the percent of children performing
one or more years below grade level. The cycleof failure,
which had been evident in the years prior to the Follow
Through implementation, had changed to some extent.
The Direct Instruction schools allowed close to grade level
educational advancement for an additional 40% of the
students.

It is important to note that even during a decade of
greater availabilityof Federal funds for the district's tradi­
tional program and general improvement in rural schools
that Direct Instruction students still outperformed local
comparison students. In addition, although the Follow
Through program was not implemented past third grade,
differences were found between the Direct Instruction
students who had experienced the program and the local
comparison group even after nine years. This suggests
that the results at the end of third grade were not just
temporary results, but long-lasting differences. The re­
mainder of the discussion will focus on factors that may
have led to the superior levelof performance and implica­
tions for other districts.
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Appropriate Curriculum: Sequence and Topics
Covered for Students Entering With Low Academic
and Preacademic Skills

The overwhelming proportion of first grade class­
rooms in this country use one of the major basal
reading and math series. However, conventional series
typically assume too much in the way of background
knowledge for a child from a home with parents with
little formal education. This point has been eluci­
dated in analyses of primary grade readers by Beck
and her colleagues [1]. Beck indicated that basals
typically assume too much in the way of background
knowledge and vocabulary knowledge on the part of
the student. Beck demonstrated this with an example
of a story from a second grade reader about a ra­
coon who inadvertently frightens some bandits. The
whole story hinges on the concept of coincidence or
false causality. Yet the student materials and teacher
guides do nothing to promote the concept of coin­
cidence. A variety of other concepts and story ele­
ments are accentuated, all likely to distract the child
from an understanding of the critical themes in the
story. Beck and her colleagues redesigned the lesson
to explicitly teach the concept of coincidence and
asked a series of questions that helped students un­
derstand how the pieces of the story fit together.
Similarly, Darch and Gersten [6] developed focused
lessons for a series of expository stories the re­
vised lessons again resulted in improved cdmprehen­
sion.

One factor that we suspect contributed to the overall
positive effects of the Direct Instruction Follow Through
program was the curriculum used. Core instruction in
reading, math and language utilized the Distar Arithmetic
and Language and SRA Reading Mastery Series. These
series are radically different from conventional basal
series in several respects. The most obvious differences
are in the degree of structure, the amount of guided prac­
tice and the strong synthetic phonics emphasis in the first
two levels reading series. In addition, in examining these
program series, one will note that all necessary preskills
are taught directly and clearly.

In addition, the curriculum helped to decrease the
amount of "aimless" downtime between structured ac­
tivities. The teachers who used the Direct Instruction cur­
ricula programs were provided explicit direction with
regard to-which activities to initiate with the students.
Several authors [3] have discussed the important role that
smooth transition between activities has in increasing the
instructional time students receive, which can serve as a
foundation to increased achievement levels.

It appears appropriate to urge educators who are in­
volved in teaching high risk students to carefully examine
potential curricula, and search for ones that:

1. Do not assume that students possess background
knowledge or preskills that they obviously don't
possess.
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2. Have focused lessons that concentrate on a few key
concepts, skills, or strategies and provide adequate
examples rather than trying to "expose" students to
many concepts in one lesson.

3. Provide extensiveguided practice with newlylearned
skills.

Staff Development and Inservice Training for
Both Teachers and Instructional Aides

A quote, taken from a publication of the American
Association of School Administrators [13] probably best
characterizes the "state of the art" of the present
sophistication of many staff development programs. "The
potential pattern for organizing continuing professional
growth is limited only by the constraints of the imagina­
tion .... Less creativity has been applied to the design
(of staff development programs) than to virtually every
other aspect of educational administration" (p. 7).

The teacher training and staff development approach
used in the Direct Instruction Program implementation
differed considerably from models of staff development
often proposed for rural schools. Sparks [16], for ex­
ample, has suggested that the most effective model is one
which.incorporates videotapes of peers teaching, brain­
storrnmg among teachers, peer observations, and collab­
orative decisions. She feels this model has the greatest
likelihood of being implemented by school teaching
~m. .

An alternative to the teacher training and staff develop­
ment approach discussed above is the one used in the
Williamsburg County Direct Instruction implementation.
The orientation here was much more directive, and much
more centered on dealing with academic problems ex­
perienced by the students than dealing with focusing on
needs expressed by the teachers. Especially in low achiev­
ing schools, staff development programs need to be
specifically designed to help solve everyday problems
which occur in the classroom. Supervisory staff must be
aware of and be able to prioritize classroom problems
and provide teachers with an efficient model for solving
critical instructional problems. Collaboration and brain­
storming sessions between the leader and supervisor are
facets of this model, but not necessarily the most impor­
tant ones. Careful assessment of student learning prob­
lems, careful guided ob~ervations of classroom process,
focused coaching practice, and follow up are critical if
teachers are to successfully utilize an instructional model
[15]. This is particularly the case when the model requires
teachers to implement sophisticated teaching and remedi­
ation techniques. If supervisors can help teachers succeed
with students they previously found difficult to teach,
many teachers will not be intimidated by such close super­
vision [8; 10].

Inservice must be more than a perfunctory procedure
to institute the school year. Instead, it can be functional
and should be designed to make use of this valuable time
when there are no other distractions. Others have pre­
sented similar arguments, stating that teachers will use
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information from inservice training if the advice contains
three elements: the teaching behaviors being trained are
clearly defined, are unquestionably related to classroom
performance, and are efficient to learn and implement.

Recently, the American Association of School Ad­
ministrators [13] has suggested how inservice/staff devel­
opment programs can be most effective in rural school
districts. The core of the suggested model centered on
several variables: modeling for teachers the kind of
teaching behaviors to be learned; opportunities for parti­
cipants to practice these teaching techniques in controlled
situations; ongoing supervision and follow-up with speci­
fic feedback on how closely teaching procedures are being
followed; long term follow-up and reteaching of unsuc­
cessful teachers if necessary.

The experiences which were gained from the Williams­
burg implementation and other similar efforts have
helped to clarify what some of the specific teaching
behaviors staff in rural areas need to have in order to
be most successful with students. Teacher training pro­
grams which provide teachers the components of the
generic direct instruction model and the more curriculum­
based Direct Instruction approach will produce more suc­
cessful teachers.
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