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Foreword

. A 1974 amendment to Title V. of the Higher Education Act authorized
' Teacher Corps to support demonstration projects for retraining experi-
n enced teachers and teacher aldcs serving inlocal education agencies. This
.amendment has created a new excitement among Teacher Corps projects.
{ It has also created concern among a broad-based audience with regard to
the what, why, and how of retraining and inservice education.

The pertinent issues generated by the retraining amendment have mo-
tivated Teacher Corps projects,',"particulgrly those in the Far West, to
explore the whole area of inservice education. The Far West Teacher

- Corps Network has studied such issues as: (a) the purposes of inseryice
education, (b) collaboration and governance among the‘ participants in
an inservice education program, (c) alternative training strategies in

* urban and rural areas that very often include a wide variety of ethnic
‘gtoups, (d)“incentives or rewards for inservice education. participation,
and (e) the integration of preservice and inservice education. This list

- is by no means comprehensive. ‘ :

The exploration has led to new idéas, recommendanons and strategies
that have proved useful to Teacher Corps projects as well as to non-
Teacher-Corps projects that are trying to develop and implement effec-
tive inservice education programs. This publication presents criteria for
designing Jocal programs and descriptions of selected inservice programs.
The criteria and descriptions are not merely. academic, but represent -
operational projects, two of which are in the Far West Teacher Corps -
Network, -~ '

The Board of Directors of the Far West Tegcher Corps Network,

* Paul Walker, who is Executive Secrctary of the Network, and Roy Edel-

felt are to be commended for their efforts to decal forthrightly with all

* aspects of an inservice education program. In addition, special acknowl-
edgment is accorded to William L. Smith, Director of Teache; Corps.

HAROLDIE K. SPRIGGS
" Education Program Specialist

Washington, D. C.* 3 ' U S, Office of Education, Teacher (‘orps
February 1977 .

vii e

4 ,
". ' 8 ! '
.




A

. Bellingham, Washington .

. Preface

Thxs bock is an extension Of the bookiet, Inservzcc Educax:on. Criteria
" far Local Programs, pubﬁshed by the Far West Teacher Corps Network

in September 1976, Here, the criferia for developing local inservice

. education programs are pm&nted again and illustrated in nine inservice

- programs. The primary focus’ of. this publication zs to demonstrate the e

- relationship of the criteria to opcratmnai programs. A
Ttns ‘publication issues from activities and events that occurred over

& two-ycar span. An initial sct of criteria for.local inservice education

__programs was generated at thc Tcacher-Corps- onsored Workshop on
Reconceptualizing T Inservice Education in Atl Georgia, in Febru-
ary 1975, and was pubhshed in Rethinking In-Service Educanan The
Far West Teacher Corps Network perccwcd that such criteria could be
.useful’ not just to personne] in Far West Teacher Corps projects, but

, ){ .- a&lsoto many otlfer educators. First the Network  mailed the criteria to
R ‘educators across the nation, in all interested and affected camps; asking -
" for critical comments. Then the "Network sought critical commentson &

revised set of cmcna from pamcxpants in a Teachcr-Corps-sponsored
workshop in Las Vegas, Nevada, in June 1976. At the same workshop,

participants learned about and discussed nine inservice ‘programs that
- exemplified some of the crxtena—-the nine programs that are described |

in this book. Following the warkshop the critefiz were revised once
-again and also elaborated on, for publication alone in the carhcr ‘mok!ct

-

and with examples in the presentbook.  *

The Far West Teacher Corps Negtwork i is grateful to Roy Edelfelt for

his significant contributions to and leadership in the activities and events

that led to this volume, ,and to Teacher Corps, Washmgtdn, D: C., for

encouragmg deveiopm/gntai inservice efforts.

+

" - Executive Swetary
Far West Teacher (ﬁrps Network

February197] - o

PAUL (RAND‘:') wALxEx-g ,

C e
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The Shifting Emphasis to

Inservnée Teacher Educatmn
, Roy A. Edelfelt *

t

*Considerable attennon is bt:mg given by various agencies to inservice
education. Some agencies are trymg to build a preservice-inservice con-
tinuum. Guidelines for preservice programs are longstandmg, but de-
signing inservice programs that are more than courses and worksha’ps is
intricate and baffling. There are few precedents, and there aré no existing
frameworks at the state level to offer guidance and legitimacy in con-
cept, organization, design, and support (Edelfelt & Johnson, 1975).

The nature and scope of the probléms to be faced, the implications of
such problems for program development, and guidelines for local inserv-
ice program development are almost wholly unknown or lacking. What
follows is a first attempt to_deal with-the above three issues: problems,
implications; and guidelines.

In this chapter, “inservice education” is concc:ved as the professional
development of teachers and other /:ducatxonal personnel. It is recom-
mended that the approach to devéloping and maintaining effective in-
service programs be through a consortium of teacher organizations, local

and intermediate school districts, and colleges/universities; and that -

such professional development focus on identified and specific curricu-
lum and instructional needs of local teachers, classrooms, schools, and
districts in order to advance the quality of learning for students.

t
t

. s . N
el
3
&

* This chapter is based on a paper develpped with the assistance of Fred Andel-
man, Massachusetts Teachers Association; PRatrick Dolan, Michigan Education
Association; Herbert Hite, Western Washmiton State College; Stanley Jeffers,
Washington Education Association; and E. Brooks Smith, Wayne State University.
The paper ‘included 23 criteria for designing and evaluating local inservice educa-
tion programs. The 23 criteria have since been modified into the 29 criteria that are
presented and discussed in Chapter 2.

'MH\ .
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. ABas:c Assumptmn -

The fundamental purpose of mscmcc education is the xﬁapmvm}ent
_of educational programs for students. InService programs for the pro-
fessional development of educational personnel should thcrcfom be de-
sigied, in the’final analysis, to have an nnpact cn the quality of schabl

Y
.

pmgrams for stude.nm. ,_ , LI

.b o .

What Are the Pmblems‘?

-

~

When collcge/universxty prbgrams move from emphasizing prescmcc '

trammg to considering inservice meeds, and from mainly emn-campus

courses to field-based activities involving both neophytes and experi-

enced teachers, there are several new factors that desxgners of such prc—A

grams need to consider.

PR
IR

TFhe main setting ¢f the program sh1fts from the’ cailegc/umvers:ty .

campus to the school community itself, where a school um and
program of instruction are alreagdy cpcratxvc Curriculum and instruction

are under the jurisdiction of the local school board, controlled by -the’
sugqnntendcnt and his or her staﬁ,gand made opcmnanal by schodt.

faculties in groups and as individuals. The entire staff, with the super-

- educational goals that are or have been amculatcd pubhcly in both

explicit and implied ways. :

In this sejting there are often l6cal curriculum counmls with some re-
sponsibility for school program. There are estabhshed curriculum guides,
authorized texts, and other materfals. There may be structured liaisons

 intendent, are responsible to the local and state communities for meetiflg

* with supervisory staff of the local or intermediate district. Some disgricts -
or groups of teachers may have established curriculum development and

Al

mstructxonal improvement programs.or teacher centers with formal or
mformal designs. All of these activities will be taking place in a par-

ticular school, subculture greated by the society of teachcrs students, -

adminpistrators, service stf nd parents. Teachers, studems and par-
ents will be creating umquc subcuitures within the school each year.
Each teacher (or team of feachers) will develop the curriculum and in-
struction for a group of learners in his or her own way and will be
nearly the final educational authonty in that situation, : '

At the same ﬁme numerous laws and administrative rules havc been

12

-

-
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~and contmue to be promulgated that relate directly to school programs s
. .and inservice education. In many cases these laws and ruleé unpose ,
- . -specific cumcnlum and pro(gram rcqmrements on t&chc:s and schoois. e o
_ -Special education, career. cducanon, vocational educatmn, and con- '
.sumer education are examp}cs of” areas -currently recexvmg specsal at- T
K . - .iention- by state decxsxan—makers
. % " Other laws also affect inservice education. In many states, collective-
. barga:mqg ‘legisiation pmwdm that ferms of employment including ', -
‘ inservice education, -are- subject to ncgonauon Thercforc tollective-
‘bargaining agreements must often be rcncgotrai:d to effect.the changes
necessary to ifiplement new¥ programs. In mgny school districts, inserv-

“ . PR () educatmn decisions are made in lomt teacher—admxmstrator fomms‘
" ‘established by law, policy, or contractual agreements.. *Certification rules |
. .may also inipose reqmremems that mﬁhence decisions by teachers onin- - -

'+ - service programs, | . T - T T L ST
Thc teachmg force ﬁscif 1 & -s:gmﬁcant new vanablc T‘En‘nover‘has o
been reduced mote teachers view, their- Qccupatmn as.a career rather- o
than as a @epping-stone, arid average age and fevels of expcncncc, arg
increasing' eachers -therefore have a sxgmﬁcant vested intetest in"thé
quality of progi'am and in their involvement in design- and xmpicmenta—,
5. tion of program. Teachvrs are also highly organized at all levels—from
the national scene to individual school buildings. Their orgamzaﬂan pro-
vides a capability to exert consxderabtc influence on school program a.nd ‘
policies. ° : -
~ All these factors suggest that, the designers of new profcssxonal de-
; vclopmcm programs for preservxce and inservice teachers must address

the following general needs

- e

e creating an brgammtaonal structure for policy-making and opcration
e ‘that will refleet a partnership among the mstxtutmns and agencies di-
rectly involved; i v

¢ developing a means for shared, decision-making among the respon-.
sible participants, with special attention fo the input of teachers;

e relating 'graduate-credit systems to off-campus, field-based programs . .
and financing college/ university participation when credit accumu- '
Iatxon is not appropriate or relevant;

. extendmg and recasting a stmxghtforward pmgram of teacher educa- '
tion into a field-based program of cuTriculum development and in- L 4
structional improvement at the school and in the.college/ university, '
and engaging all participants in learner-consultant-innovator-evalua-

a

Q ' 13 ‘ f
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6+ : . e, INSERVICE EDUCATION
.-

. v

tor roles in a consortium of professional educators for the advance- .

ment of student learning. '

Table 1 illustrates several. changmg agpects of tcacber cducanoﬁ as
the emphamsshzfts tos presemce—mscmce continuum,

»  Table 1,” The Shiftiog Emphms go !nsenfice Teacher Education d

. ‘basis ‘o )
Y M B * =
Operatanxl pmcedures <o - . Lot . .
—_ JRPOUP— R A - e
7 Courses offered pnmanly on the co!- Tmch;m the ‘sehool dnstnct and ‘the
lege/pniversity campus at tlm::s esfab- ‘college /university cciiabomtmg {o de-
" lished by the no)legz/umvcrsny velop inservice education wherever
. and whenever ncedcd and desired

. The college/university independcn‘t Inservice ﬁduga:ion dctcrmmed by “as-
and autonomous in determining in- sessing the needs of school program
ser¥ice education and schoo! personne! and cooperative-

A "y usmg the information in planmng
" Inservice education progmms largely Creative models of inservice education

rcpemwe and stcrcotypcd developed thmugh mfusmg new :dcgs
Tr}siructmnal xmpruvcment vmwcd as Instruuxonal :mprovemcnt vxewcd asa
an administrative concern and respon- profegsional concern and responsibil-

srbnhty my

Inservice cdu:at;on funded sclely by Inservice edumncn funded through
the individual or the school system the college/university and the school
and controlled by the college/univer- district, but comroﬂcq by a profes-

sity or schoot system monal wmortmm )
Funds pmvxdcd to the Loﬂcgdumver- Funds provxded to thc coﬂcge/umvcr-
sity based on student credits - sity or school district based on pro-

gram nceds
*The {erm “intern’ is used o describe the prospective teachcr: ' .

Wheré We Are or Have Been

Where Wk Seem 1o be Gmm ,

Staff mies and responubmtms

Inservxé :ducanon and career dcvci-
opment viewed as an mdxvxdu.ﬂ re-

sponsibility ° )

L]

e ———

A

Inservice education and career dcvel-

Qpprent vigwed as an individual, ml-
) league-torcolleague, and school”
) sponsxblhty

3

e e ——————————

C‘olicg./ums?cmty personnel funmon-
Cing as managcrs : ‘

- a

Interns* workmg 'mdxv:duaiiy and in
tcams usugxlly .thh one teacher

Pnrcnts workmg occ,asaonaﬂy on a

short-term, voluntary basis

Tcachcm. mterns.

CoHcge/umvcrﬂty and schiSol district
personnel functioning as program fa-
cilitators s

. 1)
e el -
ande aides W_Oljg

cooperatweiy

Parents azdes and mtems WQrkmg in

the schoo! as partrfcrs on a continuous’

a

14
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THE SHIFTING EMPHASIS ‘ . \ o 7.
: » ». Lo E e -
Table 1 continued : ‘ !
‘Where We, Ate or Have Been . . Where K"e Sccnf d bc Gomg
l‘rginiw Fm—hg o é‘ - s N f !
Offer, isolated courses and workshops, . Facilitate" x‘n!ividually developed pro-
or course sequences planned to meet — .fessional progtanis as part ‘of -career-
. coihgc/umvcrsxty degrce rcquxrcmcms long training L. -
¢ Process large mimbcrs of tcachcrs . " »Personalize and individualize pro- .
- through the same courses, with every- - grams to improve. scurnculum or in-
one doing essentially the samé things - - struction S
. View the indivkiual as the client View the iidividual and the organiza’
‘ . tion in whxch«hc or shé works as.ch-‘ ™.
: . ’ e * R ien“ ) L, .
A ~ kD
Often rely on bxg names as cxper{s , Rcly on many. bcople, but pamcularly
. X yon one another ib the organization as
r , . ~ helpers | o 8 ]
Governince ‘ o ' = , .
A Thc'collegc/umversnty exclusively ay- The college /university, teacher organ-
/ tonomous . ization, and school district collaborat-
N . l . ing e L
The decision- m.xking process closed The d:ci‘sion-ximking open and shared
The cc!lcge/ university staff advxsmg The callcgc/umvemty, teacher orga- )
,}nd constuiting nization, and school district Qpcratmx
" oft a parity basis s .
Thc caHegc/umvcmly Raving com- Shared power among cmp&ratmg or-: -
pletc and tctkpower . gamzatmns _ - .
Thc ca!lcgc/umvcrsny ac:mg in isola-, The wﬂcge/umvcrsaty acting"within a
tion 3 . consortium involving the teacher or-
, ganization, school district, and' cpm-
. . mum’ty v
Teacher education viewed solely as a Teacher education viewed as a coop-
function of the college/unjversity erative enterprise between the college/
. . university, teacher organization, school
‘ district, and the profession
, ‘References

- N
Edelfelt, R. A, & Johnson, M. (Eds.). Rethinking in-service education.
Washington, I3.C.: Néti‘onal Education Association, 1975.
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N Chagter Two o R

e Crntemf for Local

Inservnce Education Programs
' RayA Edclfglt I

' ' -
, £

“What criteria should guide inservice education at the Iocal level?”

This question is heard all across the country these days’from tedchers,
administratérs, school board members, college pmfcssors, and others.

Criteria are more helpful than prescriptiors. to educators who wait to
design their own inservice education program. Criterig do not dictaie the
substance and the essence of program; they suggest standards arid char-
acteristics. They also set forth principles for decisions abdm the condi-
tions ad circumstances of-planning and operation.

The 29 critéria for local inservice education programs to bc dxscussed.

,‘

in this chiapter were first enunciated in question form in Rethinking In- '

Service Education (Edelfelt, 1975, pp. 83-84). They were then recast

as statements and refined in connection with the wntmg of the paper on

- which Chapter 1 of this book is based. Next, they were built into an
., instfument (similar to the one in Appendxx A) that was completed and

“evaluated by teachers, administrators, college and -state department,

" personnel, and staff and ledders in teacher organizations throughout the

nation. The criteria were then modified and tested ‘again with teams of
teachers, administrators, teacher organization representatives, college
and state department personnel, and Teachei Corps site personnel from

- 15 states. The criteria that follow are the result. They are not the criteria

for local inservice education, but thcy reflect the experience and opm~
ions of many thoughtful peopie
As Table 2 illustrates, inservice education has many distinct pur-

poses. The purpose for which these criteria are mainly intended is school~”

improvement. But purposes do overlap. Inservice education for school
improvement may be study for which credit is earned, and it may lead
to a credential, a degree, or other academic recognition. Categories of
inservice education are never pure, and purposes are seldom singular

" 9 , 'S
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ws . &+ _ " Table2. Purposes sud Conditions of Inservice Education® | .
A a S 7| Legal Sancrion|Responsible. | = ' | .
v : o . o v -} and/or Ad- Agency and/ -
. Pur P"“‘ ‘ P roce.? Scttmg b ministrative  |or Standard Reward | Motivatlon
. . o | Authority of Cmt{o." ' .
Degree, | Formal | College = | State law, State béard © | Degree, Legal and pro-
, ¢ credential, | college or uni- . state board policy, state | creden- fessional re-
N licensure -} or uni- versity - policy, state  {department | tial, | quirement
versity campus, department . |regulation, license, -
. . « | study extension - | regulation, ' Ystate pro- better : _
’ * P center - |, state profes- fessional job op- ke '
‘ ‘ . - L sional licensure|licensure com- | portyni- -« .
Ny o . .commission  |missia’stand- [dies w ’
N regulation ard. -t

v’
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A

Profes- Formal |College < Schooldis-. |Schooldis- = |Qualifica- | Requiremont
sional and in- or uni- trict policy,” |tfict criteria,” | tion'for sét by focal
advance-. | formal versity state law or  [state certifi- better and/or state
ment or study of .| campus, - | regulation - |cation require- | position, . ' |agency .
peomotion | teaching, | extension . :  ment > employment | - .,
. ' adminis- | cender, , Rl : - | in better
‘- L tration, schdol * e | position N
v counseling, | district, '
etc.; interny teacher
ship ~ . |center, ; . . .
: profes- ' . bt
sional <
ot develop- N
; ment center | . ’ N
Rétraining ° Courses, |College or | School dis- -~ | School dis- Qualifica- Requiremen'g
, “fornew | workshops, | university ' | trict policy,  |trict criteria, . tionfor  |determined by
assignment | institutes, |campus, | statelawor  |state certifica- |new posi- . | job, state certi-
. special school regulgtion tion re- tion, employ- | fication
training distript quirement menit in pew | requirement
7 in new' : ’ ' position
level or N ' - -
subject ‘ - . ﬂ
Personal Choice Setting * None; but Personal/ [ New knowl< | Personal de-
* professional | of in- ‘| appro-. personal prafessional. |edge, im- " |{sire or :
development | dividual priate standards standard proved com- | commifment _
: teacher to choice™ | and.peer ’ .| petence, self- 2
N ot pressure ° satisfaction
. “ | influente co
i S L development . ,
* Adapted from “Tnservice &fSation: Alive with Interest, Fraught with Problems™ by R A. Edelfclt Inservice (News-
Educstion}, Vol Iy No. 2, September 1876, pp, 23, 9.
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(Joyce, H'owey. & Yargﬂer,l 1976). CofSequently adaptations should be

- made in definition, purpose, and criteria appropriafe to particular school
systems and buildings. However, for the criteria included in this bogklet’

the major focus is tonsistent with the following definition: Insemce edu-

_ cation ig “a program of activities promoted or directed by an educational -

organization [and] designed to increase ‘the competencies needed by
K-12 personnel in the performance of their duties” (State of Washing-
ton, 1976, p. 2)., ‘ - _

= Criteria are grouped into five sections: Decxs:on— ing, Relatidn-
ship to the Program of the School, Resources, Commitment to Teacher
Education, and Rewards. The discussion fo]los;jng each criterigef at-

tempts to make meaning more clear and address some xssues the cri- |

lerion raises. ) T
The 8riteria may be used in several ways. They are probably of most

value as considerations that any school faculty or teacher center pblicy
- board mxght review in thinking through ground rules for- desxgnmg and

determmmg program, The criteria provide basic 1deas on which profes-
%xonals can plan and operate a program. '

" Another use of the criteria is as survey items to get a readmg of the

perceptions of district or bm!dmg personnel. A survey can provide a
fairly quick and efficient starting point. It will tell what respondents

think of current cir‘cumstanccs; what they think desirable in inservice,
- education, and the priority they place on each of the criteria. A survey

‘ mstrurmnt appears in Appendix A.

Askmg respondents to indicate for cach criterion “What Is” and

“What Should Be.” as the instrument in Appendix A does, makes it

possxb}e to assess thc distance between these points—that' is, the dis-

crepdncy between circumstances that exist gntt the aspirations of re-

. sp.ondents.‘TaHym& the third column of the instrument gives an indica-

«tion of the degree to which personnel think particular criteria are im-

portant. Looking at bath the mean discrepancy and the mean priority’

of each item: for all respondents provides information on both the di-
-rectfon in which respondents want to move and the impontance that

" they assign to such a move.

Decision-Making .

There are six cnterm that deal with aspects of decision-making. The

process of dec;sxon making is a hrst consideration because it sets.the tone
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of collective action and specifies how people will be regarded.

. 1 Decision-niaking processes are based on cooperation between- all,
. major interest groups, z‘haus scfmpf district, cofiege/nmversxty, and
teacher organization. :

- It may be instructive to explain why “coopcratxon“ is used rather

: h,an “collaboration,” the latter term enjoying considerable use in in-

service education. Cooperation was chosen because the meaning of the

* word is more appmpnatc It means “the action of cooperating: common

effort”. (Webster's, 1974, p. 250) and “association bf persons for

commor benefit” whereas collaboration means working “jointly with
pthers esp. in an intellectual endeavor” (p. 219).. =« N

Obviously cooperation is a first condition. Unless the ma;or interest

- groups work and-act togdether for common benefit, there can be little

- progress on inservice education. However, cooperation should not sug-

v gest that there will not be conflict. Conflict may, in fact, be productwe——

. provided it is dealt thh in ways that find resolution and actommad‘\

of different points of view or that result in compromise or’ the synthesxs ‘

of various persuasions into new and bettcr ideas. .

School districts, colleges/universities, and teacher orgamzatxons ad-
mittedly have different views on some issues, Each organization exists
for different reasops. When they come together to cooperate on inservice

education, it is inevitable that differences will become evident. One such’

difference may be-the criteria to which e¢ach can subscribe for inservice
education’ programs, Thus, a first order of business may be to examine
the criteria that follow, to assess the level of agreement, and- to select or

% develop criterih on which inservice education programs can be planned

and operated.

2. Decisions are made by the peop!e who are affected, arzd the deci-
sions are made as close as possible to the situation where they will
"'be operativa.

be locally bas ut how locally bas®¥? Shmﬂd authority be delegated
to on-site staff? What decisieqs should be made at the building level?
Who should be involved, in ad o to major interest groups? What
part should parents and students play? \What part should the state de-
partment of education pla);l

The argument for buil ding-level degision-making is that it mvolves

= Obviously decision-making for t}?iiesign of 1ocal programs should



.
.
L
-

v -

X

.~\.( -~

V14 , T~
the people who are most immedigtely responsible for improving school

program. And there i§ some evidence that the school building is the larg- -

est viable unit for change and improvement. Current arguments for

" more decentralization support this notion. - -

Inservice education must also have school district sanction and sup-
po'rt.‘ Thus, samevdecision-making should take place at that level. Such
decisions most appropriately deal with facilitating,and coordinating in-

service prograins at. the building level and attending. to those elements

of program that are district-wide. .

Additionally education is the résponsibility of the state, so some de-

’ cisions will be made by state departments and state boards of education.
(For a discussion of decisions-that are appropriately made at this level,

see Edelfelt & Allen, 1967, and Edelfelt & Johnson, 1975, particularly

pp. 38-55, 80-82). o . .
The above paragraphs address different levels of decision-making, At

each level, ¢riterion #1 hokds—that there is cooperation that includes

at least the _schoél district, college/university, and teacher nrgaixizétion.

There may be—in some cases there ought t0 be-—established commit-

.tees or the like to make the neeessary decisions.

Some provision for parent and student involvement is also essential.
However, neither group has suifficient professional expertise to be a full
partuer.- Input from parents and students is probably most effective at
the building level, where they can react directly to issues that affect
‘them. Certainly the participation c:‘ffparents and students is necessary
if clients are to be heard. Involvifg parents and students also’ helps
Jaise public and client awareness about how difficult inservice educa-
tion and school improvement gre.

"3 The cooperation of major interest groups is based on a concept of

parity for each group. )

To ,ﬁn‘derstand this criterion it is most important to be clear on a
deﬁniﬁon of parity. Parity is used here to mean “the quality or state of
being equal or equivalent” (Webster’s, 1974, p: 833). The major in-
terest groupé, then, should be equal in'-ghc weight of their ap‘gfsn on

artissue in question. Parity is probably most clear in vofing, $ach greup -

having equal weight in any, vote. -+ .

Equality will probably ﬁ?t exist in degree of expertise, length of ex- o
perience, or competence in. particular areas. For a discussion ‘of this is- .

sue, see criterion #26.

=L '
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4. Explicit procedures exist 40 assure fairness in‘:{ecisiqfanmking.' ‘
» This criterion goes beyom ensuring equality or parity. It calls for
. procedures that guarantee justice and ';ijectivi;y, even impartiality-and-
dispassion. The latter should not suggest that zeal for an idea, advoeacy
of a cause, or promotion of a vested 'iﬁterest has no -place in discussion.
It means that safeguards must exist to ensure that good and fair judgt -
ment is exercised in decision-making and that there are progedures to
guard against exploitation ‘of one interest group by the others;. o
Explicit procedures might include required copsensus for major de- - °
cisions, veto powers i’ voting, specified procedures for due process, §n
p appeal procedure, and/or binding arbitration. o & . ‘
5. There are policies (e.g., in a cql[ecti#e—b/zl/rgaining agreement) re\) .
e ®  lating to inservice education.” f : : 4

A “policy” is “a definite course or method of action selected . <6

.. guide and determine present and future decisions” (Webster's, 1974, p.

“ 890). “Policies” here refers to school district policies, off which the
}£oliective-bargaining agreement is an example. ' :

‘Teacher arganizzitjons .are seeking to have many matters relating to
inservice education included in collec'tive«ba;rgainfng contracts. How-
¢ver, there are procedures and’ processeé in most school districts that

. go beyond topics covered in collective-bargaining contracts. Therefore, -
’ the term “policies” is used to assure that qll matters dealing with in-
service education are encompassed. ‘ . ] T

I3

6. Inservice edycation pragrafa's are institutionalized.

This criterion’ hifears that ‘i‘nserviée education is an established part
of the system, a significant practice within thmscfxqol organizatien. It also
suggests that worthy new programs will become part of the system. ' ‘

- ( In many school districts, inservice education is not an infegral part
«of the school system. The school district has traditionally seen its pri-
maty goai as educating the young, Too often it has scen that goal as
ifs sole obligatign, not recognizing any responsibility for the ifservice

1 education of teachers. Gradually, owe'ver, school districts are accept-
ing some responsibility for. inservi . education because they recognize
its influgnce in improving school program. '

. Relationship to the Program of the School
’ Two provisos should be made explicit regarding the criteria“in this
o and other séctions. One is that the first five criteria below are not mu-

: N - )
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}ually exclusxve that 1s inservice educatxon can be directly” related to
. ctrriculum. -development and can also*xmprove instruction antl meet t e.

- needs of students, teachers and school program. Secon,d some of the
criteria in this secfion may seem similar to criteria tha{t__appcar undgr
other headings; for example, criterion #12 in this section may see
similar to criterion #16 in’ the. section on “Resources.” Not so. This
section is, concerned about hew insetvice education is prévidedT;l)r
within the school program; the “Resources” section is concerned about ,
whether the resource, time, is available to engage in msemce education.

7. Inservice educatzon is dire®ly related to curnculwn deveiopmen :

Certainly “currictlum” must be defined for this criterion to haye

= 'meaning. Among the broadest definitions is “all the learning experieqces L

. »  for which the school is responsible.” A bit morg limited is “all of the
s, - planned learning outcomes for which the school is responsnb!e ” Ob-

/- viously those' who use these cntena will need to agree ‘on their own

definition. ‘ L

Another way to be precise in definition i§ to apply this criterion {o

the curriculum at the bujlding level; that is, to state the criterion, I?-

: ’semce education is directly related to curriculum development at the’
" building level. *

s

S Inservice edumtmn is d:rectlv related to instructional :mpravement

There is general agreemcnt that mstructxonai improvement is a cen-
tral-and compelling reason for ‘inservice education.. This is probably
the most noncontroversial criterion. |

There are, of course, other purposes for inservice education, some

( of which are stated in the next ghree criteria. An important issue is
v+ establishing a proper balanCe among purposes and being explitit and
public gbout priorities. .

9. Inservice education is hbas'ed on the needs bf'/“ctudents

In fact, inservice education ‘may be.only mdxrecﬂv bascd on the needs
: of students because {éachcrs problems as influenced by students may
Fof be }:he main emphasis of inservice education. For example, attention t@
teachers’ skills in classroom management may be the result of student
behavior problems. This criterion is intended to suggest that inservice
education of teachers will have outcomes that contribute to meeting the
needs of students. This criterion shouid help keep inservice educatxon
relevant.

© .23
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N

. Theré are types of inservice education that are not related to the

]

needs of students. This criterion does not suggest that these types of in-

*

service education are unjustified or ynimportant. The critical issug is '

finding the appropriate balance between inservice programs .that help”

~ teachers respond more adequately to stﬁcicht'n’t:eds and inservice pro-

. termine what teachers ought to know. School district administrators, ,

grams with other goals. =~~~ )

10. Inservice education is based on the needs. of teachers. , ‘

Tedchers strongly concur with this criterion, parﬁcxﬂ‘ar}y when it
means the needs of teachers as perceived by teachers. Traditionally, in-
service education has been prescribed for tedchers by others. Yet psy-

chology supports the motion that learning is optimum when whut is

. learned satisfies the needs of the leamer. There is alsa research evi-

dence that teacher igvolvement is crucial in chédnge projects if success,
is to be-expected (Greenwood, Mann, & McLaughlin, 1975). If a cen-
tral purpose of inservice ~education is school improvement, teachers
must be involved. o S ‘

There dre other views on this criterion. College and university peo-

4

.

~

ple, ‘who have long dominated formal inservice education throughs ~

graduate study, argue that they have the knowledge and expertise to de-

curriculum directors, and supervisog argue tifat teachers’ perceived
negds are but one important determinant of inservice education; they
suggest that inservice education should also be compatible with district
supervision/evaluation standards. Advocates of competency-based in-

service programs argue that, teacher needs should be determined in re-
lation to needed teacher competencies’

This criterion may be one that requires considerable discussion.
11. Inservice education is based on the needs of school program.

In order to base inservice education on the needs of school program,
the school's goals must be clear and public, and there must be’ con-
sensus on their importance and validity. It is unusual to have both those
conditions in force. However, inservice education that is intended to
satisfy the needs ‘of school program might be an effective device to get
clear, common understandings and égmements on school goals and pur-
poses. That approach, of course, is usually much more feasible if the
school program in question is the building program over which teachers
and administrators have some control. »

If it is to work for the program of the building, inservice education

e

24
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_poses a new concept of ' the job of {eaching. It suggests more than “re-,

should include the pnnc:pa! and all other personnel who comrxbute to o
the building program (see cntenon #28) . . .

v

12.. In&erwre educarmn is a.pfzrr of a teacher s regular teaching load.

This criterion is probably the most significant of all ‘because it pro-’

»
leased time” or “Tuesdays for thmkmg " It affirms that study, explora-
tion, devclopmeng and learning are mt,egral parts of ‘professional prac- '
tice:and should be a Iegxt:mate part of thHe teacher’s regular requnsxblhl

© ties. - J {

Note that the inservice education under discussion here is that re-

“lated to the improvement of school program—inservice educatien, thatf“_

responds to student, teacher, and program needs. There are, of course_ -
other types of.i msemce education that teachers will engage in for thexr
own purposes—for example, to obtain additional credentials and de-
grees or to-gain additiorial knowledge and skill in teacher orgamzatmn
matters (see Table 2). . ot

13. The..teckniqm*s and methods used in inservice education are con- s
sistent with fzmdamenml principles of good teaching and learning. ~

»

This criterion does not sug_gest that adult learning is idetical thh
child and adolescent learning. It suggests that learning at any level xs
essentially. the same process and that good principles of - teachmg are

'umversal It recommends that approgaches to teaching and learning used

in inservice education illustrate the best professional practice. (
Approaches (techniques and methods) and the expectations for learn-
ing should ba made public (see Corwin & Edclfelt, 1976, pp. 8- 9)

14. Rewath / m’aluatlmz is an integral part of inservice f’ducatmn .

Momtormg that pmvxdex for feedback. and evaluation coupled withe*
research Wreyintegral parts of inservice education. Data should be
gathered to establish goals- bjectives, to make decisions about con-
tent and procedures; and to assess the degree to which goals and ob]ec-
tives are achieved in' an insérvice program. .

Inservice education should also use and reflect researcg findings and
promote more systematxc and scientifigmapproaches -to collecting and
treating data in teaching.

Outside talents should be emploved when necessary to assist teachers | .«
and qthers in designing research and evaluation schemes. Teachers =
shquld determine what is to be evajuated; rescarghcré‘can provide the
—~ay

25 T
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‘and administrators do not think that a teacher is at work unless he or

- v . ’ : .
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. technical assxstancc to makc.results as reliable and sophxsucated as pos-

sible. o . oo ’

15, Alb those who parnczpate in mscrwce cducax:on are engaged in

¢

both learning and teaching . ., "
 Inservice education is not mcrcly a matter of one group ghspcnsmg
mformauon to another; each participant- has ‘some special area.of in-
‘sight, talent, expertise, and perception. Included in “all those who par-",

~ticipate” are teachers, coliege prafesors school administrafors and
' supcmsors. curriculum dxrectars. etc. All these participants at one txme

or another— will be engaged as learners and teachers.

-

t

B
e . [

16. T:me is avax!abl’e during regular instructional hours fer- mserwce .

education. - 5 [ )
Time in a teacher's workmg day is a very precxous commodxty There
is never enough. Providmg time for inservice education during regular
instructional hours requires some ¢hanges in both scheduling and- at-
titudes. Attitudes may be the most difficult to change. Some teachers

she is engaged in teaching .students: Studying diagnostic procedures

- while trying to analyze iea‘rhing‘pmblems of students, or developing a

curriculum unit tq fit a particular group or individual student and study-
ing cumculum ¢heory in the process—these seldom register as Iegmmate
teacher activities on school time. .
Schedules will also be difficult to change parncul’ariy if student®
teacher ratios remain as high as in recent years and'if all students mmt .

~ constantly be in classes or superviged by teachers.

The subjeciof time to teach has had some study ( Provus & Jacobson,
19669, but tife subject of time fot teachers to learn has had practically
no attention. ' - ' ‘

<

: I7 Adequate personnel are avmlab[e from the school d:strlct and col-

‘lege/university for inservice education.
|

“Adequate“ means sufficient in both quality and qugntity. “Personnel
. from ‘the school district” mcludes teachers. P’i‘acncmg ciassroom

' teachers are at times the best instructors for other feachers.

2%
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Mennomng only school district and Jhigher education may be too
restrictive. Other resources exist in the ‘regional education laboratories,
state departments of ed\qcaﬁon, boards of cooperative educationa] serv-
ices, intermediate school districts, teacher centers, teacher organizations,
administrator organizations, etc. Personnel from all these agencies should
be available when appropriate. - -

-18. Adequate materials age available.

Again, adequatc means quality as well as quantity. Sométimes

- quality materials are available, but not Yin sufficient quantity. This is

particularly true with books and audiovisual materials; the wait to use
a particular item can be so long that the relevant moment has passed

" when the item becames avajlable. . -

Access to materials is another prob!em Somie instructional materials
centers and teacher centers provide both excellent access and excellent -
consultant help in selection and use. Too often, however, teachers are
left to the ttme-consummg job of seeer&g@m for themselves the matenal
they need, and they get no counsel on ifs use.

19, Inser‘wre education makes uss af commumtv resources.

Despxte field- trips, catalegs of commumty resources, business edl