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ABSTRACT : B B
~Although much research on staff development is _

unenlighteninq for. school. administrators, a few studies have. useful ’
findings. The four studies reviewed here suggest A number of .- ,

~guidelines for choosing staff development programs. The best programs (\‘
appear to be those that do~not utilize lectures but instead emphasize
demonstrations and opportunities for teachers to practice new skills

, and receivetgeedback programs should be individualized to address
the requirements of each participant and relate to oh-the-job needs.
Researcm ‘indicates that programs are better 1if they .arve ongoinq, /-
school-based projects rather than short workshops or courses. . = ' f/‘
Observations of other teachers who have mastered the innovation are - .
helpful. Paying teachers to participate in staff development -is not
particularly useful. Principals ought. to be knowledgeable about and
supportive of the program but should not.- have full ‘responsibility for
planning programs. Teachers want, and should be given, ongoing
- participation in project decisions. Regular, relevant project:

- meetings are lmportant. Research result+s were ambiguous about whetngr
local resource personnel or outside consultants nake better trainers,
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Staft Development. :

Educators looking for a good stall development program

-are forced to chpose among literally thousands of very dif-

ferent programs. The programs range from traditional uni-

S L versity courses to school-based workshops to overall school

ACTI N _ ' improvement programs. Some programs are condensed into

a day or a week of intense activity, and others are ongoing,
with.activities sprinkled throughout, the year. Trainers in .
some schools are local pcn()nncl wheteas other schools”’
_ bring in"outside consultants, ' - N
' . Some staff - developmegat plonams use lectures S, and
' . . others use demonstrations and simalated trials. Some orient
' . everyone toward the same geperal objectives; others have
A individualized goals. Programs pay be planned by teachers
or by a(kmmjs(mlms or by a ¢combination of both.
Which programs are best? What-is ghe best way to help .
AN S - teachers develop the new skills, knowledge, and attitudes
) I they need and want? How can admnistrators help teachers
in their professional growth? - .
Unfortunately, going to the literature on slaff*dcvclop
ment is not much help: A majority of publicafionsare evalua-
tion reports rather than real refearch. In these. reports,
_ _ usually administrators or teachers write up a program used
co ) in*their school It is almost always a siccessful program
since no one likes to publish f#lures. Measurement tech-
niques are often subjective opinions or tests made up by the ™
_ pmuup'mls Results sections report fuzzy findings likeg
] : ’ o “teachers felt the program hclpud them improve their class-
) . o 7 { room questioning techniques’ or a(lmlmslhgg(ors are prouwd
" o o + of the noticeable improvement in teacher attitudes.” Contril
_ groups are rarcly used because ng one wants to bc left ont of
| - ‘ . ' the exciting new program, - A
' ' . Smart administrators and teachers look at thc.sc lcpoﬂs
) ~ . with more than a little skepficism. Are they really so suctess- .
_ ' ful? Is a program that was succeseful in- another school T
' - . ¢ . _certain to be successful in. their own schigol? What ‘are the’ _
o : .. mglcdlcn(s of a suu,csblul smﬂ development program? Y

b
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i . - Effective Techniques = - ' " -
. . _ T ‘ . For tundtdy, hidden among the mdny dubious reports on
Y ' ' , ~ staff development programs are a few useful studies. One of
o . R . ) A these, a four-year, two-phase study by ! the Rand Corporation
' : . o ~ culminating in 1975 provided some insights into the charac-
: ’ e - teristics of effective staff deVelopmcm Not initially focused

. - I ! » :
: - . ) -7 on staff dcvelopment the study looked “at approximately -
Each Research Action Brief reports the - three hundred educational innovations to d?cnmmc why

findings of. S|gnihcant empmcal research  some innovative projects sueceed and othérs fail. The
_SlUd'eS on a“topic ‘in educational researchers found that certairf sthff development strategies '« -
management. From these hndnngs implica- had great impact on the eucu}s of thege innovations, .
tiops ‘are dtawn for the operation o today’s " “According ‘1o’ ‘Berman and McLaughlin, rescarchers
. schoo|§ thus serving, as a guide for surveyed852admmlstlator&and689(mchelsdndcondUcled
o enhghtened admlnlstranve actlon . fleld studjes that ;\llowed them \lo observe projects in

- . operation! ‘Two years after the initial research, they re- -
' This Reseafch AC"O” Brief was, prepared by ' suryeyed one hundred projects ‘and revisited eighteen to

S i the ERIC Clearjnghouse "on Educational - determine which reforms had long-lasting effects> = . ';_‘
, S 'Managemem for distributian by the National e The resealchers discavergd* that several ;\spcus of °, '
B ,Asspcy_aho_p of Secon_dary School Pn_ncnp_als. _ teacher staff developmcm qctuvmcs had 'major, positive ..

B 2 . B
x .

! . . - ot . . o . ' ' AR

) - . - P . . B . . PP .
N . .. . '3 . LI D C o SN : ’
ST S . A SR WD o RN - F TN S R A O R S Sy
S A g . M A B o ‘ c L B N LT

h 2

e
-3

. 012 256

-

1 -.
- 7
-




L)

i_;&_'.

N t
~

effects” on project outcomes and continuation. One was
training that was “'concrete, on-going, and teacher specific.”
“Hands-on” training that allowed teachers to try out new
*techniques and ask for the kind of assistance they needed
“when they needed it was jhost likgly to lead to smasbfu
- programs. The best training addressed the specific needs of ""

®

cach individual teacher., .

. betore the program had really begun.

Because of the need for ongomg “assistance,
resource personnel who could provide “on-call” advice were
move effective than outside consultants whose advice was

scen as too “general, untimely, and irrelevant.”

Observation of projects in ofher classrooms or districts
yas also found to be a useful component of staff development
because teachers could receive advice and encourage ment -

from peers who had had a successful experience.

A rather surprising finding was that giving ext@ pay for
training had -cither insignificant- or negative effects.
App'\lu\tly, teachcls participate in training ploydms
becauyse they believe they. will help them to become better

teachers and not because of extrinsic rewards.

Another conclusion of the researchers was that pr |nC|p.\l
participation in the traiping was vital. It .appeared, that
_.principals nceded to gainknbwledge that would enable them

. 1o help teachers with program objectives and to sho\v

teachers' that their efforts were supported.

immediate ‘problems. :

Other staff support acuvmes were teacher parnmpatlon

“__m project decisions *and the classroom assistance by,

©,-"resource personnel discussed by Berman and McLaughlin.

" Theseactivities appeared to be necessary to affect teachers'’

© .attitudes and inspire commitment to the program.
. McLaughlin and Marsh found-that” without such support

. activities the effects of training faded and no long- lasting

~ . ichanges in teachers occurred

! Effective Program Management

Another approach to determmmg what makes teacher . .
ingervice effecuve was taken by Lawrence. He looked at’

" ninety-sevent stutlies or evaluation refgorts of inservice
« . education and generalized about successfil programs,.
AlthOUgh no single one of these' reports is enough basis for

. wchoosmg a program, ‘the programs are more enllgh(enlng '
\ when looked at as a group When the nmety -seven programs

In contrast, one-shot preimplementation training wa$
usually not helpful to project staff. Because training and
assistance needs of teachers changed over time, even'if train.
ing was-relevant it was not meaningful when presented

% In another report on,the Rand study, McLaughlin and
" -Marsh highlighted an_addmonal conclusion. These authors
. .= noted«that "stalf:support” activities were exuemely impor-
tant in enabling teachers to carry on succgssful programs. .
Skill-specific” tlalnmg was not enough ne component of -
staff support activities was regular pr()ject meetings where -
u,achem could discuss arid work on problems. Although
.these meetings became countetproductive if they degener-
ated -into mere retordkeeping or concentrated on details of
" Project administration;, they were found to be extremely
. helpful if teachers.could use them to work together to solve

'w
k

. '\'
are compared, characteristics of eltective progr: afns can be
separated from those of lgss effective programs, dnd aspects_
that are repeatédly a part of (Hut?\( programs can be
spotted casily.

Some ol the most intere stmigo( deu.nu s findings are
clustered around the managemsht of inservice education.
Several of these findings are strikingly simil;\é' to those of the
Rand study. Lawrence found that education programs that

_have individualized activitjes are - more likedy to accomplish
- their objectives than are ptograms that have common activi.
’ N
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ties for all participants. This .is similar to Berman and
Mclaughlin'q findings that the most successful strategies
are "teacher specific.” AL '
' Another finding to echo the Rand study was the findmg
. that programs that emphasize dgmonstmhons trials, and
/ feedback pre ntore effective than those in which teachdrs
merely absorb {deas for a future time. This ‘sounds a lot like
' Berman and McLaughlin’s conclusions about* ‘toncrete on-
going,” handsoon programs.
{ Lawrence also noted that school ‘mscd programs con-
ducted by local supervisors or administrators appear more
effective than those run- by outside personnel. Again, one is -
reminded of Berman and McLaughlin, this time of their
findings about. the superiority of local resource personnel to
consultants.

Lawrence fourld that teacher behavior was affected by
both school-based and college-based programs, but that the
school-based programs influenced more complex kinds of
behaviors such as attitudes. Apparently programs at the
school site are capable of doing more than conveying infor-

« ‘mation; they .are capable of changing beliefs as well: This
finding is especially muruting when couJ;lcd with
McLaughlin and Marsh's finding that just offering new skills
is not enough td accomplish succes#ful educational innova-
tions in schools.! They found that complex changes involving

.attitudes and mativation were very necessary if real changes
were to be madelin the instructional program. .’

Finally, Lawrence discovered that programs in which
teachers particippte as helpers and plannérs have greater
-success in accomplishing their objectives tFan do programs
conducted ky college or other outside personnel without |
teacher- mmtancc,

' Preferred Programs

When selecting an inservice programvit is also helpful to
know the characteristics of prog"ams preferred by teachers

and administrators. Joyce and hid colleagues did some pre- " '

liminary mveshgau g into teacher and administrator
preferences, for insetvice teacher education (ISTE). The
lcqcarchcxs conductc loosely structured |nterv1ews with
1,016 educators, incliding teachers, admnnntratons and
college faculty. Although the interviewees were not a random
sample and the authors\stress that interviews were explora:
toty and intended to be erely preliminary to a later'survey,
they are confident that the findings’ “identlfy fm;ly exhaus-

* tively the perceived issues, problems and opportuniues for -

constructive change in 1

Joyce and his associatds ‘uncovered a number ofconcern‘f

and opinions regarding inservice education, some of whic
confirm the studies discussed earlier. The researchers dis-
covered among all types of tespondents a desire for teachers
to have more rcsponsibnllty for-the content of inservice pro-
,grams’ Few respondents wanted administrators or college -
- teachers (those traditionall responsible for program con-
\Jtent) to have sole rcsponsnbl ity for determining programs.

The researchers also found, that all categories of inter: .-
viewees were concerned abou the need to relate training to
~ lotal and on- -the-job needs and, for téhchers to receive train-

ing when they need and wanti This “timelincss need was B
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especially crucial, .

Theré was less agreement on who should beregponsible (-
for the organization of inservice programs. In fact, cach B
- group questioried (teachers, administrators, college faculty) = 7
favored themselves as the responsible agents,, - T

A final finding presents a contrast to lindings of thc'_
 Lawrence study. When asked about preferences for trainers, . ¢
only 2 percent of the respondents preferred local cducation
agency personnel (including administrators and curriculum
supervisors) as trainers, while 15 percent chose consultants
and 20 percent chose college. faculty. This contrasts. with
“~Lawrence's findings about the desirability of using local -7
* administrators rather than outside consultants. Why the
traineys who wouldbeghe most useful for tgachers are those
the least desired by t c'cduc‘\tm\ HNCI‘YI(.\VL(l is tomcthmg
* of a puzzle. . -
Joyce and his colkuguu hypothesized (hdl temhcm did
-not want to have their evaluators as their trainers. Perhaps
" before teachers will feet comfortable with local administra-
tive personnel as trainers, the functions of evaluatioh and’
Sraining will have to be more clearly separated.
" Inanother, simaller survey, Johnston and Yeakey ques-
tioned 313 tcac‘\[m and twenty-three admipistrators from
.seventeen New Jersey elementary schools. The hypothesis
‘they tested was that administrators “eliffer significantly from
teachers in preferred contentt, methods, and plannmg
* strategies of teacher staf developrhent programs.

When preferences foj content were compared, Johnston -
and Yeakey found that there was indeed significant disagree-
ment. For instance, urban administrators rapkudconm\umty L
refations as.a topic they would most prefer for {éacher staff .
'dcvelapmcnt ograms, whereas teachers ranked it as a least
preferred toa Similar differences were found an-other
_topics. Johnston and: Yeakey believed that administrators
were interested in those topics most closely gsqocmtcd with
their role and that teachers were mterested m thoae relef'

vant.to. their own role. = ° . :
 The rescarchers also found that administrators and
" teachers are not in agreement as to who should plan and
conduct staff development workshops. Administrators .~
~prefer that they them“.elves plan‘the workshops,,bul teachers
prefer teacher and committee planning. .
. Johnston and feakey concluded that the mo‘st effective
staff development workshops would be those planned jointly
y teachers and adgninistrators. They believe teachers need a
chgnce to define their own problems and needs. They putit,
“If this is done, administrators will find that teachers are
_ ‘more supportive of staff dcvelopmcnt programq and in turn *
the programs are more effective.” :

e

A L

Impllcatlons R

These fmdlngs suggest a number of guidelines for (.hoos—'_, »
ing staff development programs, First, the persons respon. -
sible for programs .would do well to choose those that are .
concrete and aimed at specific skills rather than theoretical. :
These programs should emphasize demonstrations and - ..

oppartunities for staff to practice the new skills and receive R

feedback. Lectures alone promise to be less effective. )

Both Lawrence and the Rand study mdlcate that
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programs should be, individ®lized to addsess the require ) P it At wirs o osdrind walf T g Toges
)] N Natanal Inatdute of  Bduddioe U
. ments of each participant and relate to on-the- ]ob nceds. ey Bmpariment ol | e A o Foon vt
» Programs that offer the sante results o everyone wnll be'less A0 IBO007 Tho opsibony Baieuaeg o s
. . 1t (0 D01 AdcerigDly telleot 1he powliony o
« % effective. ' . _’_J\ " ,_J R L poncion of NIE or the Depanmont of Edud 3ban
The best programs npAcur to be ongoing—stretching e _ v T
throughout the school year-—rather than a short workshop or The Educational Resources Information Center
course that is soon forgotten, Programs are more successful (EHIC) is-a nationa! infprmation sysiem operatad by
at changing attitudes’if they occuy at school rather than else- the National Institute of Education. ERIC serves .
where. Observation of other teathers who have mdslmcd,‘\nd educators dissemipating research rosults and _ :

other 18source’ “information that* can be w‘od in"
. developing more elfeclive educational prograns. The
ERIC Clearinghouse on Educational Management,

are practicing the skills being taught appegrs to be useful.
Paying tei t\hcl s 1o participate in programs appears to be
% lessusetul than providing programs that appeal to teaghers’

. . ) ) o . one of soveral such unlls in the sysiem, was Vg
¢ . Motivation to improve their abilitiés and become better established at the Univgksity of Oregon in 1966 The
teachers. v M Clearinghouse and 11§ companion  units process '\,
., Findings of the Rand study indicate that pnmlp.\lsoubhl ~ " research reports and journal articles fos
to be a part of staff developmgnt programs and show their announcement in ERIC's index and abstract bulletins o I
k-m)wlcdgc and support of the program. Yet all three of the : ﬂosear(_:h reports are announced "LnGSOUlCGS
other studies emphasize that administrators shonld not have , in Education (RIE), availabte in many |iBrarles and by
full vesponsibility for planning programs. Teachers wantand -+ - subscription for $42.70 a year from the United States
Government Printing Office, Washlng!on 0.C. 20402." O T

need to help Lhoosc program content and to participate as
"helpers a annet ministrs ake :

¢ || s |l]_(l| p} nnet : ‘Ad l;lrl sllll \rlells \;\fh() take full Lhdlﬁt Journals in Education. CIJE is also available in many
without help trom the staft will hind their programs sadly libraries and can be ordered lor $80 a year {om Oryx’
Jacking in support. Administrators who i |g,|ap|c the program Press, 2214 N. Central Ave.. Phoenix, Arizona 85004,

Journal articles ase announced in Current Index to

will '*Uffl‘l the same fate. .+ Besides processing documents and "journal
Fur thczmow as the Rand study and the L\Wlencc study articles. the Clearinghouse prepares bibliographies.
Bothindicate, teachers want ongoing participatiop in project literature reviews, monographs, and other
+ decisions, and programs that provide such papticipation are’” = Intérprétive research studies on topics In s
more sugeessful. Regular project meetings ‘are important, . \educational area. Lo ] . :
not, as McLaughlin and Méirsh emphasize, for ndminjstrative Prior_to publlcallon this  manuscript” wds s
details but for dixcussion of real immediate problems and . submitted™tp the National Associatfon of Secondary - .
proposed solutions, / \?chool Principals for crnlcal. review and :
eterminatlon of professional competence. The

These fmdmgs are all clearer and less amblguous than publication has met such standards. Points of view or
the findings concerning who should be the trainers in staff opinlons, however. do not necessarily represent the
development activities. Both the Rghd apd Lawrence studies  officlal view or opinions of the, NASSP S
indicate that local resource perspnnel make better trainers EA 012 256
thari do outside consultants. Yet Joyce and his research team® - -
found that almost no one wanted local administrative per- -
sonnel ‘for traipers. Perhaps ‘school stafl members rather _ .
than administratprs should be recruited for use as trainers. C : / -

- Perhaps changps in evaluation procedures can be made to y | o . A : '
make teachers {eel less lbreatenedrby the ldca of their super- . " o
visors being uséd as tra/nqrs e P SN\ T o S

.+  The same themes. ;lppcar again and again in, these four . ;o ' . '

©studies: a need for more teacher participation in choostng - . ‘ o . ‘
and running staff developmem\pxogmms, a call for less ' : ' ‘
theory and inlellectuahzing and more pracucc and participa-
llon in program actlvmes and a nqed'“er trmnmg that

ES

jzed 10 meet the needs of each partnc:pam These ar%hu
. lessons of res arcf\ on staff development.
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