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"ABSTRACT \

Thia study [was conducted to obtain school administrators' opinions of the
approved 1n—service for credit courses. The courses are provided by local or IU in-
service councils, approved by the Department of Education, and grant credit toward
teacher certification.

The survey was mailed to all public sckool principals and superintendents in
the spring of 1979. 'Three thqusand, nine hundred seventy-eight principals (33 percent)
and 320 superintendents (64 percent) returned completed questionnaires.

. " _The results of the survey showed that administrators as a whole had very,
positive opinions of the approved in-service for credit courses. They felt that the
courses made a uniqué and valuable contribution to the continuing professional growth

.of teachers and were more practical than college courses. They algso felt that teacher
involvement in the" courses, the responsiveness of the courses to local needs, the low
cost, the "hands. on" ‘experience snd providing the courses locallyzyere important
elements of the program. (

Comparison of the responses of superintendents and prin ipals showed that the
two groups had significantly différent opiniong on 22 of the 35g1tems on the opinion-
naire. In each of these cases, principals were significantly more supportive of the
courses than superintendents. However, the majority of each group Was on opposite
sides of the agree/disagree scale on only five items. Thege items showed that the -
majority -of the principals felt that: 1) more approved in-service courses were needed,
2) the courseg resulted in improved student achievement, 3) the courses were more
likely than college courses to have impact in the classroom, 4) local districts
"should reimbutse participants for ‘the courses, and 5) discontinuing the courses would
adversely affect their educational programs. Conversely, the majority of the super-
intendents disagreed with these opinions. Analysis within the groups, though, showed
that finance was clearly an overriding concern of superintendents.
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INTRODUCTION

In 1972 the State Board of Education authorized that’ all or part of the ‘ o
educational requirements for the renewal of a provisional teaching certificate or the
requirements for a permanent teaching certificate could be earned through in—serv{be
courses which were sapproved by the Department of Education. Prior to that time the
requirements could be met only through college course work. °'The purpose of the
program was to facilitate teacher certification and provide courses based on local
needs. The courses are offered under the auspices of an in-service ‘councjl, and
approved by the Department of Education. The council may be established by a school
district, an intermediate unit or a combination of the two. It must include represent-
atives from the disgrict's teacher organizations, administrators, students, schaol . - -
board, intermediate unit, institutions of higher learning and community and is
responsible for appointing an in-setvice coordinator, conducting a continuing needs u
assessment, designing or commissioning in-service proposals and monitoring the program.
Thete are presently 28 intermediate unit and 22 school districts in-service councils

in the state. Since ‘1972 they have sponsored a total of over 5,000 «courses and served ‘
more than 100,000 teachers. . .

. : y PURPOSE AND METHODOLOGY T

Purpése of the Survey : g s

.

The purpose of this study was_ to obtain school administrators' perceptions of
the approved in-service for credit courbes as part of the Department's chtinuins‘
program review. An earlier study, conducted in 1976, found that participants were
highly supportive of the courses (Reardon, 1977).

-

»

Instrumentation - ) ' . 3

*

A questionnaire was developed to obtain school adhinistrators' opinioms of
the approved in-service courses. The questions covered three areas: general percep-
tions of the courses, classroom impact and financial ramifications, Items were
randomly ordered on the questionnaire sent to the administrators, but are shown by
area in Appendix B. Information was also obtained about the respondents and, in the
cdse of superintendents, about their districts (Appendix A). -

. The questidnnaire was mafled to all public school principals arfid superin-

~tendents in the spring of 1979. Due to a low response rate, a follow-up postcard was

sent to the principals- two weeks after. the initial mailing. " ) o

Sample Size
. '
Three thousand nine'hgndred seventy—-eight questionnairés were sent to prin-
cipals and 504 to superintendents. Of these 1,322 principals (33 percent) and 320 ¢
superintendents (63 percent) returned completed questionnaires. The findings from

‘these questionnaires are presented in the follbwing sections of the report. Seventy-

nine more principals and 11 superintendents returned the questionnaire and provided
background informatipn, but-did not give their .opinions of the PDE approved in-
service for.credit courseg. These respondents are discussed separately from the
others. - : ) ' . :

A



No Opinion Responses | . |

In addition to "strorgly agree," "agree," "disagree," and "strongly disagree,"
the respondents were given the option of a "no opinion" response to eagh item so they
would not have to express an opinion if they did not wish. Many respondents, though,
noted that they used this option for "did not know." '"No opinion"’ responses should
thus be consldered to mean either "no opinion" or "don't know."

As shown in Appendix B, only 3 percent of the respondents gave ''mo opinion
responses to item 30. . This item asked if school districts have an-obligation to
support staff development activities and is a pure opinion question. -In contrast, a
high of 63 percent of the respondents gave "no opinion” responSes when asked if in-
service for credit courses had resulted in roved student achievement. Thus, it
appears, that the respondents gave extensive thought to ‘their answers and expressed
opinions only when they were.sure of their feelings or facts. ’

.

CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS - - , ‘

Characteristics of Respondents fho . ’ - : -
Answered the Opinionnaire : Lo , | | -

Superintendents ' - : =

. As seen in Appendix A over half of the 320 superintendents who answered :the = °
questionnaire were from districts with 1,000 to 2,999 students and more than three |,
out of four were from distrigts with 1,000 to 4,999 students. Most had been with . E
‘their district more than five years and a superintendeﬁt more than five years:. Fewer
than one superintendent out of ten had been in his or her district a year or less, )
and only slightly more than one out of tep had been a superintendert One year or .
less. Thus, as a group, they were very knowledgeable about their disfricts and . .
positions. The superintendents were also knowledgeable about the PDE in-gervice for
credit courses; almost half reported they were very familiar with the courses, more
than half were somewhat familisr with the courses, and only one out of 100 was not at -
all familiar with the,program. Additionally, 15 percent had”taken or taught onme of
the courses themsq;yes. v -
The superinteqdents were also asked about the policies of their districts M
. regarding approved in-service for credit courses. One out of 20 of the disqricts '
provided total released time for the courses and three out of 20 provided partial

released time for the courses.. The remaining 16 out of 20 districts provided mo *
released time at all. There was more diversity in the policy on reimbursement of '
in-serviée costs: _35 percent of the districts did not reimburse teachers' costs, '
33 percent-re ¥sed a set dollar amount, 19 percent provided complete teimbur§ement,

-and 12 percent provided a set percentage reimbursement per credit. Credits earned in

PDE approved in~serv4ce courses do not count toward salary increments in slightly

more than three out of ten districts, but did count in the other seven out of tén ‘
districts. Finally, 48 percent of the superintendents felt that the in-service for '
credit courses saved their districts money while 52 percent felt that this was not
true. This ‘is surprising since in-service for credit courses cost considerably -less
than college courses. Thus, a portion of the respondents clearly had something other
than the comparative costs for tuition reimbursement in mind when they answered the -
question on whether or not the courses saved their district money.

. I -
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‘the past year.. This figure varied by the type. of school, however, with elementary

Principals

Like the superintendents, the principals who completed the opinionnaire were
an experienced group. Over half.had been in their current position more than five
years and three out qf 'four had been a: principal more than five years. Additionally,
‘more than half had been in eddcation over 20 years and more than three out of four
had been’'in the field more than-10 years. 1In spite of their experience, however,
‘principals were signiffcantly less familisr with the PDE in-service for credit courses
than the superintendents; only 19 percent were very familiar with the courses, 70

" percent were somewhat familiar with the progr%m and’ 11 percent knew nothing at all
abput it. Principals'were signific ntly ‘more likely tham superintendents, though, to
have taken or taught an approved in—gervice for credit course. Stillﬂ slightly fewér
than one out of - four principals had done so. . '

.. Over half of the principals were elementary principals, 23 percent were . seiéay
ondarypprincipals, 16 percent were middle school or junior high principals and 3 «
percent reporteq they were regponsible for 'two or more types of schools. Seven out
of 10 had- a masters degree, just under one out of 10 had a doctoral degree, and the
remainder had a certificate of advapced studylor reported two or more responses. The
average principal reported that 15 percemt of' the teachers under his or her super-
vision had participated in at leagt one approved in-service for credit course durinag
principals reporting' the most extensive participation in the cdourses (17 percent) and
sec0ndary principals reporting’ the least ‘participation (9 percent)

Characteristics of Respondents Who Did Not

'Answer the OpiniOnnaire iﬁ; : . v
The 11 superinnendents W provided background information but did not give
their opinions of the approved —-service for credit program differed from the super—

intendents wbo did answer the opinionnaire in that 1) they were less familiar with

the courses and 2) a large proportion had neither taken nor taught one of' the courses.
The 79 principals who provided backgrourd information but did not give their opinions
of “the courses alsordiffered from the principals who ‘gave their opinions in the same
ways. Additionally, none of the teachers under their supervision had taken an in-
service for credit ,course during the past year. These findings are clearly consistent
with the decisior of these respondents not to answer the opinionnaire.

. ‘. . \ - . .
: <~ OPINIONNAIRE RESULTS
-~

Total broqp*Responses

General Perceptions

.
-

Approval “of {n—serGice for’credit courses by the Department of Education.

* requites that teachers must be involved in the planning and evaluation of. the courses.

As,seen in Appendix B, over half of the administrators agreed that this was an impor-
tqnt feature of the cburses and more than a third strongly agreed (item 1).l 1In
contrast, only 7 o of 100 administrators disagreed that teacher involvement was an

- important feature.of .the courses and fewer than 2 Sut of 100 strongly disagreed that

‘this was so. More than.four out of five administrators felt that this involvement led
Mo’ improved*teacher morale and "commitment to the cause."

. L

litet numbers Are shown in parenthesesyf(

4 L ‘ 3
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Approval of in-service for credit courses also requirquthat the coursds miust
be based on a local needs assessment, Item 3 shows that “almost 9 out of 10 adminisy.’
trators agreed or strongly agreed that the practice made the courses of particular ‘;
importance to their teachers. The admipistrators as a whole also felt the cours/F
were meeting the needs they perceived; 60 percent- agreed that they were (4).
addition, a%zost 7 out of 10 respondents felt that when their distrigd requested a
particular service for credit course, it was almost always offered but slightly
more than 3 out of 10 felt that this was not true (5). Further, as seen in item 6,
the majority of the administrators (52 percent) felt that the numbeér of in-service
for credit course offeérings was sufficient to meet their needs but 48 percent. felt
that more courses were needed. In contrast to these responses, 92 percent of the
administraters agreed or strongly.égreed nhat in-service for credit courses could
meet organizatienal as well as personal« yals within their district (7). Thus,
administrators view the in-service for c¥edit courses as meeting most but not all
of their local needs. 'Cléarly, though, the courses are viewed by almost all of
the adminislfators as providing a means to do so.

3

. A major assumption on whieh the approved in-service preogram is based ds that

the courses are of partiCular relevance to teachers because ‘they are practical rather
than theoretical and provide "hands on experience." As shown in item 8, 7 out of 10

respondents agreed that this was true, 2 out of 10 strongly agreed and only 1 out of
10 administrators disagreed or strongly disagreed with the statement. Another
assumption is that providing the courses lotally enables more teachers ta obtain *
additional education than would otherwise be possible. Item 9 shpws that more than
3 out of 4 administrators agreed that this was the case..

- More than 7 out of 10 administrators felt that teachers who attend id-servicen
for credit courses frequently share information, techniques and céncepts with those
who’ didn t attend, and 1 out of 10 administrators strongly agreed that jhis was'true
(x0). ther, 9 ou} of 10 rgspondents felt that a major benefit of the courses was
that théy generate opportunities for idea exchange, "cross pollenation” ahd inter-
action among participants (11). Several respondents noted, however, that the same
could be said of other c¢purses.

* a

, ~ Criticism of the PDE approved in-setvice for credit courses generally stems

'“from the higher education community. However, 75 percent of the public administrators
felt,that the courses were not inferior to comparable college courses (12). In addition,
almost 3 out of 4 respondents felt that colleges should not be the only providers of
courses tqQ meet permanent teacher certification (13) and an equal number felt that
their teachers found in-service for credit cQurses more practical than regular college
courses (14)..-An even greater percentage of the administrators (89 percent) felt
that their teachers viewed the instructors in the In-service for credit program as
very competent .(15). Further, more than 4 out of 5 administrators felt that locally
devised courses were moére responsive to local organizational goals than most campus-—
based graduate programs £l6). Just slightly more than 3 out of 10 administrators,
though, said theX.would recommend that their teachers take in-service for credit
courses rather than comparable college courses (17).

N




In 1977 Reardon reported that more than half of the participants,in the in-
service for credit program were permanently certified. Thus, credits earned in the
courses. would be irrelevant to.them in terms of certificatiom. In light of this
finding, it is surprising that more than 4 out of 5 administrators felt that many
teachers would not take approved in-service courses if credit toward certification
was not awarded (18). However, a& number of administrators commented that they were
not in a position to know if this was true and that the item was more appropriate-to
ask of teachers than administratqrs.
N . - - . L T .

Finally, the administrators were almpst evenly’divided on the effect discon-
tinuing the in-service for credit courses would have on their schaol's:programs.
Fifty-one percent felt that discontinuing the courses wdhld'adversely affect their
educational programs and 49 percent felt that discontinuing’ the courses would not
adver}ely affect the programs (19) . ;

’ .- ) . “

~Classroom Impact o .

-

The goal of teacher training is to produce positive change in teachers and
‘their classrooms. The administrators felt that in-service for credit courses were
contributing toward aécomplishing this goal. Slightly more than 6 out of 10 respond-
ents agreed that in-service” for credit courses are a positive way to improve teacher
competence and almost 3 out of 10 strongly agreed that this was so (20). In contrast,
only 6 out of 100 administrators disagreed with the statement. and only 3 out of 100
strongly disagreed.' Further, 4 out of 5 administrators felt that the improvement in
teacher competence was reflected in positive changes in the classrooms of teachers
who had taken in-service for credit courses (21). ' ‘ ’

Six items ox the questigfinaire a8ked about specific kinds of change pfqguced

‘by: participation in in-service for credit courses. Eighty-six percent of the adminis-

trators agreed or- strongly agreed that the courses had helped their teachers adqpt
better teaching strategies (22); 93 percent felt that participation in the eourses
had increased teachers' knowledge of subject matter (23); 83 percent felt that the
courses increased teacher interest (24); 60 percent felt that participation in the

“courses had improved classroom management (25); and 50 perlent felt that student

achievement in their school had improved as a result of participation in in-service
for credit courses. Lastly, the majority of the. administrators felt that in-service
for credit courses were more likely than college courses to have an impact in the
classrooms; 57 percent agreed that this ‘was 8o (27)

»

Financial Ramifications ~

The cost per in-service credit Jranges from o cost in some intermééiate units
to $25 in ¢thers. The average cost is $l7 In contrast, an informal survey showed
that tRke cost per graduate credit in Pennsylvania ranged from $51 to $205 in 1978.
Thus,jZQ percent of the administrators agreed that the cost of the in-service for
credit courses made it possible for more teachers to obtain additional education and
13 percent strongly agreed that this was true (28). The remaining 19 percent who
disagreed with the statement appear to be from districts which reimburse teachers for
the full cost of both in-service and graduate c¢pedits, since that Js the only circum-
stance when the statement would not be true. This inference is supported by the fact
that 19 percent of the superinténdents were from districts which provide complete

. reimbursement of in-service costs and thus in all probability also provide complete

RTE
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. reimbursement for graduate credits. The administrators also refut7d the criticism i
. that the only reason teachers prefer in-service for credit courses’is that they are
less ‘expensive than college dburses‘,3 but of 4 administrators felt that this was not
true, and only 1 out of 4 felt that it -was (29).°
The administrators ovérwhelmingly supported the concept that school'districts
have an, obligation to support staff development activitiés which maintain or increase
the professional competence of their'teacbers; 47 percent agreed that districts
stiould and 48 percent strongly agreed that they should (30). -More administrators
thus strongly agreed with this item than with any of the others. Conversely, fewer
" _respondepts disagreed or strongly  disagreed with the statement; orly 5 percent, in
* _ fact, did so. Moreaover, the administrators as a whole felt that districts should
3§Jubvidg financial support for participatiqn in in-service for credit courses almost"
3 out’ of 5 administrators agreed or strongly agreed that school districts, because
they derive benefits, should pay for in-service for credit courses. 1In addition, 44
percent of the respondents felt that im-service courses should be paid in the same
way as-are college courses and 23 _percent strongly agreed tHat this should be s0
(32).
. Administrators were also Asked their oﬁinions of COuntiné in-service for
credit courses toward salary increments. They strongly supported this.policy;
almost 4 out of:.5 adminigtrators felt that ‘the. courses should count toward salary
increments, and only 1 out of 5 felt' that.salary increments should be granted for
N~ college courses but not for in-service for credit courses (34). Thus, as a whole,
the administrators appear to feel that there should be no distinction between college
courses and approved in~set?ice for- credit courses with regard to salary increments.

+

’ In light of the preceeding findings, it seems incongruous that 44 percent of ’ ,@?
the administrators felt that many of their teachers take approved in-service for '
credit courses simply because thé credits count toward salary inctements and 16

percent strongly zgree& with the statement (35). Presumably though this is because,

as one administrator commented, "1 fael that many teachers 'do take the courses just

because they count toward salary increments, and I also know that many don't."

& ; N
Comparison of the Responses of Sgggrintendents and Principails

~ In addition to looking at the responses of the administrators as a whole,

. the data were analyzed to see 1f there were differences between superintendents and
principals. This analysis showed that there were significant differencesl in the
responses of the two groups to 22 of the 35 items.  Gloser examination showed that
in each of these case§ principals were significantly more supportive of the in-
sefvice for credit courses than superintendent’s. In othgr words, principals were ¢
more likely than superintendents to aggree with statements. that were positive toward
‘the approved in-service for credit pr gram. ‘They were also more likely to strongly
agree than agree. This trend was reversed when the statement was not supportive of
the in-service for credit program. On 17 of these .22 items, though, the majority
of both groups of administrators wese gt1ll on the same side of the agree/disagree

- scale. On the remaining five items one group as a whole agree with the item while
the majority disagreed. These items and the distribution of responses’ are shown in

Ipifferences that would occur by chance ofily five "ot fewer times in a hundred such

surveys as measured by the Chi-Square test of significance. '
' ¥
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Table I.

.

[

-

for credit eourses while the majority of the superintendents d®%d not. These items

thuy highlight support of the cousses by prineipaIs and areas where the two _groups

of administrators disagreed: in their responses. -

H

e ‘s -';. "‘ v Tgh*el

t * )

"Items -on Which the Majority-of the'Principals
Disagreed*With the Majority:'of ‘the Superintendents

~

-

In all five cases’the majorityuof the principals sgpported the in-service i

.

\

° . N _{_- . LA
‘,*' « "~ Item N & - . ‘Respondent Agree or Disagtee or
L No.. Category _Strqggly Agree 'Strdngly Digegree
T e S %
» 6. “The present number ‘of in-service for T8 | Lt 48.0' '52.0
credif course offerings is not adequate 'SP 34,6 R 65.4
- ' =.to meet.our local needs. L PC 51.8 . 48:2
19. DPpiscontinding the in-service fog credit T 48,7 51.3
- rogram would not adversely affédct our S 60.4 v 33.6
ucational program. o P - 45.5 ) 54,5,
26. , Student, achievement in our school has T 50.5 49.5
1mprpved as a result. of in-service for S 37.2 62.8 -
-credit ‘courses. P 54.3 ¢ 45.7. .
27. In-service for. credit courses are more T 57.0 430
_ likely than college courses to have S 47.2 52.8
impact. in the classroom. P 59.5 40.5
- M N ‘ .,
31. Local districts, because they derive T ‘\ 58.3 41.7-
. . benefits, should pay for in-service S ’ 37.0 63.6
N for_credit‘courses. P 63.0 36.4
- aTotal Group " ) . s
bSuperintendents o
CPrincipals

(’m

-

~ .

Appendix B also shows that .there were significant differenees in the distribu-
. In ‘these cases principals tended"

tion‘of no opinion responses on 13 of the 35 items.

to give no .qpinion responses while superintendents were more likely to give an opinion.

Subgréup‘Analysisl

L]

In addttion to analyzing the data for the total grpup of administrators and

comparing. .the responses of principals and superintendents, the responses were analyzed
* by subgreups to more fully underst@nd the results of the survey and identify -variables
. The results of

-

3

related to opinfons of the approved in-service for credit courses.
this analygis for the two groups of administrators follows.

lSubgroups are identified in Appendix A.

,‘m}’
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T Principalsl . _
. : .
. ' Type School .
\\ p There werée significant differences in the responses of principals from differ-
® ent schools to 19 of the 35.,items. The pattern on these items was that elementary
principals tended te be the most supportive of the in-service for credit courses and
- secondary principals. tended to be the least supportive. It appears N8t this trend

.. 1s related to the proportion of teachers participating in the program, since elemen-
. - tary principals. had the greatest proportion of their teaehers participating in the
program and, secondary principals had the lowest rate dﬁdﬁgrticipation in the courses.
There were two except¥ons to this pattern; secondary principals tended to feel that
© their teachers would participate in the courses even ‘§f credit toward certification
was not granted (23), and that the number of in—service course offerings was not
adequate\:p meet their local needs.

" Degree ,

There were no significant differences in the responses of principals with |
different types of degrees to 25 of the 35 items on the opinionmnaire. On the remain-
ing 10 items, principals with doctoral degrees tended to be least supportive of the
in-service for credit courses. Conversely, they were most supportive of college
courses. )

Experience in Position.
‘ -Principals who had been ‘in theirecurrent'pOSition one year or less, 2 to 5
'years and mare than 5 years gave similar responses to 29 items. On the remaining 6
items principals who had peen_ in their position longest’ tended to give the most
. favorable responses.
- ¢

- oM

> S Experience as a Principal - -
' - ot ~ . . . \
. . 1 \ : :
- Only three differences were found among those who had been principals 1 year
or less, 2 to 5 years and 5 years or more. Here again those with the longest . tenure
in their positions'gave the:mo&t favorable responses. .

\m_ ' ‘

Experiente in Education

N )
Principals who had b‘en in education 6 to 10 years, 11 to 20, 21 to 30 and 31

or more years differed in thelr responses to only 5 items. Further, there was no

pattern among these items.

-

L

+

; Familiarity with tHe Courses

Principals who were very familiar, somewhat familiar and not at~all familiar
with the in-service for-credit courses differed in their responses to 16 of 35 items.
. Significant differences between the proportion of. those agreeing and disagreeing as
well as among the 4 response choices were found for only 4 items though. This indi-
cates that the remaining 12 d¥fferences were in tHe strength of the response. In
most of 'these cases, those who were very familiar with the courses tended to be more
supportive of the program than those who were not.  Principals who were most familiar
with the courses, though, were more likely than t}iose who were pot to feel that the
number of in-service course offerings was adequate (6).

1See Appendix C for the summary of significant differentes between principals.
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~Superintendents

. o & . .
: « Taken or Taught | | _
' o . ".
. Principals, who had taken one of the.,in-service for credit courses différed in
their 'responses from those who had not on 24 Jf the 35 items. In gll of these cases
principal's who had taken or: taught one of the courses were more sugpbrtive of the
program than those who had not done so. The biggést difference’ was on item 26;
almost 7 out of 10 principals who had taken er taught one of the courses felt. that
the courses had improvéd student achievement while fewer than half of those who had .
participated in a course themselves agreed that this was true. Participation in the
courses was thus clearly the respondent ‘vartable most related to principals' opinions '
of the- in—Service for credit courses.
1

Size District

Superin;endents from different size school districts had similar opinions on
29 of the 35 items ag the opinionnaire. On three items there was a significant
difference in the proportién of superintendents from different size districts who
agreed or disagreed, but the difference on the remaining three items was only in the
strength of agreenment or disagreement. Moreover, there was no pattern of responses

‘among these six items. 1It, thus, appears thAt superintendents from the six sizes of

school districts included in the analysis have similar overall opinions of the in-
servlce for credit courses. : . ‘

Experience as Superintendent
Superintendents who had been in their positions less than 1 year, 1 to 5
years and 5 years or more differed in their responses on only 3 of 35 items. Further,
there was no pattern in the responses on these three items. Thus, administrators
with varying lengths of experience as superintendents eppear to have similar overall
opinions of the in-service for c;edit courses.

Experieggf in Distriot

Superintendents who had been in their districts 1 year or less, 1 to 5 years
and 5 vears or more differed in their responses on only 2 of the 35 items. Again,
no discernible patterns were found among the subgroups on these two items. Thus,

" superintendents with varying lengths of experience in their districts appear to ha&é_

similar overall opinions of the in-service for credit courses. It is of particular
interest, though, to note that superintendents who had been in their districts five #-
or more years tended to feel that student achievement had improved as a result of in-
service for credit courses more than superintendents who had less experience in their
district did (26). /

Degree of Familiarity with the In-Service /
l for Credit Courses , '
Superintendents who were very familiar, somewhat familiar and not at all

familiar with the in-service for credit courses differed in their responses on nine

of the 35 iteffls. - Two of these differences were between the proportion of the groups
agreeing and disagreeing, while on seven of the, items the diffe{ences were in the

1See Appendix D for a summary of significant differences between subgroups of
superintendents.
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strength of agreement or disagreement. In these cases superintendents who were more
fagiliar with the in-service for credit courses tended to ‘be more supportive of the |
program than those who werg less familiar with it. The greatest differéhce in opinion
was on classroom management; three out of five superinterdents who were very familiar
. with the courses felt they contributed to better classroom management, while none\of
. those who knew nothing about the courses felt that this was true (25).

- . Coy . Taken or Taught v,

Superintend/nts who had taken or taught ope or more of the in-service for
credit courses differed in.their responses’ from those who had not .on, 18 items. 1In
' ~all of these case?/supsrintendents who had taken or taught one of the courses were

more supportive’of the program than those who had not. Again, the greatest diffetence
was on classroom /management: only 47 percent of the superintendents who had not
takan or taught oéne of the PDE approved in-service courses felt“that classroonr man-

. agement in their district had improved because of the courses, but 77 percent of the
superintendents’ who had taken .or’ taught one of the courses felt classroom manszement
had improved (25). ‘ \ ’ T

! ’ .
- : ~

Released Time Policy ) v

Superintendents who were from districts which provide tomplete-relessed time
for .courses, partial reledsed time and no released time differed in their responses
on ‘seven items. In all but two of these cases, suferintendents from districts which
provided complete released time tended to be most 'supportive ¢f the in-service for
credit courses, while those from districts which provided no released time tended to
be least supportive. On two items, though, 9 and 25, superintendents who were from
districts which provided partis} releaged time'were the most supportive of the program

"‘\

. =
' Reimbursement Policy) '

.

v Analysis by the districts' reimbursement policy for in-service for credit
~ costh showed significant differences in the responses to 13 items. In eight of these’
' cases, superintendents from districts which provided reimbursement for in-service
costs temded to give more favorable responses than tke other groups. For the re-
. maining five items there was no noticeable pattern of regponses. .

- ° . Salary Increment Policy ,
o~ Examination of the data by the district s policy on salary increments showed
significant differepnceés in the responses to 14 items. In 12 of these cases super-
intendents from districts which counted the in-serviece credits toward salary incre-
ments were more 'supportive of the in-service for credit courses than those from
districts which did not. This pattern was reversed on two items; superintendents
from districts which did not count in-service for credit courses toward salary incre-
ments were significantly more likely to feel that their teachers found the courses
more practical than regular college courses and less likely to feel that salary
. increments should be granted for college courses but not for in-service courses (14,
15). ) -
e s ‘J \
) , Saves District Money -
Superintendents who felt that the in-service for credit courses saved their
district money différed. in their responses from ‘those who did not feel this way on

most of the Items on the questionnaire. In fact, differences were found on 24 of the
o

-

10 ,

}-n
d.:'




35 items. On all of these items superintendents from Qistricts who felt thé in-
service for credit courses saved their district moneva%re more supportive of the ‘
program- than those who did not. Of particular note vag 'that more than ‘3 out of 5
superintendents who felt that the courses saved their dist qt\money also felt that
participation in the ¢ourses resulted in better classroom emhnt while less than
2 out of 5 superintefideitg who felt that the courses did not éaVe their district

‘ money agreed that this was true (25). Similarly, more:than half' the former group felt
that participation in"the courses had resulted in improved atuéent achievement while
just over a quarter of the latter. group concprred (26). guperintendenta “percep-
tion of whether or not the im-gservice for credit courses save their district money
was thug the respondent varfable most closely related to their opinion of the in—

. service for credit courses. L

. N - - . [}
- | . ' SUMMARY AND .CONCLUSIONS |
- The data presented in this report are apparently valid; respondénts gave careful
- thought , to their answers and gave opinions only when they were sure of ‘their feelings
or facts. However, it cannot be determined if administrators who did not respond to . -
the survey differ from those who did. The data should thus be understood to represent
only these respondents rather than all admdnistratorq. , )

The administrators ﬁere very poeitive toward the approved inraervice for
credit courses which are offered der the auspices of a local or IU in-service
council. They perceive the cdura as making a unique and valuable contribution to
the continuing professional growtlof teachers. Teacher involvement in the courses,
the responsiveness of the courses to.local needs, low cost, the practical nature of
the courses and local provision of the courses weére all seen as important elements of
the program. The administrators alao felt that the courses compared favorably with
college courses. In fact, the in-service for credit courses were viewed as more
practical thdn college courses. Administrators seemed to feel, though, that the two
types of courses should be complementary rather than competitive programs. The
administratgis also fedt the in-service courses should be treated the same as college
courses with\regard to salary increments and teacher reimbursement. ngge appears, . //
thoqgﬁ to he some unmet need for approved in-servics courses; 49 percent aof the
- respondents felt that the present number of course offerings was not sufficient to

meet their local need. This need appeared to be in areas where the courses were not -
presently being offered and at the secondary level. In spite of the positive opinions
about the ¢ourses, 49 percent of the administrators felt that discontinuing the
program would not adversely affect their educational program. waver, in light of

' 32e other data, this appears to represent a neutral opinion rather than a negative

* view of the courses. Further, it is a view that was most likely to be held by people
who were least familiar with the courses or felt that the courses cost their district

mofley. i~ '
$ . . .

Principals and superintendents had significaatly different opinions on 22 of
the 35 items on the opiniomnaire. In each of these cases principals were more sup-
portive of the approved in-service for credit courses. Superintendents, though, were
more 1ikely than principals to express opinions on 14 items. It appears that this ‘
may be because principals as a whole were less familiar with the courses but closer

" to their operation and hence more supportive of them. There also seem to be financial -
implications which are related to superintendents' opinions. The majority of both
groups of administrators were on opposite sides of the agree/disagree sca{e on only
five items though. These items showed that the majority of the principals felt that:

1) more approved in-service courses were needed, 2) the courses resulQed in imptoved

| Q . | 11
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student achievementgh3) the courses were more likely than college courses to have
jmpact in the class¥oom, 4) local districts should reimburse participants for the
courses, and 5) discentinuing the courses would adversely affect their educational
programs. . Conversely, the majority of the superintendents disagreed with. these '

) \”opinions. r o

Analysis within the two groups of administrators showed that there were few
differences in the responses beeed on years of experience. However, opinions of the
courses were closely related tqQ ‘how amiliar the respondents ware with the approved

. in-gervice for credit courses and whether they had taken or taught one of the courses

j- themselves. Administrators who had taken or talight one of the courses were consist-
ently more supportive of the program than those who had not. Similarly, those who
were most ‘famfliar with the program had a better opinion of it than those who were
. 1ess familiar with its The type of school a principal was from was also closely
related to opinion of the program; elementary principals were most supportive of the
courses. Presumably this was because elementary principals had the largest proportiqp
of their teachers involved in the courses. Type of school thus appears to be a
8tgnd-in for involvement with the prograh. Also, the districts' policies on released
. e, reimbursenent end salary increments were related to superintendents' opinions

the courses., The euperintendente view of whether the in-service for credit
courses saved their district money, though, was‘'most closely related to their opinions
of the courses; superintendents who felt the courses.saved their district money had
significantly different responses than those. wvho did not feel this way on 24 of 35
items. Finance is thus clearly an overriding concern of superintendents.
" As a repult of working with the survey these additional conclusions seem ° o

warranted: A

. 1. Although many administrators are quite familiar with the approved in-
service for crédit courses, there are still some who know nothing about the program.
This seems to be particularly true of principals. Further, there is some evidence

X thhrtthe low response rate of this group of administrators may be related to .
their latk of knowledge about the program. .

~

—— AN

2. Information was not collected on the location of the distrgct'or school.
The comments indicate, though, that PDE approved in-service for credit courses are of
particular importance in the rural areas of the state. . As one principal commented
“these were the only courses available to the teachers within a 1 to 1% hour driving
tadius . . : " B

e

»

. 3. The success of -the approved in-service courses depends to a large extent
on the local or IU implementation and adminisfration of the.program. Thus, the
courses are very successful in some districts and IUs but lesg so in .others.

4. The in-service courses are a viable method for school districts and
buildings to effectively meet their needs.

»
L]

-

12



II.

1.

9.

]

| /”“v*/) Y, N  APPENDIX A

BACKGROUND OF RESPONDENTS

} " . .

CHARACTERISTICS OF SUPERINTENDENTS AND THEIR DISTRICTS : -

-

Size of your district (pupils) - -

3.82 Less than 1,000 28.3% 3, 000—6 9299
52.52 1,000-2,999 ~9.7% 5, 000-9,999

- Nuqbe:_ef years in cgrrent district:

8.51’1 or less 28.9% 2-5 years 62.6% Mor

- Number of years as‘superintendent'

12,1 1 or less 28 31 2-5 years - 59 72,Ho

How familiar are you with PDE's 1ﬁLservice for c
44, 44.5% Very familiar 54.2% Somewhat familiar

Which does your district proviﬁe?

5.4% Total released time for an entire cour

11.9Z Partial released time for an entire coursge

82.7% No released time at all

How does youf district rei:SQrse teachers for in

18.87 Complete reimbursement

32.6Z A set reimbursement in dollars

12.62 A set percentage reimbursement per cre
35.52 No reimbursement of teachers' costs

Do credits earned in PDE approved in-service cou
increments in your district? ‘
69.02 Yes 31

-

4.7%,10,000-15,000

0.9%\More than 15,000

L}

e than 5 years

re than 5 yeard‘“

redit coursec? ]
1.3% Not familiar at all d

. Have you taken or taught a course for PDE in-service credit? 14.52 Yes 85.5% No

-service costse?

dit

rses count toward saléiy

.OZ No

Do the in-service for credit courses save money

-

’ o 47.8% Yes  52.

CHARACTERISTICS OF PRINCIPALS o .

1.

Type of School: 58.0% Elementary 2
15.87 15.8% Middle or Junior High

BRighest degree sttained. ._8.8% Doetorate 7,6

70.8% Masters

Number of years in current positionm:

9.02 1 year or less ~25.3% 2-5 years 65.7

Number of years as principal:

5.02 1 year or less 20.3% 2-5 years 74.7

Number of years in education:- ‘ .
" 0.1%.1-5, 6.5% 6-10 38.1% 11-20 43.4% 2

How familiar are you with PDE's in-service for ¢
19.0% Very familiar 70.0% Somewhat fémilia

Have you taken or taught an in-service for credi

/

Percent of teachers superviged who have taken at
course during phe current school year:

17.32 Elementary 12.3%1 Jr. high or. middle

19

12.8

for your district? '
21 No . »

3.42 Sécondary
2,.8% Two or more responses

% Other (certificate of advanced
study, etc.) .
2 2 or more responses

X More than 5 years i

Z More than 5 years

’

1-30  11.9Z 31 or more

redit courses?
r 11.0Z Know nothing about it )

b

clzzurse7 .23,4% Yes 76.6% No

st one in-service for credit

9.4% Secondary 15.0% Total
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APPENDIX B
.- . OPINIONNAIRE
. .
- . »
Response Options: 1 = Strongly Agree, 2 = Agree, 3 = Disagree, &4 = Strongly Disagree, 5 = No Opinion
| ' , : U 2 3 4
General Perceptions . %) (R %) (%)
7 _ & /
1. Teacher involvement in the planning and evaluafion' TS* 33.7 57.1 7.3 1.9
*.of in-service for credit courses is an {important S 27.2 62.7 6.8 3.3
feature of the program. - 35.3 55.7 7.4 1.6
2. Teacher morale ahd "commitment to the cause" are improved T 14.8 £7:.5 14. “2.9
because teachers can participate in the development and S 11.7 62.4 21.6 A3
-evaluagion of In-service for credit courses. ¢/ Paex 156 68.8 13. 2.4
3. Stnce in-service for credit courses are based on local T 12.5 76.9 8.5 2.1
. needs assessment, they are important to our teachers. S 8.5 76.9 11,5 3.1
- S pe 1305 0 76190 7% 1.8
;
4. The in-servige for,credit courses available to T 5.1 '58.2 30.8 6.9
teachers in this school or district have addressed S 2.0 61.3 29.3 7.4
the needs I perceive. P 4.7 57.3 31.2 6.8
5. Uhen our school system requests a particulsr T 5.2 6?.6. 27.4 5.8
in-service for credit course, it is almost always S 4.3 69.2 21.8 4.7
" offergd by a local in-Service council. P 5.7 59.0 29.2 6.1
6. The present‘numbér of in-service for credit T# 11.7 36.2 . 44.3 7.8
course offerings is.not adequate to meet our S 5.8 28.8 55.0 10.4
local needs. o . Paaex  13.5 38.4 41.2 6.9
7. In-service for credit courses can meet T 14.4 18.1 6.0 - 1.5
organizational as well as personal needs . ) s 9.2 79.6 B.5 2.7
within this distriat. Pase 15,7 77.8 5.3 .2
. -
8. Teachers find in-service for credit courses - T 20.5 68.9 8.7 1.9
useful because of the "hands on'' experiences s 10.6 75.3 12.5 1.6
they provide. P**™ 23.0 67.3 7.7 2.0
9 Since in-service for credit courses are provided T. 15.8 63.7 17.1 3.4
locally, more of our teachers can obtain additional S 9.8 59.8 24.8 5.6
education than would otherwise be possible. * Pate  17.3 64.7 15.1 2.9
10. Teachers who attend in-service for crediffcouraes T 10.4 71.0 15.3 3.3
frequently share information techniques and ] 6.3 71.4 17.6 4.7
concepts with those who didn't attend. P 11.3 70.9 14.8 3.0
LY
11. A major benefit of in-service for credit courses 1is T 21.4 70.1 6.9 1.6
that they generate opportunities for idea exchange, S 13.8 73.2 10.0 3.0
"cross pollenation' and interaction among participants. Pate 232 6%.3 6.2, 1.3
12. 1In-service for credit courses are inferior to T# 7.7 16.9 52.2 23.2
comparable college courses. . Sar 12.7 20.4 47.3 19.6
P 6.5 16.0 53.4 26.1
13. Only colleges should provide courses to meet - Ts 11.8 14.0 47 .4 26.8
permanent teacher certification. ) S 15.7 13.5 44 .6 26.2
P 10.8 14.1 48.1 27.0
147 Our teachers find in-service for.credit courses are T 11.0 63.2  22.4 3.4
more practical” than regular college courses. 8 6.3 65.9° 23.4 4.4
P 12.1 62.5 22.3 3.1
15. Our teachers view the instructors in the Te 9.4 76.5 12.8 1.3
irt-service for credit program as very S 5.9 78.1. 13.9 2.1
competent . P 10.5 76.0 12.5 1.0
16. Locally devised courses, designed to meet !bcal T 22.4 61.3 13.1 3.2
needs, are more responsive to local organizational S 21.7 . 60.1 13.9 4.3
~ goals than most campus-based graduate programs. P 22.6 61.6 12.9 2.9
17. I would recommend that our teachers tsgke . T 5.0 27.7 47.8 19.5
in-service for credit courses rather than S 1.3 19.7 46.4 32.6
comparable college courses P atr 5.9 29.7 48.2 16.2
18. Many teachers would not take approved T 24.2 56 .6 16 .4 2.8
in-service for credit courses if credit S 27.6 55.9 12.4 4.1
) toward certification was not awarded. P 23.4 56.7 17 .4 2.5
19. Discontinuing the in-service for credit program Te 10.2 38.5 38.3 13.0
would not adversely affect our educational Ser 15.3 45.1 28.1 11.5
4 §.8 36.7 41.1 13.4

program.

W - Do

W~ o~
oW

-~
D

Pt
i~ OO W

o0

35.
35.
34.

wrnn

DI

“w oo S oW

s

Vo m

0w o

wun~d

w o

VIO



Clai-rooy Impact

20.

21.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

Financial Ramifications \5

In-letvice' for credit courses are s positive

_way to improve tedcher competence.

Po-1t1§e c ee have occurred in the slassrooms
of those teachers in my school who have taken
in-service for eredit courses. ¢

» *

In-service for credit courses have helped

teachers sdopt better teaching strategles. .
L

When designed to do so, in-service for credit

courses increage teachers' knowledge of

subject matter.

After taking in-service for credit courses, teachers
have shown incressed interest in the topics -
covered.

Classroom management in our school or district
has improved as a result of in-service for
eredit courses.

Student achievement in our school or district
has improved as a result of in-service for
credit courses. ‘

In-service for credit courses are more likely
than college courses to have an impact in
the classsroom. .

28.

29,

30.

31

32.

33.

34.

35.

. The lower cost of in-service for credit courses

enables more teachers than would otherwise be
possible to obtain additional education.

The only reason teachers prefer in-sexvice for
credit &durses is that they are less expensive
than college courses.

School districts have an obligntioﬁ to support staff

development activities which will maintain or increase °

the professional competence of their teachers.

Local districts, because they derive bcnefiti,
should pay for in-service for credit courses.

In-service for credit courses should be paid for
by the school district in the same way as &re
college courses.

-

In-service for credit courses should be
accqptable toward salary increments.

Salnryvincrcmenél should be granted for college
courses but not for in-service for credit
courses.

Many of our teachers take approved in-service
for credit courses simply because the credits

count toward salary increments.
1]

8parcent of respondents who .xprosqu an opindon.
bRercent of respondents. :

Total group of adasinistrators.
dSup-rintendantl.

®principals.

tSuperintendents significantly more likely to give an opinicn than principals as determined by Chi-square snalysis (significant

4

.05 level and beyond.)
*tSuparintendants lisnificcntiy more likely thsa principals to agres or strongly agree.
*#4aPrincipals significsutly mors likely than superintendents to agres or strongly sgree.

21

APPENDIX B (Continued)
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APPENDIX C

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES m sm;cmm’s
OF PRINCIPALS * ’

Snbm of Pr:[m:ijalsn

Type of Experience Experience Experience Fanil:l.ari.ty Taken or
Items School Degree in. Posftion as Principal in Education With Service Taught
— .. T )

General . . ) . : . Ir .
Perceptions ' ) :
. 1 _ ; sl:,c : gb,c - ' .. -

) s¢ - s - : - - S
¢ ) i _ ;b,c : : ‘ : : :b,c gc
e 5 - - . - - - s¢ -
6 s:’° - Y- s® - gb ¢ sy
- - - - r
8 s b ‘ ] S ® Sbc
I b,c S - - - § : Se
10 s°* - - - - - _—
c K
11 - - - - s -
12 gb»c e '/-' _ > < ghsé
13 - s’ - - - “b.c
14 - - - - - ’
15 - - s® - - - :""’
16 s€ - - . - - .- ' ¢
17 - s¢ s¢ .8 Y - %
b b t : »C
18 S S - - b b,c Sb,c
19 - - - ~ s s’ s’

Classroom

I.mpact ﬁ\
20 - -\ - - - - -
21 st - - - £ e soC
b,c b,e ° . C
22 S - ; N - S %,c
J 23 - - - - - 5o
24 §*¢ " - - - - - s+
25 s:lc - - - - - s:’c
26 s¢ - . - - - gbsc
27 sb,c Sb,c . sb,c _ _ _ _
Financial )
Ramifications .ot .
c c
28 - S - - - - S
29 sPC - . - - - - sP
30 - -8 - - - e -
31 - - - - - s -
5 32 - - - - - s¢ s°
.
. 33 s s¢ - - - 5¢ -
34 - S - - - S -
35" gbre  g¢ s s¢ - -
» a
Subgroups %sre identified in Appendix A,
b

.Significant difference at the .05 level or beyond in the proportion of respondents
vho agree and disagree.

c »

Significant difference at the'.05 level or beyond among the four response choices,

2
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i . . APPENDIX D R s
. SM OF SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN . ) _
Y YK SUBGROUPS OF SUPERINTENDENTS . ’ .. -
[ . . - . R
. L ) . Subgroups” . ~
- . , . ‘ Bedin- Salary. Saves
. Size of Experience as Experience in Fauiliarity faken or Released bursement . Increment District
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‘ EXPLANATION 0!' APPENDICES E AND) F
. . The sppendices which follow contain comments from tha qmiciﬁmdn. The
coments wers -selected to repressnt both positive- and negative opinions of the
~ -in-service for credit courses. It should be noted, however, that most of the

respondents did not give vritten comments. The comments thus appesr to have been

made. by ‘respondents who had very positive or vary negative feelings about the
in-service for credit courses. A .

-
-




’ APPENDIX E "ow
Selected Superintendents' Comments .
' { . ‘
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*

- ) * . . - . .

These courses have been the only in-service activities that have had an {mpact on‘the' .

improveﬁknt'of‘teaching.. To discofftinue credit qual to college érgdit would be a
.+ step backward in the imprdvement bf education. - - -

Retogmend idea of salary increments be discouraged. Three levels of salary woul&;be :
more than adequate. Level 1 - three“year probation, level 2 - teacher, level 3 - Master
Teacher. . ' : - R o ) B
The teachers in this district that are taking these in-service credits are those who need
to make-their certificate permanent. The overall opinion is that it 1s an easy way to
accomplish this. 1In short, ‘these are "snap" courses. An easy way out is to take these
in-service programs. : Lo e '

In-service courses are sometimes the only additional training received by teachers who
have no need nor desire for advanced education. '

.

-

N If something has to go - let it be the éraduate courses!

Teachers prefer in-service courses because they are cheaper, local, more convenient,
/‘/ count towards certification, relatively no work and relatively shorter timewise than
college/university courses. In-service courses have relatively little impact on_
instructional improvement. ' : '

I do not believe your questions will prove to be indicative of the situation.
In-service is an easy way out! -

The local in-service counci{ has been effective and responsive in planning quality -
programs and not time fillers. College courseg have too much repetition and theory
to be totally effective. A combination of college and in-service work is preferred.
Present gystem and match is working well. ' ’

Unfortunately, when the major thrust in an in-service ﬁrogram is for credit, these
programs follow the traditional 15 hours = 1 credit, 30 hours = 2 credits, 45 hours =

3 credits. There are a lot of good in-service topics and a lot of teacher needs which
can be filled under a different timeline. Example CPR = 4 hours, seatwork activities =
8 hours, using the IEP effectively = 6 hours. Immediate concerns do not become resolved
in multiples of 15 hours of time.

I really believe there 1s potential in the program. However, many of the offerings
appear to be a re-hash of other offerings. There are only so many techniques to
interest students, ‘enhance theilr self-image, broaden their self-concept, etc., and so
many of the offerings center on these ideas. I personally would like to see more
in-service offerings which deal with material to be taught and ideas to use such
material. More time should be spent, for example, im understanding now and why a
concept should be taught than dn how to make students develop a self-image while
working with mathematics. I am not saying the latter is unimportant, but that the
course offerings I have seen tend to over-emphasize this aspect.
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1. Our staff is on a "pbrformance salary schadule' and ‘the mere taking of credits,
whether in+serviee or college, becomes applicable.only when improvement in" -,

. perforpance is. demonstrated. - . - .
2.. T believe both academic’ college credité prqgrams aad in—aervice progrSMB should ,
be availabfle to staff. , . d

3. In responding to above questionms, I did-uot differentiate between in-service for
credit and in-gervice without credit. I can find no basis to show that mere
credit is the importance factor. Most prufessionals‘show improvement wvhen in-service
programs relate to théir needs, .

4. T find our staff prefers not to be involved in overall planning due to time require-
ments. They are‘busy with classroom prepgration. v - .

Many teachers will not take courses unless they are ‘mandated to do so. Certification
requirements should be revamped with fewer in-service hours, more required hours in
field of certificgtion and, last but most importantly, spread out over more years soO
that teachers with years of teaching experience will be required to take courses.

1 believe in-service is an excellent program and should be continued. I don't believe

you have to pay.someone to go to school. I do believe in released time.

I am strongly in favor of in-service courses. However, this qfestionnaire seems to
attempt to equate them as équal or even superior to college level courses. With this
opinjfon, B,strongly disagree. In-service courses, as I have observed them, are little
more than practical workshops. No academic requirememts are necessary; no standards
are set; no library or outside reading is mandated; no research is required. To equate
them with college level work is not justified. In-service courses are not designed to
replace - merely to supplement. b

A very good way.to in-service teachers. ‘Keep up the good work.

The requiremeng‘that a teacher acquire 24 hours of college credit“or in-eerv{ce credit
for the issuance of the Instructionad II certificate is not based on sound educatiomal
philosophy or practice. The State Board of Education is now embarked upon a pathway

of compounding the problem by suggesting that 36 hours will be required to secure the
Instructional II certificate. All requirements for additional credits for-the Imstruc-

'tional II certificate should be abolished. The Instruttional I certificate should be

acceptable.for imstructional purposes for & ten-year period. Between the 10th and 15th
year the teacher should be required to complete 36 hQurs of in-service study or college
credit for the renewal of the certificate. The. renewed certificate would then be
acceptable for the remainder of the teacher's career. ‘If the teacher is not competent
to teach with four years of training and a Bachelors of Sciente Degree, an additional
36 houra of'credits will not produce competence.

Our in-gervice for credit program is operated by our IU unit. I feel they are popular
because they are offered’locally and are inexpensive. I feel courses offered at our
near-by colleges are superior because they attack problems more in—depth and give more
techniques of teaching, newer approaches and a variety of philosophies.” Our ih-service
courses are best when there are participants who share experiences.

" v

I favor continuing the in-service for credit program.

[y A3
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N ‘ ~Superintendents (gont'd)

. When I see thestitles of courses and the war stories from some of the teachers taking
-and teaching in-service courses offered I cringe to think ‘about the future of education
of teachers in Péﬁnsylvania. I am totally against the way we have let an excellent
.concept deteriorate to such a.level of inadequacy. In-service to beginning teacher
means 12 goof«off credits. J// o)

! ‘>

I suspect the colleges are somewhat against those-in-service credits, but on the other

hand 1f they would get out of the textbook and’theory into- classroom their course

offerings might be more relevant. - t?f

We have found that colleges will bring a "prof" apd the "taiiored course" to the district.
The practicing teacher wants specifics and enfoys getting what is requested.

The entire system of teacher salary advancement and cred#t or course”&ollecting is in
need of improvement. €ourses should be taken to improve performance. Pay should be

. based on performance not on years alive in the classroom or on course collections.

. Currently coursework has little effect on teacher performance except to contribute to
. teacher fatigue and higher pay. If pay were based on performance this situation could
be changed. However, this is highly improbable 8o why add to the problem by counting

.+ -mWOTe courses for pay purposes? .

Several of the questions lead the person responding to the survey to seem to be for or
against either college courses or in-service courses. 7T believe most would agree that
both in-service courses and college courses serve the teacher and the school district.
Obviously, in-service coursgg are-more economical for both teachers and district, but
the college courses provide tertain training not provided by in-service.

In-service courses have not been available to our teachers due to the extreme locatiomns
and gparcity of our area. When in-service courses have been provided say by the IU, the
courses have been met with enthusiasm and intetest. But this situation i® rare. Part
- of the problem results from the district not asking for specific courses. This ares of
. the state has a very serious problem 1n that meaningful courses are not offered within a
60 mile area. , @

I favor the preégnt system. as established between the PDE, IU and local school district.
I fgel it works for on-poing improvements in program and instruction.

It is my opinion that in-service courses are too much 'cookbook” type. Some of the
courses do give a technical benefit but I am interested more in the professional
development. No doubt some of the better in-service courses are superior to the
poorer college courses.

The idea of local in-service programs ié'basiqu good. The programs have a long way to
go, however.

In-service Q?st be made more demanding of the teachers.
Your questions were almost self Aimiting, i.e., many teachers major benefit!

'Much‘shouldnbe left to local districts' options.

by
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Supé&intendenta (copt'd)
(- , - '!’.

I.think they should be offered by the diatrf%t*b t' not necessarily on a credit by credit
"basis. The goal should be after a masters' equivalency or a masters' degree. My ansver
has to be qualified. It would be a step backwhrd if these program are dropped. They

provide a real outlet for our teachersiand admimistrators. I am not all that interested
in paying people to do what§they shéuld ‘be doing professionally but I think there should
be some small financial inwa.tive aftet'they that reached certain levels of required

state mandated credits. ‘ ) ‘-

-4

I feel the whole program is as goo§ as ﬂhe teachers make it. It sure-is a convenience °
for us as we are isblatéd.. ' '

. . .
H
3 ¢ ?t

.o‘ V‘ ’ ' ' ) *
Requirements for successfyl completion of in-service courses are much lesa than for most
college credit courses. Thus more gppular. Your survey faila to address. the "easy"

credit situation. J(r o

. .
N
»

Overall, in—servi§5‘couraea are valuable Howéver they balance, qpt replacé college
courses. One thing‘concerns me: quality eontrol of in-aervice courses. We should not
permit frivolous conrses, fads, etc ,” to creep‘into*thfﬁ program, but they have.’

has a difficult timé evaluating in-ser?ice vs. college chedit hecause he is somewhat

Most of the items oircIed "no opinion are a reault of l;;k of knowledge. A superintendent
removed from the classroom. IU operated in-service ctredits are preferable to college courses

because they are more apt to ‘meet studeht -and teacher needs. How does one evaluate -
‘whether or not a:teacher's classgoom performance improvea as a result of in-service

education unless they are’ questionéd personally? &

F ) 'b r

" «
The in-aervice council in our IU does not function very. well. It has not generated much
teacher interest® 6B . : . “ - y
- ‘ " , i v . 2
Teachers need to fpend time oh campus to benefit from the total impact of an educational
institution. ' Ed ation in the local area 1is often sterile. '
s o
Excellent method "tao meet _unique needs of ‘small school di%tricts. There is a need for
in-service courses selected by our teachers. Theae courses are ﬁraetical, pragmatic and
- useful to our teaehers who already earned MA degrees in Jtire diplo?a mills of graduate

school. - ; L. .-

I find it difficult %o generalize about these courses. There are good courses and average
courses - good teachers ‘and everage teachers; Some atteénd the courses to improve their
techniques and some for the financial reward. I know it 1s an old-fashioned idea but I
would like to see teacHers have the opportunity to attend irr-service classes without
payment or reimbursement. .It may not work, but it would take dway the competition

between college courses and in-service work. Wé now see the colleges offering "watered- .
down' courses to attract our teachers. Since we pay 86 percent of the tuition, I am not
certain that the di@trict receives benefit for the amount df -expenditure.

I find this a rather biased questionnaire. thy of your positive statementa with regard

to in-service for credit courdes’ would apply equally to many graduate courses.»~ ..
' .

Our teachers see this as Hn excellent way to direct instructibn at specific’ éiatrict

deficiencies. ° ‘ .- ,_ , v
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Superintendents (cont'd)

Schpbl districts should be able to prescribe courses for teachers who are ineffective.

4

Keep the program.

We need to do away with the 24 hours of credit in six years and require at least three
credits &ollege/rn-service for every three years of teaching. No permanent certification
but a continued renewal of a teaching certificate. :

We have so few teachers participate in the in-service for credit courses that I have no
-real basis for answering most of these questions. I have, however, taught two of these
courses for our IU'’and found that most of the registrants were not interested in credit )
since almost all had master's degrees.

I would like to make these points: 1. We have a commitment to local district designed/
based in-serwvice courses, in both pedagogical and financial terms. 2. I believe that
our district has offered between 30 and 40 percent of the courses offered in the IU (25
districts) in the last 3~4 years. 3. Teachers have more commitment to in-service
courses than your typical "stand-up lecture" graduate courses. Quality instruction/
activities 1is essential. 4. The reverse of our problem with #3 above is that some of
these courses have lees academic integrity tham college courses; a few people choose
the in-service "route" excliusively because they can get permanent certification in a
"cake-walk." 5. I am.absolutely opposed to allowing all 24 credits for permanent
certification to be in-service courses. Teachers need and require exposure to the
findings of research as applied to teaching, the use of a good quality professional
library and its holdings, and the academic rigor set forth by caring, devoted, doctoral
level college faculty. I say go back to 12 in-service maximum.
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. Selected Principals' Comments

In-service for credit courses have become an important part of our staff development
program. .If such courses were no longer available, our staff development program
would be less effective.

. ]
1 do not have a large group that has taken in-service courses, partly because of the
distance, but those who have| have benefitﬁéd greatly. I'm very much in favor of
expanded programs in their area. -

There 1% certainly appreciable value in the PDE in-service for credit .programs as 1t - |
applies to provisional, permanent and renewal of certification. However, I ‘do feel o
that to qualify for an advanced degree, a certain number of on-campus and/or nniversity

credits should be required vt _ . |

Sounds good! I mixst admit we haven't used the in-service for cgedit program enough to
evaluate it fairly. _ ) 3

The concept is great; however, too large a percentage of the courses are borderline
academic, i.e., leather craft, photography, welding, crafts, etc. Raise the academic
standard of ghe courses, then pay for them.

Local needs assessment frequently a mytﬁ as far as determining in-service.

Your questionnaire reflects a point of view or bias.

We need better PR on proposed programs and plenty of advanced notice., Thank you.

To my knowledge, no teachers under my supervision have taken an in-aervice‘for credit
course. Therefore, I do not feel I can complete this survey. oo /’

While our district has not participated in in-gervice courses for & number of years I
have a strong interest in the courses, and would like to see -the courses‘igstituted in
our district again. I would appreciate any literature on the various programs.

Most in-service courses are offered through our IU. I do think our own district should
more actively promote and schedule courses pertinent to our own needs.

More in-service for credit courses need to be offered.

I had a difficult time with this questionnaire because of its either/or orientation.
Why not allow or encourage both to meet needs which each system provides best. A
positive comment is that I am glad to see our PDE gathering information to help our
teachers improve thétrlftaching

In-service for credit is appropriate and has value “to the staff. Goals aof college
courses are not always.congruent (ex. research-field studies) with in-service courses.
Would not like to see teachers rely solely on this program as 1 feel theory, founda-
tions, research techniques are also valuable. Prefer teachers to seek M.Ed. first.

¢ ;
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Principals’ (cont'd)'
/

I am unable to answer certain questions because I would only be guessing at the cause
for motivation or the result. I have not measured learning increase--classroom manage-
ment was never a problem~-impact in class depends upon teacher, etc.—I favor main-
taining in-service for credit very strongly.

-

-

We are so near many colleges that the vast majority of our teachers go to colleges for
their coursewvork, except for occasional courses set up for .our district. .

In-service courses taught by staff members are much more meaningful—-less theoretical
and of greater practical use to new and experienced teachers.

The avéilability of local universities and reimbursement policies of the district
encourages staff to use colleges rather than IU in-service courses. C

Keep up the good work!, It affords teachers the opportunity to participate in this type
of in-service. : o '

My responses probably differ from most for two reasons: 1) we are in an area in which
there are two state colleges and a Penn State Campus within easy driving distance, all
with very good elementary programs, 2) our teachers receive 80Z reimbursement for
graduate credits. - ¢

N .
Our teachers closely watch the schedule of classes. ‘ v

-
o

Strong in-service programs are necessary for any public school sygtem. I sincerely
hope we will implement them in the very near future.

Economics is a major factor in teachers participation in the in-service or college
programs. ’

Most of the in-service courses sponsored by the IU are a waste of time in my opinion.

We do not need an either/or.situation when it comes to in-service courses as compared
to college oriented courses. Each has its strong points and values; each has its
place. .
The original interest of in-service courses is very good and worthwhile. However, .
courses that are designed Tor a specific group of teachers (coaches, p.e., i.a., etc.)
are being taken by others who can not possibly use the knowledge to improve their
classroom competencies. Some are taken only for movement on the salary schedule.

Keep them coming!

Since none of our staff have taken any of these courses this year I do not feel qualified
to respond. I applaud the concept and feel in-service courses are beneficial to those

who are seeking information in a specific ayea but are not concerned about college -~
credits; or to those staff members who cannot get to a college or university for course

Instructors up to this point have been of high quality. Teachers enjoyed courses. of
course, carry over cannot always be observed. One benefit of these courses is that

teachers can help in planning.

Good questionhaire!
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Principals' (cont'd)

Not'enough in-service courses offered.

~-—

Too many people take credits for salary increases. At least 50% of our staff take
meaningless courses which are easy and offer little challenge or academic stimulation.
In-service courses if monitored effectively can be a major boon to school district

< personnel. .

uld rather see the in-service credit courses run through a college or uriversity.
Since™the. state supports most colleges and universities, it seems like ‘we are com-
peting with ourselves, sometimes. :
. LS -
. Your in-service programs to schools remains a mystery (no publicity to teachers,
'pfinc}pals about programs).

I have seen,little evidence that the taking of additional courses has an impact on
the quality of the individual's performance or the overall “production’ of a building
unit. The prime motivation is salary increments.

' We are in a college town and most of our tgachers get graduate credit at the institu-

" tion. I am not aware of any in-service credit classes used by our staff.

' - . ¢ .
In-sexyice courses arg¢ a valuable tool for staff gevelopment. To insure patticipation,
‘a stipend could be offered. To maintain a high level of professionalism, however,
salary schedules and most especially, certification, should be attained’ through an
“accredited college or university.
3

Our experience with the program has been very positive. I support such courses,
although they have a tendency to lower graduate course participation at local cellegee.

This form is entirely too long. You seem to ask about five ideas six different ways.

College courses are designed for knowledge or subject matter, plus advanced degree

status. In-service courses are designed for techniques, strategies and special skill
' development.

Basicelly a good idea. Our people haven't taken as much advantage of them as they
could. )

e

. In-service ‘courses with;a build-in follow—up system for implementation, and then

continuation of ideas and techniques, are needed. The "one-shot" deals rarely have
lasting effects. ' ,
We have not conducted an in-service for credit course in at least the last 8 years.
I therefore cannot answer some of the questions or statements.

-

Centinue tHe in-service program for certification purposes. Higher education must
realize that the purpose is not to require more expensive graduate courses to provide

or preserve college teaching positioms.

L
We are just beginning this program; therefore, my answers are based on my experience

elsewhere. - .

*
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Principals' (cont'd)

a

In generél in-service credit courses have been offered on a ver;'!gmited basis in our
district. The courses offered via our IU may or may not meet our needs. More local
(district) support is needed for these types of programs.

No experience with in-service credits. Staff has not taken courses. Majority of staff
members have a masters degree. ’

In-service courses are necessary. They're cgﬁducted By local people for local people.
Many of our university people are out of touch with public schools and their needs.

In-service courses in Philadelphia are taught by people who know their trade from
experience. They know the problems and the concerns of the teachers because they have

; ‘already been down the samé road. They are able to offer pertinent suggestions for just
about any concerns that the teachers may have. University professors, more often than
not, are removed from the real world of childrsp, problems and frustrations that the -
teachers experience. Some university professors are not even good teachers of teachers,
" let alone able to help teachers to teach children. . f

The in-service program offers districts a means to maintain the individuality of their
school districts and their right to educate their own. College courses have brought ¢
this on, in part, themselves because of irrelevant curricula and over priced courses,
taught only on campus.

. With the decline in student population and the cutting of teachers on a seniority

. basis we have few who do not have permanent| certification. Those who don't, plus many
of our junior teachers who do, are being agked to take credits to obtain duel certifi-
cation in order to maintain a job. With is pressure, bitterness from negotiation and
a contract that only pays for college crgdits, in-service is a low priority.

]

Biggest problem is that of tranmsportation to colleges, e.g., 1 1/2 to 2 hours each way
is unreasonable.

I helped develop'first in-service councils in our IU. They have been very well
organized and carried out.

There is a local need to rotate availability of in-service courses for credit for
teachers with specialty certification--home economigs, industrial arts, music, fine
arts, etc.

The only problem seems to be -that #hese courses are not available to our teachers.
The IU has run one course on ''media'" but other than that nothing has been available.

Our teachers do not take these dourses because the district does not recognize them to

go forward on the salary scale. Thus, the opinionnaire is not valid since our teachers
are not involved. Thus I marked '"no opinion. : "

in teaching performance and as & Tesult, a benefit to the organization. Not enough
"rigor" in these courses, Invalid assumption that the more courses a teacher takes

will result in a better teacher. . \\\\\//
It is a good concept and should be expanded.

33
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P Principals' (cont'd)

Not enough teachers taking advantage of an excellent opportunity to improve their
classroom gktlls. Program in the main is excellent.

We are not too familiar with the entire program. Perhaps if we had more information
at the school level it would help.

The questionnaire was a little short to really cover the territory. About five pages
of questions would have been more 'substantiative."

Teachers take these type of courses because 1) they are easy, 2) they don't have to
travel at night into the city, 3) they are less expensive, 4) .needed for 24 credits
past B.Ed., 5) little or no term papers, work, 6) inferior teachers (i.e., #1 and #5)
and 7) count on salary scale.

Since courses are offered through the IU, they meet general rather than specific local
needs.

" I have worked in Pennsylvania for the past three years and until this questionnaire
I was unaware of such a program under the auspices of the PDE. More publicity is
necessary. /

It is my considered opinion that the masters equivalency should be done away with, for
I have known many people who have taken '"ping-pong" courses and have gotten credit on
a masters scale. I also feel that since the recodification will call for 30 credits

to make the certification permanent, I would feel that nothing but an accepted masters
program should be allowed.

I L ’
-In most cases I circled no opinion because I do not have enough experience with the
program to offer a valid opinion. As a matter. of fact I believe that so few of my
teachers Qpave participated because of the lack of information. o

.. Most of our teachers find in-service courses convenient, time saving and informative

if the courses are taught by competent persons and meet the needs of the teachers {rom
that district. Some courses offered by the IU are good because they give teachers
"from different districts a chance to exchange ideas.

The only in~service cred&t courses that are offered in our district are those offered
hy the IU which are held at centers that are far enough to be considered irrelevant
and impractical during the emergy crunch. The in-service ctredit course should be
taught by our own administrative staff to become effective.

In—service courses by and large are an asset to any school and/or its persomnel.



