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ABSTRACT
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,

This'research study analyzes teacher staff development programs and
their costs in three large urban school districts. Activities of the school
districts studied were classified as staff development if intended to pre-
pare teachers for improved performance, and all costs of these activities
were considered staff development costs, even if they were part of the
school district's "regular" budget.

The school districts studied were selected through a survey of school
dittricts serving the 75 largest U. S. cities, and-they were chosen because
they were respectively high, medium, and low in their apparent level of staff
development activity. Because the literature contains little research and
analysis concerning the realities of staff development practice, the study
was designed to provide a basic overview of thee realities and was intended to
suggest directions for subsequent research and for po y analysis.`

11 14

The study revealed patterns of staff development activity and resource
allocation that contradicted conventional wisdom about host staff development
is conducted. In all three districts, the actual costsof sCaff'development
Were fifty times more than most school district staffs estimated. These
significant costs resulted partly from the "hidden cost" of teacher and
administrator time for staff development activity, time that was seen by
school disErict staff.as .part of the school district's regular budget.
Another factor obscuring the extent of staff development activity was that
responsibility for staff development in each district was dispersed among a
large number of people and deparxments. Middle level managers controlled
largely autonomous activities, and few attempts were made to coordinate.
staff development among these diverse actors. Frequently staff development
leaders were unaware of the activities of their colleagues, even when these
activities pieced demands of...time and energy on th same teachers. In general,
offices designated to coordinate staff developmen played a minor role in this,
swirl of activity.

Staff development activities in eaqh district had accumulated over time,
often in response to other factors (federal funding opportunities, fund cut-
backs, organizational politics, teacher contract negotiations, etc.). Thus,
the nature of staff development activity in each district was not primarily
the result of 'conscious policy, although marked differences in practice were
apparent across the three districts. One major difference was.thejextent to
which school-based staff development was encouraged (as opposed td staff
development entirely controlled by central office administrators). The report
analyzes'factors that encourage or discourage, such school-based activity.

_-Y
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Another marked difference was in the use of fo4r monetary incentives
for teachers-to participate in staff development: substitute release.time,
stipends, sabbaticals., and- salary increases for completing educational
courses and workshop's. One distriCt relied heavily on salary increases for
educational coursework. Anothet relied heavily on stipends .to encourage
teacher participations In particular schools, a high level of participation
in staff development occurred during salaried work time. The report analyzes
the reasons for and implications of various 'monetary schemed to. support staff
development.

After reviewing patterns identified in the three school districts, the
report discusses resulting restafch and policy implications. One Major
conclusion is that the weak political position of staff development and the
organizational dynamics of school districts'make substantial reforms of actual
staff development practiceinlikely in-the near future.

)
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SECTION 1. STUDY RATIONALE

Under the sponsorship of The Ford Foundation, Designs for Change

carried out this research .study of staff development programs And their

associated costs in three large-urban school districts.

In reviewing relevant research literature and in conducting pilot

fieldwotk, we reached several key conclusions about the desiign'of,the

study:

There are several distinct traditions of staff development,
practice. Thus, we have employed a broad definition of
staff development that helps us identify all activities
within a school district intended to'prepare staff members
for improved performance in present or possible future roles."

Little research or evaluation has been conducted concerning
staff' development, and there are no compelling research find-
ings about what constitutes effective staff development.
Given this limited knowledge base, we concluded that a study
documenting the nature and extent of staff development activi-

. ties in a representative group of school districts would
constitute an important contribution to the understanding of
staff development.

Four organizational models of the educational system can help
us understand the dynamics that shape staff development activi-
ty: the systems Management model, the organization development
model, the organizational patterns model, and the conflict and
bargaining model. We have drawn from each of these four models
in designing this study and interpreting the data.

- Analyzing' the costs of staff development is an effective way t,,4
understand its actual configuration. Further, staff development
costs are a critical policy issue, given the financial constraints
that school districts now experience. Thus, we have developed
methods for analyzing thecosts.of staff development activities.

Definingtaff Development

Historically, definitions of "staff development" (or "inservice

education") have varied markedly. Various traditions of staff development

practice generate distinct types of inservice activities, which often exist

side-by-side in a school district. We have identified six such traditions

of practice, described briefly below.

6



Six Traditions of Practice

1. Teacher Education. For many years, colleges and universities

have carried out teacher education program's. University faculty members

have traditionally concentrated on preeervice teacher education programs,

while offering graduate courses to experienced school teachers. Recently,

universities have placed greater emphasis on working with experienced

teachers, often moving the site'of inserViIce experiences from the univer-

sity to the :school district. However, the characteristics of university

course work have been largely preserved despite these changes in location.

2. School'District Inservice. While school district inservice

varies considerably among school districts, it has traditionally consisted

of workshops offered on certain ypecified days each year, as prescribed by

either the state or the school district. More recently, some, school dis-

tricts have also established inservice courses and workshops for teachers

that are modeled on inservice education courses offered by colleges and

universities.

Usually school district curriculum specialist (sometimes using out-

sideside consultints) plan and conduct these inservice sessions for teachers. -

These sessionsare'frequently focused on specific subject areas and aimed

at large groups of teachers (e.g., all high school social studies teachers'

in the district). They are often related to the introduction of new curricu- .

1a.

Little attention in the literature on staff development has been paid

to school district inservice prdgrams.
1

3. Supervision. It has long been recognized that the supervision of

teachers by principals, curriculum specianststand the like provides an

opportunity for staff develop'ent. Dominant theory about supervision has

undergone a change in the,last two decades, from an emphasis on inspection

and evaluation to an emphasis on helping. teachers analyze instruction and

supporting teachers in improving their teaching performance. Common formats,

for this assistance have included observation of individual teachers in the

classroom, departmental meetings in individual schools or across schools,

and formal workshops. 1

4. Mandated Changes. This relatively recent tradition' concentrates'

on the implementation of educatiOnal changes mandated by courts, state

7
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.governments, or the federal government. Such staff. development experiences

are frequently related to enhancing equal educational opportunity for racial
S

.

minorities,'ethhic minorities, low - income children, handicapped children,

or females. Human relations training as part of school desegregation and

training in the development of individual educational plans for handicapped

children are examples of this tradition pf staff development practice.
2

This'type of staff development most frequently consists of workshops

and on-site consultation. Such assistance is frequently provided by central

office departments set up specifically to deal with a particular aspect of

educational equity (e.g., an office of bilingual education).

Although this form of staff development has increased rapidly, little

has been written about it as a general phenOmenon.

5. Teacher Centers and Advisories. Teacher centers and advisories

grew initially out of the effort to implement open education in elementary

schools. They have attempted to apply the same philosophy to teacher staff

development that they espouse for student learning'' an emphasis on teacher

choice and voluntarism and on learning by doing.

Several distinct approaches have evolved within this tradition op

practice. One approach emphasizes establishing a place -- a teacher center

where teachers can came voluntarily tokmake learning materials, participate
A

in workshops, and talk with other teachers. Another approach emphasizes the

need for skilled advisors to work in the classroom with teachers.

6. Organization Development/Sociology of Organization. Many of the

traditions of staff d opment practice. discussed above place primary

emphasis on the frowth f the, individual teacher and ignore o downplay the

importance of the-social context in.shaping the possibilities for individual

teachers to change..

More recently, conceptions of inservice have, been broadened to take

into account the impact of the social organization of schools and school

districts.. For example, a recently influential conception of staff develop-.

ment that emphasizes the importance of organizational context is derived

from the Rand Corporatioh's change agent study. The authors argue that

"the study moves away from a traditional view of staff development as a

concern about t}e governance, financing, staffing, delivery, and reward

structures for 'those workshops' of a a problem of teChnoleogy transfer.

8
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Instead, the Rand study.emphasizes learning for professionals as part of

,ongoing program building in an organizational context." 3

Attempts to implement an orgonization-focused approach to staff

deVelopment have been made, for instnce, by the'Teacher Corps and by

Individually Guided Educatio
4

A Pragmatic Definition of Staff Development

' Given the varied traditions of staff development practice discussed

above, we wanted to employ a basic working definition that was 'broad enougli

to encompass all the activities being carried out in local school districts

that could be considered staff development. Thus, for the purposes-ef the

research, we adopted a pragmatic definition of staff dewlopment,'as follows:

any school district activity that is,intended partly or
primarily to prepare paid staff members for improved per-.
formance in present cx possible future roles in the school
district.

This definition allowed us to look at the staff development activities

initiated by the central office staff of the school districts; the activi-"

'.. ties initiated by principals,teachers, and others at the local school

buildings; the activities, workshops, courses, and any other programs

' involving-colleges and universities with distcrict teachers; as well as

special advisory andl teacher center projeca. In Section 2 on research

methods, we will discuss the limits of this definitiOn in its application

during our research.

,.3 .
..

Research and Evaluation of Staff Develo ment

We have identified a number of reviews of the literature on staff
411

development, including reviews of staff development research and evaluation

studies.

The major theme of these articles is that staff development is poorly

conceptualized and that very little competent research has been done about

it.. A general literature review conducted by the. National Education Associa-

tion comments.on the disorganized nature of writing about staff development:!

Obviously there is a multitude of concerns being treated in
inservice education programs. That tact is a plus. The

reports will certainly help anyone looking for ideas. On

the other hand, the reports reflect a disarray, a'hodgepodge.

9
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In most programs little attention is'given to fOrmulating
a comprehenaive concept of inservice education. Too often, \\,

objectives are narrow and unrelated to.a larger puipose or
'rationale. The bulk of the programs 4e of short duration
and attack a single The approach 4s_piecemeal.
And the result is patchwork.5

Others echo these observations- A similar review of reports oh staff

developmeht, commissioned by the Teacher Corpsconcluded "onlya Irndful

are of a .higher order of generality" and "only a few deal with a review

of literature or reserach.';6. MacDonald summarized the status Of research

and evaluation concerning staff devellpment by saying that he had found

"practically no evaluation data on inservice'programs. 1,7

Given the consensus of these major review articles in painting out

the dearth of empirical information about staff development and notiig the

strongly prescriptive nature of most'writing about staff development, we

,felt that it was both necessary and important to conduct a descriptive

study that would document the extent and nature of staff development

experiences actually being 'carried out in'a representative group of large

urban school districts. We haVe used cost analysis as a major tool in

pursuing this objective, because the expenditure of money is A good ilbica-
)

toillof4Where effort is actually being concentrated.

In conducting a descriptive study, we dld,not take on the task of

assessing the quality of specific staff development experiences. We hope

that the present study dean help pro'Vide an understanding of the overall

configuration end 'context of staff development' that will make possible more
4

focused evaluationS of specific staff development efforts.

Four Models of Educational Systems
Employed in the Study

As stated above, thinking abbut staff development has been dominated

by a focuson the individual teacher. , However, our own research and the

research of'others about hoF educational 'systems implement change convinced

us of the need for a systemic'approach to the analysis of staff development. 8.

There is no single overarching model for the functioning of compleX

social systeids that is generally accepted by social scientists. Therisare,

however, Various competing models; each'of which calls attention to.a
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different aspect of social systems being studied. ,Allison, Elmore, and

others
9
have suggested 'that these-models canbe applied successively to

buitt a more,complete understanding of a particular social system, such

as a schoOl district. This strategy has been pursued in our study of

staff development.

The four, models thAt we have employed are: the systems management

model, the organization development model, the,organizational patterns

model, and the conflict and bargainirig model. iEach model is, i varying

degrees, an effort 'to deicribe how social systems actuall func ion (a

descriptive model) and an effort to describe how they should f nction (a

normative model). Below, we describe each model briefly and h ghlight

some ways in which it shaped our 'research strategy. This"anal sis draws

especially on-Elmore's descriptiondof the four models, cited above.

1. The, systems manageme4 model emphasizes the hierarchical.struc

ture analtoal-directed beha,14or of organizations. It call, attention to a

school district's effort to define educational objectives related

programs and to oarry.them out through a chain of command that stretches'

from the school board and school superintendent to the local classroom.

Following rthe systems management moddl in the study,' we have sys matically

traced the structure of the central administration and local s ools in each
44

schod4,district, seeking to identify and understand all activities catried

out by various 016a1 units within the school district that fit our defini-

tion of staff development.

However; the systems management model is, by itself,. inadequate to

explain the behavior we observe in school' districts, so we t9rn to alterna-

tive models to enrich our undprstanding.

2. The organization development model emphasizes the extent to which

teachers responsible for implementing new programs and learning new methods

are involved in adopting those changes and in deciding how they will be -

implemented. Contradicting the advocates of strong top leadership exercising

careful control of the activities of subordinates, proponents of organization

development assert that "the best organizational structure is one that mini-

mizes hierarchical control and distfibutes responsibility for decisions among

all levels of the organization.... The central problem of iiRolementation
xw

is not whether implementatort conform to prescribed policy, but whether the

11
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implementation process results in consensus on goals, individual autonomy,
ars

and commitment to policy on the part of those who must carry it out.
10

I

Drawing on the oxanization development model, we have made it a key

focus of our research to identify those persons who make, the decisions in
4

planning staff developMent experiences and in carrying them out.

However, we are also cogfiizant of somiliserious limitations of the

organization development model as either a descriptive or.a normative

model. For'example, both our own research concerning public schools and

the research of others indicate that-increased participation in decision

makipg does not necessarily lead to Atprovements in the quality of services,

to children.
11

Thils, we turn to two other models for additi(nal conceptual

tools in understanding' local school districts as organizations.

3. The organizatiop4tterns model is largely descriptive, viewing

organizational behavior in terms of "irreducible discretiod exercised by

individual workexs-in their day-to-day decisions and the operating routines'
, .

that they develop to maintain and enhance their position in the organiza-
v
tion.... power in organizatibns tends to be fragmented and dispersed among

small units exercising relatively-strong control over specific tasks within

their Sphere of authority.
12

,

This Model has proven the most useful of the four for the purposes of

J

the.study. We found it productive to foc s on the organizational routines

tHrough. which staff development is carrie out as a basic unit of our analy-

sis (e.g., we analyzed such routines as conducting departmental Workshops on

annual days and advising teachers in classroom visits about how to

teach rea

Further, the concepts of fragmentation and discretion, which are high-
.

lighted by the Orgailizational patterns model, fit well with our data from the

pilot investigation and became critical in subsequent analysis.

4. The conflict and bargaining model views organizations as bargaining

coalitions in which "individuals and'subunits with specific interests com-

pete -for relative advantage in the exercise of power and the alloAtion of

scarce resources.
13

In the study, the conflict and bargaining model focused

attention on the ways that various interest groups affected by staff develop.-

lkment (teacfiers' unions, central ice administrators, school boardfactions,

12 1;



parents) viewed staff development as an avenue for enhancing their power or

obtaining additional resources (e.g., in vying for control over a new staff

development effort relatedrto school or.in contesting the

procedures by which teachers would receivedsalary increases for partici-

pating in college degree programs).

Thus,- we have taken elements from each of the four models both In

designing the study and in interpreting the resulting data -- as will be

spelled out in subsequentosections.

4
The Cods of Staff Development ss.

Merit Careful Analysis

q
There are two major reasons that it is important to study the costs of

staff development. First, identifying patterns,of expenditure is a telling

way to understand, the real priorities of an organization.

Second, school districts are facing tinanciar'stress caused by
41

declining enrollments, ipipation, and increasing personnel costs.
14

If new

staff development programs ate going to be carried out in financially pressed

school districts, it will be essential to understand the costs of both present

and planned programs.

Thus,after identifying the organizational routines that fit our defini-

tion-bf staff' development, we have analyzed the costs of carrying out these

activities.

In Section 2, the redder will see how the key ideas-derived from the

literature revie* and pilot fieldwork were incorporated into the design of

the study.

13 1 3
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° SECTION 2. RESEARCH.MITH4OLOG

Design -Considerations
4

Our initial purpose in investigating staff development pro-

grams 40 their costs was to construct a method foi educators 'and

citizens to use 'in analyzing the staff development programs in their

own schdbl districts. In the resulting handbodk (Rethinking Staff

Development), w6liave explained this methodology in great detail, ,

so that educators car citizens( with some help from a cost accountant,

could cond 4 si4ilar investigation.
15

The reader wIt is inter-
.

ested it 'replicating our methods should consult this handbook. In

this section, we have provided an overview of the important points of

the research methodology.

Of'Cburdr, the implementation of the study plan did not, unfold

as smobthly as the steps described below might indicate. ,Because

of our past experiences in studying complex organizations,''we were

not surprised to find in the three school districts pronounced

diffeierlices in organizational structure and in the quality of programs and
4P

:financial records that required Adjustments-in our plans. However,

the overall description below accurately reflects the tfterjor research

steps-employed in the three school dikricts, although we have not

liescr bed details of the adjustments that were necessary to deal

specific problems along the way.

An Operational Definition of Staff Development

As expla ned in Section 1, we decided it was essential to adopt

a ,very cle r opexatidnal definition of staff deveAopment to apply

to the ee school districts, since the school people themselves

would robably hold to quite'varied definitions even within the

same district. We did not want to limit our investigation on1N to

14
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those act vities that individual school people customarily called

staff deve opment. Thus, we defined.gtafT development as:

any school district activity that is intended partly
or primarily to prepare paid, staff members for im-
proved performance in present or possible future roles

"" in the school district.

Several objections might be raised to this definition. First, some

of the activities (or organizational routines) that fit our definition

satisfy more than one objective of the school district. For example, the

work of curriculum specialists often involves a complex mixture of staff

development, curriculum development, and day-to-day administration.

We believed-th'at this complexity should be clearly acknowledged

in analyzing staff development, but that activities with an impor-

tant staff development aspect should not be discounted because

they afio fulfill Other objectives. Even the most conservative

use of a reasonable staff development definition will highlight

many activities that had not been previously considered as staff

development, yet should be.

Second, someone may object that a certain activity should

not be thought of as staff development because it iS carried out

mechanically or incompetently. For example, procedufes for re-

viewing teacher performance through classroom visits by the prin-

cipal often become an empty administrative routine. However, this

activity, whgther it is being carried out webl or poorly, is in

part an effort to improve staff performance and is consuming time,

energy, and money. Thus, the identification of all activities in-

tended to improve staff performance is an important initial step

that should precede an evaluation of their quality.

Third, someone might prOtest that an activity outwardly in-

tended to improve teacher performance As in fact fulfilling other

purposes. For instance, some school administrators and teachers

feel that school districts' systems for awarding salary increases

for completing educational courses has become a fringe benefit for

teachers, rather than a mechanism for staff improvement. We be-
.

lieve that if the real purposes for certlin activities have .changed,

15
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when they are publidly justified as staff development, a is impor-

tant to identify them. Thus, we have considered such activities as

part,of staff develoitent.
.

'-Some Limits Set on the Opeliational Definition

In applying our definition in specific school districts, we

needed to spell out some clear operatidhal limits. First, we focused

on ataff development for classroom teachers. We recognized the de-

sirability of analyzing staff development activities for all school

district staff, but we felt that such an approach would be beyond

our resources. (The methodology we developed can of course be ap-

plied to other school district employees.) The only time that we

analyzed staff development activitijes intended for other school dis-

trict" staff members was when these activities were integrally re--

lated to teacher staff development.

A second limit in applying our definition of staff development

is that we excluded teachers' day-to-da. teaching and lesson plan-

ning. One might argue that the most effective staff development

for many teachers is the personal planning and analysis that is part

of their everyday work. We.excluded this type of activity in order

to be conservative in our estimates of teacher time spent in staff

development and to set some reasonable limits on what we would in-

vestigate empirically. However, we did include as staff development

special sessions in which teachers planned collaboratively w4th one

anothAr with advisors or supervisors.

A third limit we imposed in the study was to focus on costs

incurred by the school district directly, or costs for which the

school district was being reimbursed from other sources. Exploring

cop(s incurred by individual teachers or by other organizations

such as colleges whose staff development activities affect the local

school district would have introduced unmanageable complexities in-,

to the study.

.Finally, to'keep cost estimates `conservative, we did not com-

pute any school district overhead costs for staff development ac-

4



tivties (e.g., we did not compute costs for school facilities that

were used for staff development workshops).

Analyzing Organizational Routines
N That Entail Staft Development

Drawing on the research literature concerning organizations,

we used "organizational routines" as a focus of our investigation.

We sought to uncover the basic organizational routines within each

schpol district that entailed staff development. The methodology

for uncovering these routines was based on extensive interviews with

school district staff members who were involved with staff develop-

ment at several levels:

central office administrators who made polity decisions
that influenced staff development programs

school district taff in the central and subdistrict of-
fices (e.g., dirEctors, superyisors, coorditatOrs,
fists) who planned, designed, and carried out staff
develppment programs.

school administrators (e.g principals, vice principals
assistant principals, deans) who frequently designed and
led staff development activities and also arranged for
resources to support staff development at the local school
leyel

classroom teachers who participated in district-wide as
well as school-based staff, development activities

We drew on the perceptions of these different people to de-

velop

"'

tlear pict4res thethe planning, design, and execution of

each important staffikevelopment routine. We often got divergent

perceptions of the content, quaiity;,and time expended in parti-
-ali

cular types-'of staff development activities. By critically exam=

ining these differing TesponsdS and often by going back to get ad-
-

ditional information, we developed a specific detailed understard-

ing of What is going on, penetrating vague generalities.

Analyzing Related Costs .

i.

The study was designed t 'enable us to relate staff develop-

ment activities to their cos s. We assumed that detailed and ac-

I

Y
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curate cost analysis of staff development` programs' would be impor-

tant to school district decision makers and tb 'interested teacher

and citizen groups in rethinking staff development pupgrams. Thus,

we had to become fluent in interpreting the financial systems of

each school district to account for the costs of speclific staff de-

velopment activitieswe identified. In order to base our cos

analysis on actual rather than projected expenditures, we used the

#
,. .

expend re data from. the most recently completed fiscal year in
k 0

each school district. Therefore, in interviewing school district

staff about the nature of staff development activities, we asked
$

them about activ ies that had been carried out during the fiscdl

year under study.

Site Selection .
y

6
.

Our data collection procedutes and instruments were initially

developed and pilot tested in a school district we called "Seaside."

Well known for its innovative programs and emphasis on staff devel- .

opment, this large urban school district promised to have a wide

range of sta.f development activities for analysis. Our study there

substantiated this assumption.

We also wanted tb study large urban districts -with less em-

phasis on staff development than Seaside. To ideneify them, we

carried out a telephone survey aimed at the school districts,serv-
I

ing the

Ti
he 75 largest cities in the United States., Usin The School

Universe Data Book as a guid, we identified the ce ral office

staff member formally responsible for staff development (usually

the director of staff development, director of inservice education,
111

or assistant superintendent for instruction) .v- In a telephone in-

terview vith this person, we gathered information about:

de
i allocation of personnel to staff development or inservice

programs

university, college, and'federal programs involving staff
develomet

state requirements for inservice or recertification

.the overall, financial status of.the school district

qr

I
8
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allocation of discretionary money to staff development for
'conferences, consultants, trainini,

salary schedule for educationS
i

increases

We were successful in contacting school distriCt admini,stra-

tors in 45 of the taiget school districts. Frob this information

we ranked the school districts surveyed on a 13-point scale in

terms of the apparent etent of-staff-development activities. On

this scal4, the Setside Schpol 'District received 12 points, the

$
higliest rating of the-districts surveyed. We then singled out for

study the "Riverview" School District which received 7 points jthe

mid-point of our scale and also the mean for all districts), and

the "Union".SchOol District (which fell in the lower third of all

districts surveyed with 4 points). We then successfully gained the

cooperation of these districts in carrying_out the study. /

4.

Conducting the Studies i the

Three School Districts

While some adaptation of the genet-AT methodilogy was necessary

in each diStrict depending on special features of the 13taff

opment programs and the availability of recdrds, the procesftes of

data collection and, analysis were similar in all three districts.

'Data collection followed six steps:

1. gaining an understadding of the school` district
and staff development activities

2: gaining an understanding of the school district's
financial system

5. gathering and compiling information abOut staff
development conducted by thg central office staff

4. gatheang and Compiling informatio9. about staff
development activities occurringat the school
building level

5. analyzing infyrmation about the salary increase
system

6. completing the analyses

.
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We will describe each of these steps briefly. For more detail the.

reader should examine the handbook, Rethinking Staff Development.

1. Gainin'e-an UnderStandf6 of the School
District and.Staff Development Activities

In each district, after approval was granted fbir us to conduct
. ,

/I
the study, we interviewed two or three membe s of the central office

staff to get an overview of the district, it problems, recent his-

tory, organizational structure, and a general description of its

staff development programs. Working from a standard list of

questions, we usually interviewed the superintendent the assis-

tant superintendent for instruction (or curriculum), and the

director of staff development (or inservice). We also collected'a

--- large number of docvmeatt on organizational structure, personnel,

school budget and expetiditures, special programs, salaries, student

enrollment, individual schools, and so forth.' From these interviews

we determined who would be interviewed initia lly in the central office

and subdistrict officelm.

We also selected a sample of sch4ols to vislt. To select these

schools, we first identified the major categories of'schools around

which the district's educational prograM wa s organized. The school

districti operated regular mainstream schools, typically elementary

schools, junior high or middle schoolsy and high schools. They

also operated special schools, such as,alternative schools, magnet

schools, vocational schools, and'special education schools.

Among the regular or mainstream schools, we distinguished be-

tween schools that were above the average and below the average

in theiconcentration of federal programs. By sampling both types

of schools we insured that we werelooking at a range of schools

in terms of economic and racial composition. We also found that

the presenceof federal programs was an important influence on the

nature of staff development. -

We then selected's 10% to 20t random sample of schools in the

regular and special categories. In select44 regular schools, we

drew some from the pool af schools that were above the average in

2"
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their concentrations of federal programs and some frot those that were,

below average. For example, in Riverview, we chose samples of elementary

schools with above a4rage concentrationsof federal programs, elementary

'schools with below average concentrations of federal prOgrams, high schools

with above average concentrations of federal programs, high schools with

below average concentrations of federal programs, vocational schools, and

magnet schools.

2. Gaining an Understanding of the A

School District's'Financial System

In this step we interviewed the key financial administrators of the

school diktrict (usually the treasurer, business manager, and/or budget

director) and carefully examined available financial reports (particu-

larly records of expenditures for.the recently compled school year).

We had to determine how compatible the school district's accounting pro-

cedures were with the kinds of program data we Would be collecting. We

had to learn how the district recorded such expenses as:

the salaries and benefits of individual central office staff

the salaries and benefits of different types of classroom
teachers (e.g., elementary, secondary, Title I, magnet
program, special assignment)

Wie salaried and benefits of school principals

the costs of substitute teachers used to release regular
classroom teachers for staff development

Stipends paid to teachers to attend staff development

fees paid to consultants for conducting workshops

the salaries and benefits paid to teachers on sabbatical
leave

.direct expenses for staff development activities (e.g.,
travel, conference fees; training materials)

The kinds of costs listed above are rarely line items in school
4

district budget and expenditure documents-. Our initial interviews

with the financial people were to familiarize.us with their systems

-
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and to plan ways to extract (often with their help) the kinds'of

information needed to determine the costs of the staff development
\

program activities.. Some of these costs could be derived from ex7

isting documents (e.g., all consultant fees paid by the district

could be examined to determine which went for consultants doing

staff development and which for other services such as long-range
/

planning, management information'systems, or building construction.

Other costs could be derived from estimates obtainedifrom our inter-

viewsabputhow much time different types of staff members spent in

staff development activities as a percentage of their salaries and

benefits (e.g., if Title I teachers spent, on the average, 70 of

their 1400 hours of contracted work time in litaff development

during the school year, staff development would Constitute 5X of

their time ands "cost" would be 5% of their saParies and benefits).

3. Gathering and Compiling Information about Staff
Development'Conducted by the Central Office Staff

In Step 1 we identified the first round of central office
...../

staff members to interview. For these interviews, we'attempted to

identify staff members who planned and carried out major activities

that fit our definition of staff development. In interviewing this

first round of people and in subsequent interviews with central of-

fice and subdistrict office 1 aders of staff development, we sought
lto

obtain as detailed information as possible about how they spent

their time when engaged in staff development activities.

We explained the purpose of our investigation, discussed our'

definition of staff development, and offered the following list of

kinds of activities in which teachers might participate that we would

consider staff development:-

receiving on-the-job advice and feedback:
such as -- advisory assistance given to teachers in

the classroom.
-- feedback to teachers on their performance,

as in the schools staffevaluation process

22



participating as a learner in structured experiences out-
side of the context of regultr job duties:
such as -- workshops, seminars, co&rses, inservice sessions

(including single meetings or series of meetings)
-- professional meetings and conventions.

sharing and analyzing problems and ideas with peers:
such as -- regular staff or department meetings-.

-- committee work that involves staff development

observing the job activities of others(
such as'-- visits by teachers to other classrooms, schools,

or programs

teaching other staff or supervising other staff i ways that

involve staff development:
. such as -- a rotating department chairmanship designed to

give people a chance to explore new ideas by
being freed from `teaching

/
systematically planning and/or trying out a ne proach:

such as -- joint planning or collaboration on 'a pecial

project

-- planning a new curriculum
-- pilot teaching a new course

' seeking information to improve one's skills and knowledge:
such as -- research conducted in the school.or community

-- formally supported sabbatical§
-- released time to visit a teachers' center

interning in a job 6iimarily to develop new skills

We then asked the person interviewed whether these, types of

activities were carried out in the school district. When a staff

member had a detailed understanding of a particular routine (e.g.,

Titie I inservice workshops in basic skills, in-class assistance

by reading specialists, sabbaticals for experienced teachers), we

pressed this person for very specific information about the nature

of the activity, how it was planned, the number of "leaders" and

"learners" involved and the nature of their involvement, the time

entailed in planning and carrying out the activity, and any direct

costs associated with it.

2 S./
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We tried to interview enough people, in each role (e.g., social

studies supervisor) to adequately characterize different staff de-

veropment routines that' people in that role were involved in. In

small departments (i.e., 2 or 3 people), we interviewed all of the

staff members( in larger departments with several different roles

(e.g., 10 supervisors,. 16 specialists) we interviewed about a third

of the people in eacFIrole. If therewas a' wide disparity inthe

information we received, from people with a particular role after

our'in4ial round of interviews, we would interview additional people

in that role. The information provided by sampled staff members was

then applied to all people in that role.

The-central office and subdistrict staff development leaders

Whom we interviewed often provided us with documents that detailed

the participation of teachers in the activities they led. We used

these documents to estimate teacher participatlon in district-wide

staff development activities-and compared them with estimates ob-

tained from teacher interviews.

4. Gatherinj and Compiling Information
s,' about..Staff Development Activities

e 4' Occurring at the School Building Levels

Interviews in Step's 1 and 3 gave us preliminary information

about school-based staff development activity. At each school in

our sample, we interviewed the school principal, other school ad-
,

ministratOrs or coordinators who had responsibilities for staff de-

velopment activities, and three'or four teachers.

The principals and other school administrators pr6vided us with

an understanding of the school=based staff development programs at

their schools and explained how staff development initiated at the

schodr level related to the activities initiated by central office

stiff development leaders. They furnished details about the extent-,

4004 teacher participation and administrative arrangements for ac-

tivities (e.g., how teachers were released--via substitutes, aides,

adininistrators taking classes). Some principals were able to give

concrete expenditure information about certain activities.



The teachers interviewed provided further information about

the nature of school -based and district-wide staff development ac-
*

tivities. Teacher inte views also gave us a basis for assessing

estimates of participation an. ime ()bred from principals and

central office staff. Teachers also identified activities that had

not been described by the central office staff or the school ad-

ministrators. Frequently,. short follow-up interviews were con-

ducted with central office staff to cross-check information.

In our interviews with teachers and school administrators,

we first discussed our definition of staff development. As in

our interviews with central office staffowhen we found that they

had spe,cific knowledge of a particular staff development routine,

we asked them for the detailed information.

From selected interviews in each school district, we concluded

that the,Oicentage of time that'school 'administrators and instruc-,---
tiOnal aides spent in activities supporting staff deve opment for

A

teachers (taking classeS, participating in planning an staff de-

4lopment with teachers, etc.) was approximately the same as the

percentage of time that teachers spent in school-based staff de-

velopment. Thus' we simplified our data collection and analysis

by giving that principals and classroom aides spent the same

amount time involved in teacher staff development as the

teachers did.

d'i
5. Analyzing_Information about

4"

.the Salary Increase System 4' 41

In this step we analyzed documents and data collected by

.the personnel offides of t5t---kchool districts to determine how

, much additional salary was paid to teachers who had completed

educational requirements for moving up on the Apiary scale for

the year under study. Since these costs are not generally calcu-

(
-elated by school districts and do not appear in tikir annual budgets,

O we had toderive them by analyzing statistics on the numbers of
..... 0z ,

'AL
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teachers who received salary increases at each educational attainment

level of the salary scale and the additional salary involved for an

individual teacher. 'We akersought any data on costs of scholarships,

tuition reimbursements, or fee waivers that were involved when teachers

took courses.

6. Completing the Analyses

The interviews that were carried out at the school district and

school levels genftated a large number of inierview protocols, in-

cluding individual comments about specific organizational routines

entailing staff development (e.g., inservice workshops to introduce

a new foreign language curriculum, on-site assistance in-bilingual

teaching method4 released time to work on curriculum projects in al

school district teacher center) Drawins on the information about

such routines obtained from individuals, we prepared a composite

description of how each routine was carried out. Then, drawing on

information about the amount of time spent on a particular routine,

we calculated the staff time spent by both leaders and learners who

were involved in this routine. This staff time was translated into

salaries and benefits for leadets and learners involved. We also

calculated direct costs for carrying out a particular routine, such
4

as travel, materials, and special rentals.

Detailed instructions for following these steps and using the

related data compilation forms, along with examples,. appear in

Rethinking StaMDeyolopment.

In each of the school districts, we reviewed our understanding

bf staff development routines with knowledgeable school staff, and

we asked them to comment on the accuracy of our analysis. Wel077e76----

prepared a feedback report about what we had found and asked for

comments on its accuraci. Some of the information contained in the

feedback reports to the three districts was incorporated' into

Rethinking Staff Development, which describes how this type of-study

can be done in a local,school district. In the following six sections,

we present a refined analysis of this information for an audience of

researchers and policy makers.

ti
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SECTION 3. OVERVIEW OF-SCHOOL DISTRICT
CHARACTERISTICS AND EXPENDITURES

or

General Description of the
Three School Districts

TO provide a context for detailed analyses of school district

programs and finances, it is useful to present some basic infor-

mation about some distinguishing characteristics of each school

district, about the overall expenditures of the school districts

and the source of these expenditures, and about the potal amount

spent on staff development.

Distinguishing Characteristics

Seaside, Riverview, and Union are among the larger cities in'

the United States, with populations ranging between 500,000 and

750,000 people. Table 1 presents some statistics about the sizes

of the school districts serving these cities. Seaside School Dis-

trict is cansidtrably larger than tee other two. All three are ex-

periencing declining enrollment, while inflation, increasing teacher

seniority, and,other fiscal factors produce steadily rising educa- '

'tional expenditures.

Each district had distinguishing characteristics that influenced

its staff development program in ways that will be discussed later.'

Seaside 'for example, had the following key characteristics;

a generally strong financial picture at the time of the
study, although some moderate economies had been neces-
sary in the,preceding few years

a history during the preceding decade of strong support
for staff development from successive superintendents
of schools, as a result of which Seaside had developed
an extensive curriculum of district - sponsored. courses

through which teachers could earn credits for salary
0 increases

27
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ABLE 1. Selected Characteristics of the Three School Districts*
A

A

Seaside

Fiscal Year
Studied

Number of
Pupils

'Number of

Teachers
Current Expense of

Education**

School, 1976-77 130,000 '5,300 $163,656,000
_District

I

River/Jew
4

Sdhe61 1977 -78 78,000 4,100 122,429,000
District t

Union
School 1977-78 89,000 4,200 1231,943,00G
District

*Statistics have been rounded off.

r**"Current Expense of Education" is an annual budget total for all school
district expenditures, except those for building construction. capital

, outlay, and food and community services.
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an emphasis on long-range planning an d develop

a moderate emphasis on encouraging independent decfsion
making at the school building level

nt

Riverview had these distinctiVe characteristics:

a rapidly declining enrollment that placed some financial
strains on the district

a relatively high percentage of federal funding, which in-
cludea-money to support school desegregation

le frequent support from a local foundation in funding special
projects

a high turnover of school superintendents (three in tte
previous six years). Each had a different notion'of how.
staff development should be carried out and whq should
have the primary responsibility for it. Consequently,
numerous departMents had become involved in staff de-
velopment during this time. Each department that had
coordinated staff development retained some important
rdh in staff development activity.

Union was distinguished.by the following:

several severe financial crises in the past five years in
which central office staff had been reorganized and sub-
stantially reduced

allocation of a significant amount of local funds to school
desegregation

many small schools dispersed through a large geographical
area, with a tradition of buildink-level'initiative for
staff development in many of these

a close relationship with a large local university that
provided extensive preservice and inservice training
opportunities for teachers j

Sources of Funding in the Three Districts

Funds for the current expense of education in the three districts

(see definition in Table 1) came from local tax revenues, general and

categorical state aid, and'a variety of federal aid programs --
.

some specifidally targeted for particular types of pupils or pro-,

grams (e.g., Title I of ESEA) and some providing general aid (e.g.,

Impact Aid to pay for the expense of educating children of families

working at federal installations). Since each 4f these districts

is in a different state, the procedures for state aid allocation

111
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varied somewhat. yheeeThNhool districts occasionally received

grants from priVate foundations for sOetific educational programs.

To provide an ovtrview. of these revenue sources we have developed

a simplified picture of funding in the three districts in Table 2.

Weoarranged the funding sources into three categoriei:

general funds: monies from local tax revenue and general
state and federal aid

federal funds: monies from federal categorical programs
only

other funds: monies from state categorical programs and
private foundation grants

Table 2 shows some marked differences among the three districts

in the sources of their funds. Despite differences in percentages

of current exg*nse of education coming from the general fund; the

general fund revenues were virtually'the same on a per pupil basis

across the three districts (when Seaside figure are adjusted for

the one-year difference in the period under sty). However, miSked

'differences in per pupil expenditures resulted from the, federal

funds received. Riverview School District derived a much greater
1

proportion of its educationhl funds from federal categorical pro-

grams than did the other two districts. A major eason for the

relatively larger amount of federal categorical nds in Riverview
,--

was the higher percentage of lo.w-income and minority ..-nts
Nk

(Rivervie 72% minority, Seaside 43% minority, and Union.33% mi-'

nority) and he concomitant higher percentage of pupils eligible

for Title I fund(which accounted for more than $9 million in

RiVerview). Also, Riverview yaS the only one of the three dis-,'

*tricts to receive federal money for desegregation under the Emer-

gency School Assistance Act (ESAA), which accounted for more than

$2 million:

Seaside rece ved a somewhat higher percentage of other funds

than Riverview a Union. Virtually all of Seaside's $7.46 million

-in other funds came from state categorical money. Similarly,

Union's other funds were entirely from the state. But the other

funds in Riverview included almost $.5 million from privatfounda-
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TABLE 2. Expense of Education in to Three School Districts by Funding Source

I

Seaside

General Fund Federal Find Othir_Fund

Current Expense
of Education

'Expenses Percent Expenses Percent
4

Expenses Percent

Total
Expenses Percent

School '$143,692,000 87.8% $12,502,000 7.6% 0,462,000 4.6% $163,656,000 100.0%
District

Riverview
School 102,613,000 83.8 -15,749,000 12.9 4,067,000 3.3 122,429,000 100.0
District

Union I

School 115,918,000 93.5 3,710,000 3.0 4,315,000 3.5 , 123,943,000 100.0'
District
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1

tions. Also included in Riverview's other funds was almost $2

.million from the state for the operation of a teachers college

which it part/of.the,school district and whose faculty are con-
,

sidered teirhers in the Riverview School District.
v

,`
.Staff.Development Costs

One of our (4Ictives in analyzing the staff develbuivOt-Yo-

grams and their costs in these three districts was, to determine the

relative amounts of resources being allocated to staff development.

While many edpcators are seeking more funds for staff development

programs, none have clearly shown what resources are beig spent on

staff development activities. Based on our study, Tabk,3 shows
, .

what proportion of the current expense of education in each of

the three districts was spent on staff development. As we ex-
.

pected, giv n its reputation for extensive staff development

and our e-study survey, Seaside spent a considerably larger pro-
,

portion of its educational expenditures on staff development than

did the other two districts. And Riverview spent a somewhat higher

percentage than did Unibn, as the pre-study survey had suggested.

The amounts of money spent by these districts"on staff de-

velopment--$9.3 million, $4.6 million, $4 millionare con-

siderable sums. While these sums represent rather small percen-

tages of the
§
educational expenditures of the three'districts, it

sshould be noted that many Tkor line items in these school districts'

budgets are of comparable magnitude to total staff development ex-

penditures (e,g., total central offtce administrative costs; pupil
/-P

transportation; and the total costs4for textbooks,,teaching materials,

audiovisual equipment, and instructional supplies).

Organization of Findings in theJleport

This report will examine the staff development activities in

the three s pool districts that produced the staff development costs

shown in Tab e 3. In Section 4 we describe the overall organiza-

tional structures of each district, the activities bf the central

35
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TABLE 3. Total Staff Development Costs as a Percentage.of
the Current Expense of Education in the Three School Districts

Seaside

Current Expense
of Education

Staff Development

Costs Percentage

School $163,656,000 .$9,368,0Q0 5.72%
District

Riverview,
School 122,429,000 11 4,607,000 3.76
District

Union
School 123,943,000 4,069,000 3,28
District

office leadeys of staff development, and the dispersibn of responsibility

for staff development. Inr$ection 5 we analyze the nature of staff

development activities at the school level and the time teachers spent in

staff development,lincluding schools sampled, activities identified in the

sample, and projected costs for teacher participatioh in staff development

across each district. In Section 6 we examine the incentives used to

.solicillt teacher participation in staff development, including a compare-

tive analysis of salary schedules for teachers. Section 7 will summarize

and.compare the staff development costs in ten major expenditure categories

across the three districts. Section 8 concludes the report by discussing

some implications of our findings for both policy and future research.
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SECTION 4. ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE OF THE THREE
DISTRICTS AND STAFF'DEVILOPMENT.PROGRAMS.

CONDUCTED BY CENTRAL.OFFICE4-STAFFS

Organizational Structure and Dispersed
Staff Development Programs

In this section we will describe the organizationar structures

of the three school districts and analyze the staff deyelopment

programs conducted by central office departments and subdistrict

unit %.

Despite considerable variation in school district organtza-

tional stru res, staff development programs in all three school

districts w widely dispersed among central office departments

and other units of the districts. Tables 4, 5, and 6 preSent sim-

plifie' organizational charts of the three districts; each chart
..--

indicates departments and other units of the school districts that

initiated appreciable staff development activities. From the three

qrganizational charts, one can see thit significant amo is of staff

idevelopment activity were initiated at the school level these ac-

tivities will be analyzed in Section 5.
. ,

As Tables 4, 5, and 6 show, each district had several

central office departments that initiated staff development ac-

tivities. These departments were housed in several different

branches or divisions of the organization and repoted to dif-

ferent assistant, associate, or deputy superintendents. Some of

these deparlments reported directly to the superintendent of

schools. Riverview was the only district that also had subdistrict

offices, and these subdistrict offices also initiated staff de-
,

velopment activities.

Each school district had a staff development or inservice

department, but only one of these (in Union) was the largest single

initiator of staff development among the district's departments.
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TABLE 4. Simplified Organizational Chart of Seaside School District

Superintendent
pf Schools

Deputy Supt. for Administration

1 Finance I

Business Services

Personnel'

Other Departments

38

Deputy Supt, for Operations

Secondary Schools 1

Division

Local Junior
Highs and High
Schools'

Elementary Schools
Division

Local' Elementary

Schools and Early
Mildhood Educa-
tion Centers'

Student Services
Division

Guidance

Service'

Health
Services ..,

Program Division

( Carder Education'

-1 In-Service Education'

Compensatory Education'

In-School
counseling and
special programs

1-) Curriculum'

Indicates a department that initiated a significant amount of staff' development activity.
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TABLE 5. Simplified Organizational Chart of Riverview School District
.46

Superi endent 1

of Schoo

iTeachers College.

Finance ' Instructional
Support

Division
Public Affairs

Govt. iklationsl

0., 1

Other Depts.*

Deputy Supt of Schools

1t.rriculum

Federal Programs.

tvaluation

Office of I f Magnet

0 era ions i Schools.

Special Ed.

Voc. Tech.

Adult Ed. i

--1Cdmmunity 1.

Personnel
Division

Human
Relations.

I Staff

!-1 Development.

Personnel

Administr ive

Support

Division

--{ Buiitdings I

H Purchasing

r Other.Depts
L.1 Pupil Personnel

1 %

141Z-.;trict 1 Sub - district 2 qlthdistrict 3 Sub-district 4. Sub-district 5.

I

Local Elementary
and Secondary
Schools.

. I Local. Elementary

I and Secondary

Schools..

Local Elementary
and Secondary
Schools.

! Local Elementary i

and Secondary
Schools i

Local\Elementary
and Seardary

j Schools.

*Indicat,es

4.0
a departmerP-that initiated a siknificant amount of s 'taff deVelopment activity.
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TABLE 6. Simplified Organizational Chart of Union School District

superintendent
or Schoo3s

Finance i

1---t Legal Counsel

--4 Staff Development. I Management

--4 Continuing Ed..

Plending

Human Relations )

Testing

i

i

Instructional 1 Administrative
Servires i Services

.

4

Other Departments L_ Other Depts.

42

Curriculum'

Federal &.
IState Programs'

H Career Ed.

Student 1

Development
Iervices

-1 Adil t Fd.

ri-F;necial Ed..

Lf Counseling j

Local Elementary and
Secondary Schools

I

Indicates a department that initiated a significant amount of staff development activity

I

'Business
r=ervices, ) '

-{ Purchasinr]

Maintenance I

LI Other "Depts. j
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N. Staff Development Activities of
Central Office Staffs,

The departments and units initiating staff development were

responsible for a great range of. activities. Tables 7, 8, and 9

present the following information about these activities:

the number of staff members in each role for each unit
who engaged in staff development

the-ovrall percentage of time these leaders of staff de-
velopment spent in such staff development activity; these
percentages -were used to Calculate the portion of each
persoprg salary and benefits attributable to staff de-
velopment

, the percentages of time these leaders spent in each of
the major "types" of staff development in their district
("types" is- defined below)

the costs-of the staff members' time and their funding
sources

`IP the time each organizational unil, spent in staff devel-

opment calculated in terms of full-time equivalents (FTEs)

Below, we discus, these tables separately for each school dis-

trict. Through this analysis, the reader will learn about the

nature aild level of staff development activities within each school

district that were conducted by central office staff, and the basis

for calculating the costs of these activities.

Seaside School District's Staff Development Activities

At first appearance the organizational structure of the'Sea-

side School District shown in Table 4 might suggestthat the ma-

jority of staff development programs were carried out by the in-

service education department of the program division. However,

, this department was a three-person unit that helped coordinate

and arrange for the staff development routines of other units, in-

cluding an extensive set of courses,'seminars, and workshops taught

by central officestaff that qualified teachers for salary increases.

In addition to leading these courses for ctedit, central office

specialists and resource teachers (essentially master teachers in

specific subject areas) developed many other staff development pro-
,

grams in individual schools that were not coordinated through the

inservice department.
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*
There were, three major divisions in Seaside's central office

responsible for?carrying out staff development, as indicated in

Table 4. From interviews with staff members in each relevant or-

ganizational unit within ?hese divisionswe estimated the amount

of time each week (and over the entir school year) that staff spent

workineon particular staff develop t activities (e.g., a languagem/
arts resource teacher conducting a weekly two-hour workshop for twelve

teachers A a given elementary "school). There'were five major "types"

of activities initiltedly central office staff:

conductidg seminars and workshops, usually in local
schools

providing individual teachers with in-class assistance

administering and coordinating staff development

conducting district -wide conferences

training resource teacherato c#ry out staff development

These five types of activities we found in Seaside later turned out to be

quite similar fo the five major types we found in Union. In contrast,

Riverview did not emphasize either conducting workshops and seminars in

local schools,or training resource teachers to carry out staff develop-
,.

ment.
V

Central office staff development leaders in Seaside. Table

7 shows that the major type of staff development carried out by

central office staff members in Seaside was seminars and work-

shops. Most of these activities were counted for course credit to

obtain increases on the teacher salary scale. Assistance to indi-

vidual teachers was the second most preva4ent type of staff develop-

ment.

There were, two departments that contributed heavily in person-

power to central office staff development leadership in Seaside:

the student services division and the curricul* department of the

program division. The student services division, with 90 psycho-

logists and counselors, contributed 26.1, FTE positions to staff

development activities. The student services divisiontIlad directed

39
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TABLE 7. Costs (Staff Salaries and Benefits) of Staff Development
Leaders in Central Office Departments Rased on Percentage of Time
Spent in Staff Development ACtivities for £he Seaside School District

Arrivrtras
4

DIVISION/DEPAXIXENT Nunn pyiumucis SEMINARS/ INDIVIDUAL ADMIN./ DISTRICT- RESOURCE STAFF GENERAL FEDERAL OTHER
OP OF TIME IN WORKSHOPS TEACHER COM. VIDE CON- TEACHER DEVELOP- FUND FUNDS FUNDS
STAFF nor DEV. IN SCRS. ASSISTANCE FEIENCES TRAINING KENT COSTS

PROGRAM.DIVISION

Career Id. Dept.

*Director 4 Coorda.
*Specialists

On)

Inserrice Id. Dept.

3

9

(7.2)

3

(3.0)

3 '

'6

f4.0)

10

12
17

(27.4)

30
60

(26.1)

16

(3.6)

15%

75

100

32

50

20

70

100

---

49
19

40
20

132
50

25

20

60

,60

-J.-

19

252

--
25

20

49

-...

35

100

---
202

--7
102

---

$ 15,000
128,000

$ 15,000
116,000 $ 12,000

5 143,000

$ 66,000

--------
$ 131,000

S ,58 000

$12,000

$ 6,000

35,000

*Director 4 Staff

OM)

Comp. Rd. Dept. ,

32

---

/..

20

$ 66,000

$ 27,000
49,000

$ 5e,000

$ 21,000
14,000

$ 8,000

--
$ 35,000

*Director t Ceords.
*Resource Tischer*

. (111)

4arrteulue Dept.

$ 76,000

$ 50,000
228,000

365,000

$ 35,000

$ 50,000
228,000

330,000

$ 41,000

___11Speetalisti
OCeisaltants
ellesourre Teachers
(PT14f

STUDINT =VICES DIVISION

$ 643,000

$ 335,000
251,000

$ 608,000

$ 335,000
25P,000

$ 35,000

Psychologists
Counselors

( no

PIRSOON1L DIVISION

$ 586,000

$ 12,000
112,000

$ 586,000

$ "12,000

112,000
Specialist
Leadership Comm.
(PM

TOTALS (PT!)

$ 124,000 $ 124,0001

(71.3) $1,638,000 $i,542,000 $53,000 $43,000
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its psychologists and coun§elors to work with individual teachers

toy improve counseling skills and techniques for depling with problem

situations in schools (e.g., student discipline). The curriculum de-

, partment f the ro ram division contributed 27.4 FTE positions to

staff devel ment. The curriculum depa'rtment's specialists, consul-

tants,-and resource teachers were primarily responsible for leading

workshops and seminars for course credit conducted at local schools.

All the specialists, consultants, and resource teachers in the

four departments of the program division led courSes, workshops,

seminars and/or provided in-class assistancein their- areas of con-

centTation (e.g., mathematici, language arfis, ear'l'y childhood educa-

tion, bilingual education). The three staff members in the

inservice education department coordinated those activities of the

program division staff that would qualify teachers for salary in-

creases.

A specialist in the personnel division counseled teachers.aboflt

career options; he also convened a leadership committee off central

office-administrators who met regularly to review program and staff

development plans and to screen candidates for leaQ rship positions

(e.g., resource teachers in subject areas).

Seaside School District employed 170 people 'ho wer involved

in staff development leadership in some way. They con ituted a

work force of 71-.3.FTE positions, and the time they spent on staff

development Cost $1.6 million in salaries and benefits. Nearly all

these people were paid by monies.from the general fund (S1.5 million

of the S1.6 million, or 947.).

Riverview School District's Staff Development Activities

DiThe organizational structure of the Riverview School Di rict

was quite different from Seaside. Riverview had a pyramid- ike

structure in which local schools reported to subdistrict offices

(each of which was headed by a supertfitendent). The five subdistrict

I:

office reported to the office of op' rations, whose superintendent
o

'report to the deputy superintendent.

43
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Another important feature Riverview was the district's teachers

college, s4ch had historically trained Most of the district's teachers;

the preAdent Of the teachers college reported to the superintendent

of schools.

One might assume.that the personnel division's staff develop-

ment office or the human relations office (given the district's ie-

volvement in desegregation) would be major initiators of staff de-

velopment in the district. They were not; each of these two offices

was a one-person operation with only a few staff development responsi-

bilities. The.greatest investment of time in carrying out stiff de

velopment by Riverview's central office staff was in the federal pro-

grams dlipartment of the instructional services division.

We found only three basic types of staff development activities

in frequent use in Riverview:

administering and coordinating staff development

conducting district-wide workshops

providing individual teachers with in-class assistance

While individual' staff development leaders expressed preferences

for working with individual teachers or small groups of teachers at

the local schools, the dominant mode was the large worJshop (for teach-

ers pulled together from across the district. School-based workshops

were virtually nonexistent.

Central and subdistrict office staff development leaders in

Riverview. Table 8_analyzes the activities of central office and

subdistrict office staff development leaders in Riverview. The in-

structional support division had two major departments that were con-

cerned with staff deVelopment: the curriculum department and the

federal programs department.

As Table 8 indicates, the "director" and the "specialists" in

the curriculum department spent litt-leime in providing staff de-

velopment. The elementary specialists (whose fields were English,

social studies, acid foreign languages) primarily supervised other

specialists in these fields who were based in subdistrict offiges.

r,
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TABLE 8. Costs (Staff Salaries and Benefits) of Staff Development
. Leaders in Central Office Departments Based on Percentage of Time
Spent in Staff. Development Activities for the Riverview School District

DIVISION/DEPyTHENT NUMBER
OF

STAFF

Instructional Support
Division

PERCENTAGE
OP TIME IN

STAFF DEV.

-V

ACTIVITIES .cnIER FUNDS

ADMIN.! DISTRICT IN-CLASS STAFF GENERAL FEDERAL STATE FOUNDATIONS
COORD. WORKSHOPS ASSIST. DEVELOP- FUND FUNDS

KENT COSTS

Curriculum Dept.

*Director 1 i 10% 10% --- $ 3,00(1 $ 3,000
*Elea. Specialists 3 . 17 . 10 7% 3,000 13,000
iSec. Specialists ' 0 2 5 3 2 --- 3,000 3,000
eCoordinators 15 , 54 5 49% 182,000 182.000
TIE)

Federal Programs

(8.8) -

$ 201,000 $i01,0ap,

.c- *Curriculum Spec. 6 80 58 22 $ 113,000 -,.., $113,000
,-- *Coordinators 3 50 26 24 27,000 27,000 "C"'

*Programs Spec. (a) 1 25 10 15 6,000 6,000
"Program Spec. (b) 1 10 10 ___ 3,000 3,000
*Program Spec. (c) ., 2 50 50 --- 26,000 26,000
'Program Spec. (d) "2 100 18 ea, 39,000 39,000
&Program Spec. (e) 4 100 28 721'"' 113,000 113,000
*Inservice Spec. (a) 1 100 50% 50 25,000 25,000

.elnservice Spec. (b) 10 10C- 100 255,000 255,000
(PTE) (24.7) S---.§.07,000 $ 607,000

1

.

Office of Operations

Special Ed. Dept.

*Supervisors 6 25 5 20 $ 35,000 $ 35,000

% Vocational Ed. Dept.

*Coordinators .3 33 33 30,000 30,000

Subdistricts ''

*Curriculum Spec. 10 54 3 2 49 130,000 130,000

*ClinieCoords. 6 54 54 74,000 74,000

(FTE) (11.1) 269,000 $269,000
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TABLE 8 (Cont'd)

ACTIVITIES OTHER FUNDS
DIVISION/DEPARTMEMP NUMBER

OF

STAFF

PERCENTAGE

OF TIME IN
STAFF DEV.

ADMIN./
COORD.

DISTRICT
WORKSHOPS

IN-CLASS-
ASSIST.

STAFF
DEVELOP-

MINT COSTS

GENERAL
FUND

FEDERAL

FUNDS
STATE FOUNDATIONS

Magnet Schools %Iv.

*Director 1 32%, 32% -7- $ 12,000 $ 12,000 -
*Coordinator 1 160 30 70% --- 26,000 3,000 23,000
'Specialists 16 47 --- 22 25% 165,000 47,000

.$

118,000
(FTE)

,

(8.8)

$ 203,000 $ 62,000 $141,000

Personnel Division

Human Relations Dept.
do.

*Director 1 10 10 $ 3,000 $ 3,000

Staff Devel.,Dept.

'Specialists 1 7 7 1,000 1,000

Personnel

*Secretary 1 13 13 1,000 1,000

(FIE) (Q.3) $ 5,000 $ 5,000

Teachers College

23 31 31 156 080 $ 6,000 $ 46,000 $55,000 $ 49,000*Faculty

(Ti)F (7.1) $ 156,000 $ 6,000 $ 46,000 $55,000 $ 49,000
A

Other Departments

4 100 100 $ 64,00 $ 64,000*Advisors

(PTE) (4.0)
$ 64,000 $ 64,000

TOTALS '(64.9) $1,505,000 $543,000 $794,000 $55000 $ 113,000
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r The sec d y4tpecialists in these same fields supervised department

chai ersons the ten high schools. However, the 15 staff members

o ,

ther'eur culum apartment titled-"coordinato411rs' (whose fields

were s ciene, physical education, art, busic, home economies, and

industrial ts) spent a significant portion of their time in staff

development (54%),,kost of that working directly with individual

classroom teachers.

a

The federal programs department had 30 staff members who were
#1

engaged in staff deveIbpeent, 17 of.them full time. The nearly two

dozen diff &rent federal programsin Riverview each contained specific

. staff lrevelopment components. While-two of the programs focused

the staff development work of their progrim specialists on in-class
7

/ assistance to teachers, the predominant mode of staff develdpment in

41 the federal programs wa the district-wide workshop for 4achers in-
.

volved in a particular program. Many of these workshops' were carried

out by the Tide I teacher inservicebtenter.

The offiee of operations contained two departments whose 'staff

itembers spent a portion of'their time assisting individu teachers

(special education and vocational education). Also unde e au-

ti

of.. the office of operations kzere the 'five sniad ct offices,11'

' h ousing ten curriculum specialists. These_Specialists worked primarily

with indiidual teachers; one group of specialiSts (reading clinic '

coordinators) worked with students and also trained a small number of

-other reading_specialists,194,6e district.

The magnet schools office was established with both federal

' anddrstrict funds to develop ten magnet schools and programs with

distinct curricular emphases. These were designed to attract stu-

dents for school desegregalkon. &major staff development effo

existed in the magnet schools; *ach.mavet program employed spg1

cialists who helped teachers develop their,program's area of special

emphasis through in -class assistance and workshops. Also, thq, magnet

iFhools office .ran a mas9ve program ofNdisttict-wide human relations

4,..orkshops for teachers; these workshops were part of the district's

desegregation effort.
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The personnel division's departments of human relations, staff

development, and personnel had minor staff development programs.

The human relations department was beginning to assume some respoh-

sibility for Coordinating workshops for desegregation. The staff de-
--

vdlopment department was being phased out'and ran a few workshops
a

for new teacherlisand substitute teachers. One secretary in the

personnel office processed salary increase records for teachers re-

lated to the educational creditsp4hey earned.

The teachers college offered preservice education courses for

ergraduates and graduate 'couOlLes for the district's teachers.

Twenty-three ficulty memberg taught courses or led workshops for

graduate credit for the teachers in Riverview. The faculty members
4

InVolved were primarily supported by federal, state, and foundation

fund§.

In a\separate staff development program initiated by the cen-

tral affite, lour of RivervieWss teachers were specially trained by

an independent teacher center to work with district teachers as in-

class advisors in eight schdols.

Riverview employed 124 people who led staff development ac-
.

tivities. They constituted a work f 64.9 FTE positions and

cost $1.5 million An time spent. r half of this iney ($794,000)

came from federal fundS, and the larg t component of thtse staff

development programs was operated by,the federal programs depart-
,

ment.

Union School District's Staff Develoyment Activities

The orgaplzational chart of Union School District'shown in

Table 6 pre4ents a third type of central office structure, contrast-

ing with Seaside and Riverview. Five "service areas" (managemenr,

instructAnal, administrative, student development,and business)

were each headed by an associate superintendent,and those associates

reported to the superintendent of schools. In addition, six "de-

partments" reported directly to the superintendent of schools, in-

cluding staff development and continuing education. A recent re-

I
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organization of the central office, coupled with imminent court-

ordered desegregation, has produced a number of shifts in the district's

structure since this diagram was prepared. The continuing education

department was subsumed under a new de rtment of staff development, set

up tollelp schools plan and carry out des gregation. A human relations

department was established, but had only one staff member who was working

on a proposal tor federal desegregation funds. It-was planned that the

staff development department would be eliminated after one year's service

to schools and the human relations_ department would develop further

desegregation-related activities. The fate of the onepersoncon-

tinuing education department that "sponsored and coordinated profes-

sional gro4th courses for teachers was uncertain, and its resources

and number of offerings had been steadily reduced in recent years of

financial retrenchment.

There were fillbasic types of staff development activities carried
1

out by the central office staff in Union. They were:

administering and coordinating staff development

training the teams of specialists in the staff deVelopment
department

developing desegregation plans with teachers in local schools

conducting districttwide workshops

providing individual teachers with in-class assistance

One could argue that the year we studied Union's staff develop-
/

ment program was atypical because of the temporary nature of the

staff development office. Yet the rapid changes in the Union School

District in the'recent past brought by financial crises and court

mdpdates defy efforts to point to a "typical" year for Union. In

responding to the court mandates, Union allocated millions of dollars
. 1.

from the genera fund budget to desegregation-related instructional

programs. A

,
/so, the financial retrenchment of past years had evap-

oratedorated the 'loo'se" money once avallable for stipends, workshops, con-

sultants, travel, and professional growth courses. to the future,

Union is.likely to see more federal dollars for desegregation, but

a decrease in .the'commitm nt of local funds to the desegregation

effort. -

....,
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Central office staff development leaders in Union. Table 9

analyzes the staff development programs carried out by Union's cen-

'tral office staff. The staff development department had 26 full-time

people:' an assistant superintendent who administered the-program;
. . .

a director responsible''for prog planning and staff training; and '

24 specialists, who were teach'ers, principals, and central office

staff specifically recruited and trained to assist schools in dese-

gregation. The.24 specialists were arranged into four teams, each

concentrating on a fourth of the schools mildtrgoing desegregation.

They helped local school staff develop instructional and organi.-_.2

tional plans and conducted workshops on problem solving.

The continuing education department consisted of one coordina-

tor who arranged professional growth courses offered by the dis-

. trict; those courses were,taught by central office staff and consul-

tants. He also coordinated student teacher placements with four

u&versities; in exchange the district reeeived waivers of university

tuition for which district teachers might apply through this depart-

ment..

The instructional services division had three departments that

were inyolved in staff development: curriculum, fed ral and state-

programs, andieareer education. There were a total of 35 people in

these departments who carried out some form of staff development,
1

.
usually by leading workshops or assisting teachers in the, classroom

Few of these people spent more than half their time doing staff de-

velopment.4_,IliareAding language arts resource teachers did spend
,

all their time working directly with lassroom teachers on implement-

ing new curricula and improving teaching skills.

The student development serVice division had two departments

that were involved in staff development: adult education and special
. .

education. None of the 20 supetvisors and specialists in these de-

partments spent more than half their time on .staff development. They

primarily worked with teachers in the classroom in their particular

area of speciality.

Union employed &2 central office staff who led staff develop-

ment .activities. They constituted a work force of 45.5 FTEposition's

4
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TABLE 9. Costs (Staff Salaries and Benefits) of Staff Development
Leaders in Central Office Departments Rased on Percentage of Time
Spent in Staff Development Activities for the Union School District

ACTIVITIES

DIVISION/DEPARTMENT NUMBER
OF STAFF

PERCENTAGE;
OF TIME LN

STAFF DEV.

ADmrN,/

COCMD,

TEAM
TRAINING

DESEG.

PLANS
WORKSHOPS IN CLASS

'ASSIST.
, STAFF

DEVELOP-
?ENT COSTS

GENERAL FEDERAL
FUND FUNDS

OTHER
FUNDS

Staff Development Dept.

1 1002 1002 - -- -- $ 38,000 $ 38,000,Asst.. Supt.

&Director
&Specialists

1
24

100

100
36

10

v 15z

15

342

22

152

53
32,000

508,000
32,000

508 ,000
(Fa) (26.0) 578,000 $578,000

Continuing Ed. Dept.

*Coordinator 1 100 100 $ 33,000 $ 33,000
( ct) (1.0)

S 33,000 $ 33,000

4
VD Instructional Services

Division
Curriculum Dept.

_
*Directors 3 21 4 172 -$ 19,000 $ '19,000
"Coord./Supervisors 10 24 7 17 68,000 68,000
*Resource Teachers 2 100 100 39,000 39,000

(7E) l 5.0) , S 126,000 $ 126,000

Feder&lf. State Programs

*Coordinator a 1 53 10 40 5 $ 18,000 $ 18,000

*Supervisors 8 18 18 29,000 ___ 25,000 $ 4,000
OMB)

(2.0) $ 47,000 $ 43,000 $ 4,000

Career Ed. Dept.

,Coordinators 4 32 3 3 26 $ 33,000 S 33,000
sSupe'rvisors (a). 4 50 24 26 40,000 40,000

/

'Supervisors (b)
(FTE

3

1 4.6)

44 9 35 28,000 ' 23,000

$ 101,000 $ 101,000
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TABLE 9 (Cont'd)

ACTIVITIES

DIVISION/DEPARTMENT NUMBER PERCENTAGE ADMIN./ TEAM DESEG, WORKSHOPS IN CLASS STAFF GENERAL FEDERAL OTHER
OF STAFF OF TIME IN S6ORD. TRAINING PLANS ASSIST. DEVELOP- FUND FUNDS FUNDS

STAFF DEV, KENT COSTS

Student Developaent
Services Division

Adult Ed. Dept.

*Supervisors 5 32% --- --- 3% 29% $ 45,000 $ 23,000 $ 22,000
(YTI) (1.6)

$ 45,000 $ 23,000 $ 22,000
Special Ed. Dept.

*Supervisors 7 44 --- --- 19 25 $, 88,000 $ 88,000
*Specialists 8 28 --- 1 27 46,000 26000(FTE) (5.3)

$ 134,000 $114,666

TOTALS (PTE) (45.5) $1,064,000 -$972,000 1 66,000 $26,000

(
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and cost a little more than $1 million in time spent. Over 91% of

this money came from the general fund and more than half of this

money was spent on the special one-year staff development teams for

desegregatio

mparin& the Extent of Staff Development
Conducted by the Central Office Staff

In comparing the extent to which central office staffs of the

three school districts engaged in staff development, Table 10 'pre-

sents'two different ratios. By dividing the number of teachers in

each district by the number of staff development leaders, one obtains

a ratio of teachers to staff development leadess*. Seaside and.Riverm

view were quite similiar with 31.2 and 33.1 teachers per staff de-

velopment leader, while Union had a much higher ratio, indicating a

relatively smaller number of staff development leaders per teacher

than the other two districts,

The second ratio presented in Table 10 is based on the number

of full-time equivalent personnel (FTEs) committed to staff de-

velopment activities. When the number of teachers in each district

is divided by the FTE positions committed to staff development, one

4 can see that Riverview had a relatively larger investment of time ,

from central office staff in staff development activities. Seaside

was second and Union a distant third', as shown in Table 10.

The relative cost of these staff,developmet leaders and their

funding sources is shown in Table 11. Seaside and Union display

siar patterns of fund sources, but Riverview is 'quite different.

A much higher percentage of the money for staff development leaders

in Riverview came from 'federal funds (52.8%) as compared with t'he

other two districts. Riverview also drew a higher percentage of

-staff development support from "other funds" than did Seaside and

Union. These higher proportions of federal ancrothei funds that

were spent on staff development in Riverview can be attcibuted to

extensive staff development activities in the federally funded Title

I and desegregation programs and the activities of the teachers

'lege faculty and foundation-funded programs.
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TABLE 10. Staff Development Leaders Compared to
Number of Teachers in the Three School Districts

Number of Teacher

NuMber of staff
- Development Leaders

Seaside
School

District

Riverview
School

District

5,300

170 .

4,100

124

Ratio of Teachers
to Staff Development Leaders 31.2 33.1

Full-Time Equivalent
(FTE) Staff Development 71.3 64.41
Leaders

Ratio of Teachers
to FTE Staff Development 74.3 63.2

Leaders

TABLE 11. Cost of Staff Development Leaders
in the Three School Districts'br7unding Source

Funding
Source

Seaside
School

District

Riverview

School
District

General Fund \ $1,524,000 (94.1%) S 543,000 ( 36.1%)

Federal Funds 53,000 ( 3.2 ) 794,000 ( 52.8 )

Other Funds 43,000 t 2.6 ) '168,000 ( 11.2 )

Total $1,638,000 a00:07.) $1,505,000 (100.0%)

'52 63

Union
School

District

4,200

82'

ti

51.2

45.5

92.3

Union
School

District

$' 972,000 t: 91.4%)

66,000 ( t.2 )

26,000 ( 2.4 )

$1,064,000.(100.0%)



There were two additional kind of costs associated with

staff development activities initiated by the central offices: th'e

fees paid to consultants to assist district staff in planning and

conducting' staff development activities, and the direct expenses in-

curred in eon'ducting activities (i.e, conference fes, travel to

conferences, dues for membership in professional organizations, publi-

cations and training materials, workshop facilities, rental, equip-
.

. ment, and postage). pRiverview spent considerably more on consultants

than did the other two districts (Riverview $212,000; Seaside $158,000;

Union $48,000), and most of it came from federal funds. Riverview

was also much higher in its spending on other direct costs for staff

development (Riverview $175,000 Seaside $42,000; and Union $11,000)

Again, most of this money came from federal funds.

Ceneral'fatterns of Staff Development Activities
Conducted by Central Office Staff

Responsibility for' staff development in each district was dis-

persed among a number of people and departments. We found very few

attempts to coordinate the staff development activities of these di-

verse people. Frequently the staff development leaders were unaware

of the activities of their colleagues, even when these activities

'placed demands for time and energy on the same teachers. This wide

dispersal resulrtd from a number of political and educational in-
,

fluences, of which we will discuss the three 'most important.

Staff Development as a Secondary Responsibility

' Few central office staff were explicitly charged with staff de-

velopment responsibilities. However, -many central office staff mem-

bers found t-Kat they had to carry out staff development to accomplish

the major objectives of their jobs. Thus, staff development respon-

ibilities became important or sometimes predominant, but they grew

gradually and were often not formally recognized.

For example, curriculum specialists have traditionally been

charged with developing curriculum plans and seeing that teachers

carry them out. Fosome, this meant a primary emphasis on writing

" 1.64



curriculum guides, and little direct contact with teachers. For

others, the job slowly evolved to include more and varied direct work

with teachers, in which their.curricular focus sometimes became sec-

ondary. T)pse variations'were possible because of the remarkable

autonomy such specialists often had in choosing how, when, and under* .

what conditions they would work directly with teachers. Since individual

curriculum specialists evolved toward a "staff development orientation"

la;gely as an outgrowth of their iddas about their own particular jobs,

it was unlikely that they would coordinate their work with co' leagues in

other departments or divisions.

External Pressures and, Funding

Numerous pressures 9 school districts and central office staffs

generated needs for staff development, activity, including federal

and state laws and regulaAns, court decisions, and citizen con-

cerns. In Riverview, for example, the '''chool desegregation plan ,

involved human relations training and experimental educational pro-

grams(. ,In Seaside, the physical education department had to help

teachersromply wi.h recent federal regulations concerning sex dis-

crimination. Also in Seaside, the state's Early Childhood Education

Program mandated community involvement in decision making, and cen-

tral office staff spent much time helping local school staff'develop

$rocedures to comply with state regulations: Thus, many central of-

fice staff members responsible for particular program areas (e.g.,

physical education, early childhood education) became involved in

staff development.

In particular, the growth of categorical federal programs in

the last fifteen years has encoyaged compartmentalized staff de
1

velopment activities. Bilingual education, compensatory educatio

and career education programs, firr example, have includedestaff de-
o

velopment components. One peison we interviewed said the effect hgs

been to establish a "dual school system." .Staff development experi- 4

ences funded by particular federal programs serve only teachers or

schools involved in th se programs. Programs with special funding

are often minimally co dinated with other district programs offer-
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ing staff development; they sometimes "compete" for teachc time with

Ether staff development programs, usually with different abilities

to mandate teacher participation or reward it. If a school district

wishes to institute a consistent staff development effort related

to a particular issue,(e.g., reading improvement), it is hard to over-

come the fragmentation inherent in the dual system.

Organizational Politics

The way that central office staff development was orgphized

also reflected the results of the political bargaining that is

typical in any karge organization. When a school superintendent

or other district officials wanted to institute a new effort in

staff development, they often assigned the program to the people

they felt were the most competent to carry it out (or they assigned

it to friends or political allies), irrespective of the lines of

'responsibility in the organizational chart. Similarly, when new staff

development programs were proposed, departments and divisions competed

to gain these new progiams or to minimize the threat the new programs

posed for their present programs.

The consequence of all these influences was to disperse respon-

sibility for staff development widely in the central office. Middle-

level leaders carried,out staff development with great..persohal au-

tonomy and little planning; coordination, or communication. This

system was neither centtalized in light of district-wide priorities

nor decisively decentralized to make it responsible to local schools.
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SECTION 5. TEACHER PARTICIPATION IN SCHOOL-BASED
AND,DISTRICT-WIDE STAFF DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES

In Section 4, we discussed the nature of staff development

activities initiated,by central office staff and analyzed the

costs associated with participation by central office staff in

staff development for teachers. In this section, we discuss the

nature of staff development activities initiated at the school

level. We found a marked difference among the school disAPIcts

in the extenCto which school-based staff development activities

were encouraged. In this section, we also analyze the costs of

all teacher participation in staff development (including parti-

cipation in staff development experiences initiated at the school

level and in experiences initiated at the central office level).

Four Types of Teacher Time

In fixing the1costs of teacher participation in staff de-

velopment, it is necessary to distinguish four categories of "teacher

time." First, much staff development occurs during what we have

called salaried work time. Staff'develbpment activities during

salaried work time are part of the regular work day of the teacher,

as reflected in teacher contracts. Further, they do not involve

the payment of an additional stipend or of a paid subst,itute teacher.

Regular teachers' meetings, professional days, department and team

meetings, early dismissal of students, and teachers' planning periods

present opportunities for staff development during salatied work

time. The arrangements that allow teachers to participate in staff

development during salaried work time sometimes involve another

staff member "coyer " a teacher's class, but only if the ad-

ministrator, aide, or Other teacher who covers the class is

not a specially paid substitute and covers the class as part of his

5667



'regular duties. The cost to the district of salaried work time'

e for staff-.development consists 'of the sliary and benefits paid for

thatiftime; thus, if a teacher spent5% of his/her salaried Work time par-

petiokl designated in t e tears' coatract for which a teacher.is'

paid additional money beyond ry. The cost of this time to
.

the school disirict, theq, is the ogt of the teacher stipend.

Fourth, some staff developmel akes place during the teacher's

personal time. If a teacher takes a.university course or'district-
.

,

sponsored workshop on a.Saturday, for exlMple, and is not paid' extra,

ticipating in staff development,' e would charge Yrof salary plus

benefits to staff development.

Second, substitute release time consists'of time spent in staff

development activities while a substithte teacher receives special

pay to cover a-teacher'sciass. To be conservative in.00r estimates

of staff. development cests,,we'have included only the cost of the

substitute's,time as a cost for staff development activities en-
.

substitute release time.

Third, sti end me consists qtime outside the salaried work

this staff development activity involves personal timed Since the

study was focused on staff development costs /ncurred by school'

districts, the cost of personal time is not included in the study.

Of course, when teachers use personal time to Perticipare in-staff

"development, the district can incur other types of costs. 'Leaders

for workshops held during personal time must be paid. And tf the

teacher receives credit for participating in such a workshop that

lead's ,t6 a subsequent salary increase, this salary increase is a

staff development cost to the school distr*t that must be analyzed.

(Costs of salary increases for participation in staff dev'elopmenNk

are discussed in SQ,ction 6.)

School-Level Staff Development Activities

In carrying out the study, we distinguished betwe6n staff

development activities initiated at thecentral office (or sub- ,

district) level and stiff development .activities initiated at the

school level: As indicated below, there were.marked differences
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,long the three districts in the extent to which staff development

activAlpies initiated at thelkhool level were encouraged within

the district.

We conducted the study of Seaside first, and we did not

sharply distinguish.schoollinitiatedversus- central office-initiated

activities in our interviews with teachers and principals. Thus,

the estimates we arrived at about the extent of school- initiated

IrAactivit

es in Seaside are based on a subsequent review of our

fie no es; we feel confident that our observations about general

patterns f school-initiated activity in Seaside are correct, but

quantitati a 'estimates of time spent are based on an analysis af-ten

the'faCt. the time we began the studies of Riverview and Union,

the distinc on between school-initiated and central office-ini-

tiated activities Was clearly built into our data collection activ-

ities, so that we-provide more detailed quantitative breakdowns con-

cerning schoo-initiated activities for Riverview and,,lhcion.

.
mating_ Teacher Participatwn in
Staff Development Activ es

Section 2 desc ibes the'methods that we employed in select-

ing a sample of schools at which to collect information about

school-initiated staff development and about the amount of teacher

time spent on all types of staff development. In each school dis-

trict, we visited a sample of the major types of schools (elementary,

junior high, high school! elementary magnet, etc.), interviewing

the principal, several teachers, and other administrative staff in-

fit
'volved in staff development. From information gathered at the sam-

pled schools (which was cross-checked and reconciled with informa-

tion gathered from the central office), we estimated the extent of

school-based staff development and of total teacher time in staff

development. Procedures for this estimation process are

in Section 2.

Below, we discuss t$e patterns we found in each district.

40
A

,Seaside School District's Staff Development Activities

There was a general commitment to staff development in the Seaside

to
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School District. Time was set aside in the yearly calendar during

which local schools could initiate their own staff development ac-

tivities; many central office stip worked closely with buildinz

level staff to develop these activities. School district norms ex-

pected teachers to participate in professional responsibilities be-

yon the teaching day, .and this was formally acknowledged in the

teachers' contract, which officially designated an eight-hour workday

.eve, p though the regular school day was only six and a half hours.

Several state policies fostered school-based staff development.

A state-supported early childhood education program required early

dismissal for staff development once a week. Local schoola had cpn-
.

siderable control over some state funds goi9,1 to the distriCt for

compensatory education, early childhood education, and other special

programs; many schools used part of this money for staff development.

Types of staff development activities' largely arranged at the

local level in't.Seaside included:

Visitations: teachers observed other teachers, schools,
demonstration lessons, or various special projects.

Staff and department meetings: portions of faculty meet-
ings during the school year were used for staff develop-
ment.

Shortened day workshops: some schools had programs that
dismissed studentS early on certain days so that staff
development workshopscould take place at the school (e.g.,
early.childhitod education programs had early dismissal one
day per week)_.

Professional growth day workshops: teachers were paid to
prepare for the opening of school for three days before
students were present and for one day between semesters;
part of this time was used fosi workshops and seminars at
the sOools.

Other workshops and courses] the district operated an ex-
tensive set of workshops and courses which, along with
many.of the other staff development activities, could_
Qualify a teacher for salary increases.

4

g Planning meetings: district and building cdOmittees fre-
quently developed new programs with the help,xf central
office staff and consultants.

While we haye chosen to call these six types of activities
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school-based staff development, only "staff and department meetings"

and'"visitations" were entirely school,- based; each of the others en-

tailed some district-wide sessions. However, all six types were

predominantly school-based.

Teacher participation in staff development activities in Seaside.

Table 12 summarizes the 'data obtained from our interviews in- the

sampled schools in Seaside. It shows the number of teachers at each

school, the total salaried work time hours (number of teachers times

the 1440 hour work year), total staff development hours used, the

percentage of time involved in staff development, and the break

of the staff development hours intd the six major types of activities

listed above. Quite a variation is shown among the fivi ele4entary

schools we sampled in percentage of time spent in staff development

(from 18.1% to 2.42%). In the first elementary school sampled, the

principal was making extensive use of every opportunity for staff

development (e.g., promoting visitationsi bringing in consultants to

faculty meetings, using all the shortened school day time), while thev.,

principal in the fifth elementary school was doing little to promote

staff development. ,

The subtotals for each of the three diffe'rent types of schools

show that considerably more salaried work time was spent in staff

development at the elementary schools (8.22%) as compared with the

junior and senior high schools (5.84% and 5.70%, respeCtively).
,

While the secondary school teachers spent somewhat more time on

the average in the "other workshops and courses" than did the ele-

mentary school teachers, t.le "shortened day workshops" and the

extensive use of "staff department meetings" for staff development

by some elementary school principals appears to have produced thejligher

percentage.
rw

Overall percentages of salaried work time spent in staff

development at the sampled elementary, junior high, anci senior. high

schools were used to estimate the total hours and the average hours

per year that all teachers spent in staff development at Seaside. These
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TABLE 12. Salaried Work Time Teachers Spent in School-Based Staff
Development Activities in the Sampled School,* of the Seaside
School District

SCHOOLS SAMPLED NUMBER OF
TEACHERS

TOTAL HRS.
SALARIED
WORK TIME

TOTAL STAFF
DEVELOP-
KENT HRS.

PERCENTAGE
STAFF
DEVELOPMENT

STAFF DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES (JN HOURS)

.4

VISITA-
TATIONS

STAFF/
DEPT.

MEETINGS

SHOKTEN
DAY WORK-
SHOP

PROF.
GROWTH DAY
WORKSHOyir

OTHER
WORKSHOPS
& COURSES

PLANNING
MEETINGS

First Elea. Sch. 11 15,840 2,901 ' 1-8.312 415 880 1,320 286

Second Elem. Sch. 14 20,160 1,512 7.50 1,120 364 28 ---

Third Elem. Sch. 33 47,520 5,858 12.33 545 2,640 ;858 1,695 120

,Fourth Elea. Sch. 18 25,920 -- 1,647 6.35 36 -- 900
IF

351 --- 360

Fifth Elea. Sch. 35 50,400 1,'220 2.42 75 350 560 228 --- 7

Subtotal 111 159,840 13,138 8.22 ,1,071 4,990 2,780 2,087 1,723 487

First Jr. High 100 144,000 9,860 6.85 1,260 2,600 3,642 358
Second Jr. High ' 60 862---400--- 3,592 4.16 240 . - 1,560 1,684 108

Subtotal 160 230,400 13,452 5.94 1,500 2,000 4,160' 5,326 466

First Sr. High 85 122,400 8,460 6.1)1 1,700 2,210 4,250 300
Second Sr. High .11. ' 67 96 480 4 024 4.17 40 1,005 1 742 1,101 136

Subtotal 152 218,88Q 12,484 5.70 40 2,105

,...1-.-....

3,952 5,351 0436
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same percentages were ueed to calculate the cost-of this salaried

work time. Table 13 summarizes these calculations, indicating the

total hours per year teachers spent on staff development during
#

salaried work time and the costs of this time. Table 13 also shows

the total hours and costs of teacher time when paid substitute

teachers or stipends were utilized. Over 93% of the time that

teachers in Seaside spent in staff development was during salaried

work time without the use of substitute teachers or stipends.

Riverview School District's School. -

Based Staff Development Activities

In Riverview almost all staff development resulted from pro-

grams initiated by the central office and subdistrict office staff.

Leadership at the school level for.staff development was not gen-

erally encouraged and school-based"st'aff development was virtually

nonexistent., In many cases such local school initiative was im-'

possible because the schedule was filled with numerous voluntary

and mandatory activities sponsored by centlel office departments.

As with Seaside, we found great differences in the level of interest

qin staff development among,school incipals in Riverview. However,

there was little variation among schools in the perCentage of sal-

aried work time devoted to school-based staff'development. Even

those principals with high interest did not have m4/ "space" for

initiating s.hool-based staff development. Principals interested

in-staff development for their teachers generally encouraged them

to take advantage of the many district-sponsored activities.
4

The school-based staff development activities that did exist

in Riverview included:

Staff and department meetings: portions of faculty meetings
during,the school year were used for st9f development.

1

Visitations: teachers observed other teachers or schools.

In-class assistance: principals or instructional coordina-
tors. helped teachers in their classrooms.

School-based workshops: some schools brought in consul-
tants or district specialists for workshops. 0
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TABLE 13. Cost of Teachers' Staff Development
Time in the Seaside School District

Total Hours
Per Year Cost

Salaried Work Time 539,409 $5,799,000

Substitute Released
Time* 31,400 157,000

0
Stipend Time* 4,400 27,000 4

Total 575,209 1 '$5,983,000

*Time and coast data were provided for all teachers in the school
district by the - `central office.
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Teacher participation in staff development activities in

Riverview. Table 14 shows the very limited school-based activities

that occurred during teachers' salaried pork time in the sampled

schools in Riverview. Because of the large number of fedeial

programs in Riverview with staff development components, Table 14

and subsequent analyses present the amount of teacher time spent

in staff development activities separately for district and fedecally

funded teachers.

The time teachers spent in district-wide staff development;

activities sponsored by the central office staff in Riverview is

shown in Able 15. Central office specialists made extensive use

of inservice days, curriculum workshops, and general workshops to

present new curricula and teaching ideas to teachers. Also, teachers

were given time off to attend the yearly teachers' conven/ion to

promote professional growth. The six reading clinics trained reading

specialists in addition to serving children. The distinction between

1istrict4paid and federally funded teaching positions was important

"to make because many workshops were sponsored by the federal programs

department for only the federally funded teachers.

Table 16 presents the'combined total of school-based and district-

wide staff development hourg and calculates the percentage of salaried

work time they represented. It can be seen that, as in Seaside, elemen-

tary teachers tended to spend more time, in staff development than did

secondary teachers (although the percentages are much smaller thanin

Seaside). Also the federally funded teachers spent proportionately

more staff development time than the district-funded teachers. These

percentages were used to calculate the hours spent in staff develop-

ment by the different types of teachers dgring salaried work time.

We also calculated the costs of this time.

76.
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TABLE 14. Salaried Work Time Teachers Spent in School-Based
Staff Development Activities 'in the Sample& Schools of the
Riverview School District

SCHOOLS SAMPLED TEACHER
FUNDING

NUMBER OF

TEACHERS
TOTAL HES.

SALARIED
WORK TIME

TOTAL STAFF
DEVELOP-
KENT HRS.

PERCENTAGE
STAFF

REVELOPKENT

STAFF DEVELOPMENT AcrrwrzEs (IN BOARS)

STAFF/

DEPT.

MEETINGS

VISITA-
TIONS '

IN-CLASS
ASSISTANCE

SCHOOL
BOARD
WORKSHOPS

First Elem. Sch. District t 20 28,180 3 .01% 3
Federal 1.5 2,114 0 .00

Sch. District 22 30,998 377 1.22 91 12 4 270
Fedeial

.

9 12,681 105
.

.83 64 9 5 27

Third Elea. Sch. District 17 23,953 72 % .30 61 11

Eederal 5 7,045 18 i .26 18

Fourth Elem. Sch. District 12 6 17,753 8 .05
Federal 3 4,227 1 .02

en
4.n

Fifth Elem. Sch. District 21 29,589 47 .16 25 5 17
Federal 6 8,454 8 .09 3 .5

Sixth Elem. Sch. District 9 12,681 7 .06 7

Federal ' 2 2 818
1

48
1.70

48

Seventh Elem. Sch. District 29 40,861 14 .03 - 14

Federal 4 5,636 0 .00

Eighth Elem. Sch. DistriCt 23.1 32,548 159 .49 156 3

Ninth Elem. Sch. District 19.9 28,039 535 1.91 269 14 252

Tenth Elem. Sch. District 21.7 30,575 245 .80 130 32 83

Subtotal District 195.3 275,177 1,467 .53 ..,
740 84 356 287

Fed4ral 30.5 42,975 180 .42 86 '62 5 27

First High Sch. District 74 104,266 952 .91 222 360 370

Second High Sch. District 68 95,812 650 .68 612 28 10 i'
' Third`High Sch. District 84 118,356 125 .11 35 90 -

Subtotal District 226 318,43r 1,727 .54 834 63 460 370
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TABLE 15. Salaried Work Time Teachers Spent
in District-Wide Staff Development Activities
in the iverview School District (in hours)

Elem. School
Teachers

District
Federal

High School
Teachers

Total

71.1

Total. Hours

District-Wide
Staff Dev't

Staff Development Activities

Inservice
Day Training

Teachers'

Convention
Reading Curriculum

Workshops

71,961

16,910

18,162

18,r72
3,108

8,001

18,172

3,108

8,001

13,662 8,204
7%620

2,160

107,033

General

Workshops

13,751

3,074

SO
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TABLE 16. Combined School-Based aqd District-Wide
Salaried Work Time Teachers Spent in Staff Development
in the RiverviewSchool District (in hours)

Elem. Sch.

Teachers

Number
of.

Teachers

Total Hours
Salaried

Abrk Time

School-Based'
Staff

Development

District-
Vide
Staff

Development

Total
Staff

Development

Percentage
Staff

Developint

District 2,550 3,592,950 19,048 71,961 91,009 2:53%
Federal 440 619,960 2,605 16,910 19,515 3.15

High School.,

Teachers 1,110 1,563,990 8,447 18,162 26,609 1.20

Total 4,1,00 5,776,900 30,100 107,033 137,133

Average* .

(2.37%)
4

4
*Computed from total salaried work tAle and
total staff development time for all teachers.
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Table 17 summarizes the total time and total cost data for

the three different arrangements of teachirs' time in staff develop-

ment (salaried work time, substitute release time, and stipend time).

In contrast to Seaside (where 93% of the total of teachers' Staff

development hours came from salaried work time), 50% of the total

hours spent on staff development in Riverview were in salaried work

ime ancrabout '37%. were in spend time. And, as we have seen, mu

:lesbteaCher time overall was spent in staff development in Riverview

than in Seaside. As will be discussed ip the next section on incentives

for staff development, the relatively large amount of time that

Riverview teachers spent in staff development activities .for which

they were reimbursed by 'stipends was related to the district's school

deseggiwtiodiefort.
413,

r

Union School District's School-Based
Staff Development.Activities 4' . ,.._/'

T. Union we'dcumented twdt major sources of school-based staff,.

development activitie4°: (1) those related to the desegregation ef-
)

1."' 'forts of the staff development teams and ,(/) voluntary after-school

pLanning and prdgram development fostered by principalsslIkpervlsors,.

and teachers themsfflves. Pronounced collegiality existed in many

4.of,the small geographically dispersed schools.in Union, and it ap-

peared that achool building staffs had decided to rely more Aptne

another as theAnahcial resources of the district became tighter

and loase money for staff development experiences di appeared. ,

The types of school-based staff development a tivities.we

found in the sampled schodls included: ,

,
,..f .

Staff department meetihgs: portions of the facult, .,./.1

metfngS during the 'school, year used for staff developmenk.

ning meetings: district and building committees-and -

ogr ps of teache s convened to-plan program curricula,

t (e.g., the meetings With staff development special- 4.
'ists to'develo local Usegregation plans). '

'
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TABLE l7.--Cost of Teachers 4 406ff Development Time(in
bile Riverview School District

016

Salaried Work Time

Substitute Released
Time*

Stipend Time *

Total

Total Hours
Per Year'

137,133

28,884

95,333,

We-
261,350

6

Cost

$4.,492,000

132,D00

572.,0004

N\d' , $2,196,000

*Time anci cost data were provided for all teachers in the
school district by the central office.

E
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, Visitations: teachers observing other teachers, schools,

and programs.

In-class assistance: teachers receiving
0direct assistance

or "feedback from specialists, supervisors,

on instructional matter.

School-based workshops: sessions, arranged by the principals

wand teachers for their local schools.

. Staff development days: alternating schools devoting one

full day each month to staff development sessions at the

school.

Teacher participation in staff.development activities in Union.

Table 18 summarizes tie data obtained from our interviews in the
<

sampled schools in Union. It. shows the time spent on staff develop-
,

ment by district fdnded dnd federally funded teachers at each sampled

is. school in the six types of staff development activities listed above.
7F,

Six kinds of schools were sampled (elementary, junior high, senior

altertlative, special, and career schools) so that differences

in the extent of school-based staff development activity could be

I %t
.

.

,

.'4I

While there is much more school-based staff development in
____ -.

Union's schools than in Riverview's, the percentages fall far short

of thoge for Seaside. Only in alternative and career schools
."---

(which placed special ethphasis on sty0development because of the

experimental nature of the schohas' programs) did teachers spend more
.

than 5% of salaried work,time in staff develollmen't. The average

percentages for'salaried work time spent in school-based staff develop-

ment in the sampled schools were used to estimate the total hours per

year that teachers at each of these kinds of schools spent in school-
s
based staff dev lopment activitles. -

.e//R

noted.

Tim pent in 410txi!ct-wkde,s4ff development activities

by the ceftra11 office staff to Union is shown in Table 19.

.t
1 1.4 .4 .

11.14110 its * --161

.

\0 *It

.44
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TABLE 18. Salaried Work Time Teachers'Spent in School-Based
Staff Development Activities Ln'the Union School District

SCHOOLS SAMPLED TEACHER
FUNDING

NUMBER OF
TEACHERS

TOTAL HRS.
SALARIED
WORK TIME

First Elea. Sch. District
FpcleFa,1

1 5 5 22,785
5,145

Second Elmm. Sch. District 18 ?6,460
Federal 5 7,350

Third:Elem. Sch. District 18 ' 26,460
Federal 4 5,880

.

Foprth Elem. Sch. District 18 : 26,460
Federal 2 2,940

Fifth Elem. Sch. District 12 17,640
Federal 2 '2,940

Sixth Elem. Sch. District 19 27,930

.4 , Federal 1 1,470

t.. Seventh Elea. Sch. District 10 14,700

Eighth-Elem. Sch. District 14 20,580
0.

Ninth Elem. Sph. District 'i6 23,520

Tenth Elem. Sch. District 18 216,460

Eleventh Elem. Sch. District 1 10 14,700

Subtotal District 168.5 247,695
Federal 17.5 25,725

First Jr. H:S. kstrict 32 47,040
Second,Jr. H.S. District 36 52,920

Federal 2 2 . 940

Subtotal Oistrict 68 99,960
Federal '2 2,940

First Sr. H.5. District 51 74,970

Second Sr. H.S. District 27 39,690

Su6tot4l District 78 . 114,660

Alternative_ Sch.- District 18 26,460
Federal 3 4,410

"Special Sch. Dist. District - 13 19,110

Career Sch. Dist. District 45 66,150

85

TOTAL STAFF
DEVELOP-
MENT HRS.

PELJENTAGE

STAFF
DEVELOPMENT

540 2.37,
180 ' 3.50

505 1.91'
140 1.90

401 1.52
87 1.48

747 2.82'.

83 2.82

352 2.00
34 1.16

884 3.17
47 3.20

302

390

380

545 2.

572

2.05

1.90

STAFF DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES (IN HOURS)

STAFF/
DEPT.

MEETINGS

FLANNPG
MEETINGS

VISITA-
TIONS

310 !4 7

70 __s

360

100

80 180

16 16

108 241 ,

12

134-
285 115

15 15

' 80 61 ---

129

8e ___

162 k33

100 , 125 --- e

5,618 2.27 1,323 1,236 43

571 '2.2 213 46

639 1.36 192 185 18

1,736 3.28 900 164 113

-2.a. 3.33 50 r. 6 ---

2,375 2.18 1,892 289 131

98 3.33 50 6

1,518 2.02 337 561 .,-

1,275 3.21 . 324 12 75

2,793 2.44 661 573 75

3,021 11.42 270 , 49

503 '11.41, 45 8

644 3.37 163

3,525 5.33 111,050, 480

I

IN -CLASS SCHOOL STAFF DEVEL-
ASSISTANCE BOARD OPMENT DAYS

WORKSHOPS WORKSHOPS

191 28

104 6

37 108
27 13

141

55

175 220
15 41

60 ° 158

5 29

390 94 _.,..

13 4

4 60 101
-

126 135

204 91

180 170

195 152

1,618 1,398

59
504

28.1°

563
28

195

720

300

14

425

144

915 569

888

148.

227

464 1,34
77 227

246

780 1,215



TABLE 19. Salaried Work Time Teachers Spent
in DistrictWide Staff Development Activities
by Funding Source in the .Union School District

Teachers'
Funding
Source

District

Fede

Total

>37

Number
. of

Teachers

Total
District Wide
Staff Dev't

Hours)

3,980 14,945

220 15,568

4.,200 .30,513

7-

0

ANL

I

I

ti

Staff Development Activities (in Hours)*

or'

Teachers' Curriculum Desegregatioii General
Convention Workshops Wqrkshops ,Workshops

513 7,507,3,938

114

375 6,751 '. 1,242

4

,Avg. Hrs. Per
Teacher in .

D1 rict-- Wide'

Stiff Dev't-

8S
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This table indicates that much more time was spent by federally funded

teachers in district-wide staff de;lelopment than by district funded

teachers. The state teachers' convention affected staff development

time equally'between the two tyges of teachers. The desegregation

workshops held by the staff development specialists affected the

federal teachers somewhat more heavily because.all of the schools

receiving Title.I funds (and hence having federally funded

teachers) were involved in desegregation, whereas some of the

non-Title I schools were not desegregating. However, there were

a very large number of curriculum And general workshops held ex-

clusively for the 220 federally funded teachers.

Table 20 combines the hours spent in school-based and district-

wide staff development and shows the higher percentage of time chat

federally funded teachers spent in Staff development (7.707 vs.

2.855 fowlistrict-furlded teachers). These percentages were used,

to, compute the costs of this staff development time.

Table 21 summarizes th total time and cost data for the three

different arrangements for t acher time in staff development (salari
.

work time, substitute release time, and. stipend time). As in Seaside,

over 90% of the total hours per year that Union's teachers spent in

staff development was during salaritd work .tune.

Com arin the Extent ofeacher Partici ation
in Staff Development

,The pr,ious.analyses showed that the Seaside School District's
i

.

pattern of providing staff development activities forteschers was

......7\mterked y different from those of Riverview and Union. Table 22

ell

indi

(tes

th average amount of time a teacher in each district spent

in t thre different arrangements for staff development. On 71777'.\

average a teacher in Seaside spent 108 hours ln staff development,

14

73

8 9



TABLE 20 --Combined School-Based and District-Wide
Salaried Work Time Teachers Spent in Staff
Development Dulling School Year (In Hours) by
Funding Source in the Union School District

District-

4

e

Teachers' Number Total Hours School-Based Wide Total Percentage
Funding of Salaried Staff ' Staff Staff Staff
Source Teachers Work Time Development Development Development Development

District 3,980 5,850,600 152,958 14,94,5 166,904 2.85%

Federal 220 323,400 9,346 15,568 24,914 7.70%

Total 4,200 6,174,000 161,304 30,513 191,818

Average* (3.11%)

11111

*Computed from total salaried work time and total staff
developrrient time for all teachers.

749
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TABLE 21.--Cost of Teachers' Staff Development
Time in the Union School District

Total liours

Per Yeak Cost
Salaried Work Time 191,818 $2,229,000

Substitute Release
Time* 14,800 74,000

Stipend Time* 4,500 27,000 i

Total 211,118 2,330,000

alb

*Time and cost data were provided for all teachers in
the school district by the central office.

75 9



TABLE 22 .--Average Number of Hours per Teacliker Spent in Staff

ap De elopment during the School Year inthe Three School Districts

)

Seaside
School

District

Riverview
School

District

Union
School

District

Salaried prk Time 101.71 33.45 '45.67

Substitute Released Time 5.92 7.04 3.52

,Stipend Time .83 23.25 1.07

Totals, 108.46 63.74 50.26

t

.1#

76 92
I
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while a Rivirview teacheroapent 64 hours alta Union teacher spent 50

hourg. Thus, Seaside teachers spent roughly twice much time on

staff development as did teachers 'in Riverview and Union.

1ajor differences in the use of salaried work time and stipend

time are alsO apparent. In Seaside over 100 hours per year was spent

by an average teacher in staff development _during salariedwork time.

Teachers in Riverview spent only 33 hours during salaried work time, and

teachers in Union only 46 hours. However, Riverview paid for over 23

hours per teacher in stipend time for staff development, compared to

about an,hoyr a year per teacher in Seaside and Union. Riverview also paid

for more substitute release time than"did the other.two, but the difference

was not large.

It should bt noted that these three arrangements for staff /development,

analyzed in Table 23, have different cost implications for a,district.

Theoretically, the salaried work time that teachers spend in staff develop-

ment Can be increased within some limits without adding any additional

"cost" to the.school district, becase the professional staff are given

fixed salaries for a contracted workday and work year. How much of this

time is spent in staff development is a matter of some discretion. A

district is usuall bound by state code to provide a certain number of

hours of instruction for students and by teacher agreements to allow such

things as teacher preparation time, but there are some hours of salaried

work time in the school year that can be used for staff development by

teachers. However, substitute teacher release time and stipend time are.

"additional costs" toa school district, which can be increased only by

allocating additional monies.

From this perspective, Riverview and Union were using less of the

fine avaiiable to them for staff developtherit within the salaried work

time of teachers than was Seaside. Also, Riverview was attempti g to

generate more time for staff development by paying teachers stipe

whi oat the district $572,000, for time beyond the teachers' contract.

implications of such policies will be examined in the discussio of

incentives for particillatiOn in staff development in the net secti .

77
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TABLE 23. Cost of Teachers' Time Spent in Staff Development
in the Three School Districts

Seaside
School
District

Riverview
School
District.

4

Union
School

District.

Salaried Work Time $5,799,000 $1,492,000 p $2;229,000

Substitute Released
Time* 157,000 132,000 74,000

Stipend Timd** 27,000 572,00 27,000

Total $5,983,000 $2,496,000 $2,330,000

DA,

Oa

*Costs are based on salaries ant benefits paid to the substitute teachers hired
to release classroom teachers for staff development.

**Cd'hts are.only for the actual stipends paid.

94
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Patterns of Teacher Participation in School-Based
vs. District-Wide Activities

The three School districts studied showed several differences

in the configuration of staff development activities in which teach-

ers participated. In Seaside tfie large number of central office

staff members involved,in staff development both initiated their

own activities and supported activities initiated at the school

level.

doing staff development, but their work wa finitely not focused

an the local schools. Their activity was district-wide, foCusing

on topics and needs determined by these largely, autonomous special-

ists. Virtually no school-based stiff development existed in River-

view.

In Unidn, fi_nancial pressures had reduced much of the dis-

trict-wide staff development activity for teachers, except for

those involved in federal programs. A new initiative in desegre-

gation (supported by district funds during the year studied) did

encourage some schobl-based staff development. In addition, the

Riverview also had a'large group of central office people

reduCtion of central'ofeice-sponsore staff development activities

seemed to have been "replaced" by some school-based actlivities'gen-

erated by teachers and principals in the relatively small, geograph-

ically dispersed schools.

Reviewfng the patterns across all three districts, we found

that the following factors either encouraged or discouraged stalff

development initiative at the school level:

District scheduling that aklowed time for school-
initiated staff development strongly encouraged 1.t.

Structuring the jobs of central office staff "so that
they incl4ded responding to ne*ds identified by,local
schoolsotcouraged school'- initiated staff development.,

Decentralization of bUdgeting and planning decisions
to the school level encouraged school-initiated staff
development.

9
79
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The commitment to staff development of the building 'prin-
cipal could greatly increase the level of school-initiated
staff development activity, but this effect was.diminished
if the central office did not'encourage such staff develop!
ment through its district-wide policies.

The development,of a belief among teachers that staff de-
velopment was part of their professional responsibility ,

encouraged school-initiated staff devel6Pment; the develop-
ment of a belief that teachers should be paid extra\for
staff development participation discouraged it.

The existence of collegiality and a sense of special shared
purpose at the' school-building level encouraged school-
initiated staff development. Given such commitment, the avail-
ability of such resources as substitute time and consultant
money inflUenced the extent of .the staff evelopment parti-
cipation.

The elikstence of an/extensive set of staff development ex-
periences devised independently by the central office staff
discouraged school-initiated staff development.

80



SECTION 6. INCENTIVES FOR TEACHERS TO
PARTICIPATE-IN-STAFF DEVELOPMENT

Four Monetary Incentives

It is clear that in fact many teachers do not participate

voluntarily in staff development. The reason frequently given in

our interviews was that the school districts' inservice programs

were "boring," "irrelevant," "impracitical," "busy work." Thus,

one possible avenue for increasing participation is to improve the

quality of the experiences themselves, and we frequently heard from

teachers that this could be accomplished by giving teachers a larger

role in designing them. The effect of various intrinsic incentives

for participating in staff develOpment deserves careful study. Such

issues of quality are beyond the'scope of our research. -

However, our study does illuminate the nature of monetary in-
,

-centives for staff development participation. These incentives re-

present a sizable school district expenditure, but school district

staff do not usually reflect on their impact. The three school dis-

tricts we studied made differing uses of four major types of monetary

incentives:

substitute release time: hiring a substitute teacher to
take a teacher's class or classes while the leacher parti-

cipated in staff development

.stipendjime: paying a teacher additional money beyond his
regular salary to attend a staff development session outside

of the salaried work time

t sabbatical: paying a teacher a portion of his/her salary during
leave of absence (usually a year) to pursue,some educational
of professional growth experience

salary increase for educational attainment: moving a

teacher one (or several) step% up the educational attain-
ment index of the salary scale because he has completed
course work, degrees, or educational experiences sanctioned

by the school district.

819 7



4

1

These four incentives are obviously quite different. The use

of substitute release time for staff development does not compensate

the teacher monetarily, but it does allow the teacher to participate

in staff development during time for which he/she is already bein

paid. Stipend time requires that additional time beyond the workday

be spent in Staff dtvelopment activities and does not reimburse the

teacher at the same hourly rate as'salaried work time. However,

stipend time d, provide extra income and follows an often stated

guideline of teacher unionists, "extra pay for extra work." Sabbaticals

do not fully compensate the teacher for the time spent away from the

claSsrOom; usually4the teacher receives half pay or less. However,

sabbaticals can provide time off from teaching with some financiTel

benefits to complete graduate degrees that lead to salary increases.

The incentives involved in salary increases fdr educational

attainment are complex to a yze. They ale often linked to state

recertification standards alto school district-university relbtion-
.

ships. Also, they are of a by teachers as part of the school-

district's "benefits" ra n as an incente or reward for iin-

provement. Furthe,:salar, reases have both tshort- and long -term

costs to the district. In the. school year immediately subsequent to

the teacher's qualifying for aneducational increase, the school d4-

trict must pay an additional amount in salary to the teacher (a short-

term cost to the district). However, that additional amount of salary

will be paid to that teacher every year that he/sIle remains a teacher

in the district (a long-term cost to the district).

The costs of these four monetary incentives for teachers in

Seaside, Riverview, and Union are showQ in Table24. The total cost

of each incentive to the district and the average cost per teacher

are presented. One can see that stipend time in Riverview and salary

increases in Seaside were major expenditures, significantly greater

than the other incentives.

Substitute release time was used to h lesser degree in Union

than in the other two districts. In previous years, substitute

release time had been more prevalent in Union (comparable to Sea-

side and Riverview), but it was reduced during financial retrench-

4
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TABLE 24 CApts of Incentives for Teachers to Participate
in Staff Development in the Three School Districts

Incentive

Substitute
Release Time

Stipend
Time

Sabbaticals

Salary
increases

a
0-

99

School Cost

District Staff Devel,

Seaside

Riverview

Union

Seaside

Riverview

Union

Seaside

Riverview

union

Seaside

Rivervieut

Union

$ 157,000

132,000

74,000

27; o5

572,000

27,000

86,000

158,000

138,000

870,000'

205,000

199,000

Cost Per

Tea er

Time

(In Hours)

Time per
Teacher

(In Hours)

$ 29.62 31,400 5.92

3240 28,884 ' 7.04

17.62 14,800 - 3.52

5.09 4,400 .83

139.51 95,333 23.25

6.43 4,500 1.07

'16.23

38.54,.

32.86,

164,15

0.00

47.38

Number
of

Teachers

10

16

12

902

205

250

Percentage

of Teachers
Involved

0.19%

0.39

0.-28

17.02

5.00,

. 5.95

n
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ment. Riverview appears to have invested somewhat more in su bsti tute

elease time than Seaside.

Stipend time was a major -incentilo for staff development in

Riverview but a minor one in the other two districts. Riverview

paid selected teachers $572,005 for several weeks of summer cu-rriculum

development, a mont.hof start:up planning at magnet schools in the

summer, and numerous Saturday and after-school workshops during the

school year for desegregation and human relations. Tie average

teacher was, reimbursed for 23.25 hours through stipends. Of course,

not all Of the district teachers participated in these programs.

The district estimated that less than a third participated, which

would mean roughly 70 hours per participating teacher or over $500

in addition'al salary.

Sabbaticals affected very few teachers in the three districts.

Each year, as Table,24 indicatei, fewer than 1% of the teachers were'

on sabbatical leave.- However as all of the salary that was pai to

teachers on lhabbatical was a staff developmAt cost, significan

-sums of money were involved:

Seaside made major use of salary increases as an incentives

compared with-the other two districts. The $870,000 that Seaside

spelt on short-term Salary increases for completion of education

credits was more than three times as much as the other two districts

spent. Also, as Table24'indicates, about four times as many teach-

ers in Seaside received"salary increases 'as in the other two dis-

trics.. Further, the costs of salary increases shown in Table 44-,

are only short-term costs for increases granted for the yearunder

study. While it was not possible for usto accurately an yze long-
.

term costs of these increases, one should remember, for example,

' that if the average teacher in a district continues to teach for ten

years after receiving an educational increase of $1,000 per year,

the long-term cost of this increase to the district is $10,000.

Below, we analyzeehe nature oftthe salary increase systems

it the three school districts in more detail.

41,
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An4lysis of Salary Increase Systems

Each of the three school districts awarded salary increases

to teachers for completing educational course work. Universities

and colleges in the three cities offered courses and degree pro-

grams for teachers that counted towards these salary increases. How-
.

ever, each district also had other important rapgements to encourage

teachers to completeseducational credits. Se side offqoied an exten-
.

. sive set, of in-district courses, workshops, and, eminars which counted ,doe

`towards salary increases. Riverview school District administered a

private endowment fund which gave $184,000 in tuition scholarships

for teachers to take university courses. Union School District of-

fered some professional growth courses, many'of which counted towards

salary increases. Also Union had agrelents with four nearby Uni-

versitfes through which the district earned tuition credits for its
A

'teachers by accepting student teachers from the universities. In

the yea studied, Union teachers used $287,000 in tuition c- redits.

Both the $184,000 on scholarships in Riverviel; and the $87,000 in

' tuition credits in Union were excluded from the cost analysis gf in-

cent1ves because they werenot part of the districts' expenditures.

They do, however, represent sizable Staff development incentives in

the complex system for encbtfraging salary increases.

Tables 25, 26, and 27 present the entire salary schedules

for the three districts. Each scheduld also indicates the number

(of'teachers at each longevity step and each educational attainment

level.
1 8

Both the structure of the salary schedules and the disKibutidn

of teachers on them were markedly different in'the three districts.

Looking first at differences in the structures of the scales, one

can see that Seaside's salary schedule had six levels of educational

attainment; Riverview's had four; and Union's had five (see Tablet`.,).

However, Seaside's schedule did not place grfat emphasis,on attain-
,

ing graduate degrees. A teacher could attain four of the six levels

in Seaside without getting a master's degree: Thus, through the ex-
. f

tensive set of in-district staff development activities, teachers

ti
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TABLE 25. Teachers' Salary Schedule

i

for the Seaside School District,

.10

..,

CLASS A

BACHELOR'S

DEGREE

CLASS B

BA PLUS

18 SEM. HOURS

CLASS C

.

BA PLUS

36 SEM. HOURS
OR MA

CLASS 0

BA PLUS
60 SEM. HOURS
OR 'BA PLUS

54 SEM. HOURS
'. WITH MA S

CLASS E

BA PLUS

72 SEM. HOURS

NTH MA

CLASS F

.

. BA PLUS
90 SEM. HOURS

WITH MA ,

STEP

1 '

2

3

.4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

. 13

14

15

Amount No. Amount No.

41

35

42

25

36

32

26

31

23

23

131

7

Amount No. Amount No: Amount No. Amount
,

No.

$ 9443

9821

10214

10622

11047

11489

11949

12427

.12924.

13440

21

25
15

14

'9

15

8

7

11

43

$k0057
1005
10827

11236

11661

'12103

12563

13041

13537.

14054

14591

$10671

,
11048

11441

11850
12275

12711

13177

13655

14151.

14668

15205

)5764

28

79

52

73

105
126

123

93

68.

71

62

4391

.

$11284
J1662

12055

12464

12889

13331

13791

14268

14765

15282

15819

16378,

16960

1

15.

12

31 .

55

74

91

71

72

82

56

56

816
\

.

$11898
12276

12669

130128

135ZI3

13944

14404

14882

15379

15895
16432

16992

17574

18178

1

1

3

W

6

20

17

17

14

26.

17

18

24

138

$12512
11.890

13283

13691
14116

14558

15018

15496

15993

16509
17047

17606

18187

18792

19420

1

,

1

3

7

19

31

,43

44

49
64

53

62

127

1299 ,

P9sitions (3.1%) 168

. _

(8.1%) 445 1 (24.1%) 1319 (26.17.) 1432 (5.77.) 310 (32.9%) 1803

10 0

104
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TABLE-26. Teachers' Salary Schedule
for the Riverview School District

Bachelor's Degree

STEP --n AMOUNT NO.

,250 25

2 9,750 393

3 10,250 119

4 10;750 110

5 11,250 '165

6 11,750 200

7 12,250 278

8 12,750 157

9 13,260.. 82

10 13,750 149 .

11 14,250 66

12 14,850 64

13 15,350 71

14 15,850 52

15 16,350 348

Total (61.2%) 2,279

Master's Degree

AMOUNT NO.

$ 10,250 1

10,750 33

11,250 31

11,750 27

12,250 93

12,750 81

13,250 75

13,750 83

14,250 47

14,850 69

.15,350 72

14,850 20

16,350 29

16,850 3

17,3510_ 72

(27.0%) 1,006

Master's Plus
30 sem. hrs,

AMOUNT NO.

$ 11,250 '0

11N7S0 7

12,250

12,750 6

13,250 9

13,750 22 .

14,250 10.

14,850, 4.

15,350 22

15,850 16

16,35i) 18

16,850 19

17,350 19,)

_17,850 25

18,350 219

(11.2%) 417

3

Ph.D. Degree

AMOUNT NO.

$ 12,250 0

12,750

.

13,250 0

13,750 0

14,250 1

14,850 1

15,350 1

15,850 2

16,350 0

16,850 0

17,350

17,850 1

18,350 1

18,850

19,350 11

(0.6%) 21
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TABLE 27. Teachep''Salary SChedule for
the.Union School District

STEP

Bachelor's
Degree

AMOUNT 110.

Bachelpres'Flus
15 setn. Hrs.

AMOUNT ; -NO.

Master's
Degree

AMOUNT NO.

Maser',g Plus
30 gem. Hrs.

AMOUNT 'NO.

'Ph.D.

Degree

AMOUNT

1 p10,418 140 $10,720 37 $11,554 17 $11,772 2 $12,5.33

2 10,835 82 11,147 ,28 12,012 11 12,252 1 13,033

3 11,272 80 11,59_5 40 12,491 13 12:741 2 13,554

4 11,720 94 12,054 41 12,991 28 13,241 1 14,096

5 12,189, 108 12,543 52 13,512 40 13,773 7 14,658

6 12,679 137 13,043 70 14,054 70 14,325 6 15,242

7 13,179 126 13,564 72 4,616 105 14,898 10 15,856

8 13;71& 95 14,106 53 15,200. 67 15,502 7 16,492

9 14,262 108 14,669 46 15,804 116 .16,17 6 17,648

10 J4,825 78. 15,252 56 16,440 115 16,763 8 17,836

11 15,419 80 15,867 40 17,096 97 17,429 12 18,544

J2 16,044 47 16.,502 : 35 17,784 76 18;127 10 19,284

'13 16,679 58 17,158 45 18,492 66 18,857 14 20,065

14 17046,, 17,846 49 19,232 62 19,607 15 20,857

15'. 18,044 387 18,505 334 20,003 479 20,398 92 . 21,'701

Total (39.2%) 1,665 (23.5%) - 998 (32,1 %) 1,362. (4.7%) 200 (0.5%)
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TABLE 28 Salary Increase for Completing Educational Credits
Provided by the;Shree pistricts.fof all Eighth-Year Teacher

as.

SEASIDE

Steps Salary
(+ increase)
over B.A.*)

RIVERVIEW

Salary
(+ increase
over B.A.*)'

§teps

UNION'

B.A.

B.A. plus
-18 sem. hrs.

B.A. plus
36 sem. hrs.
or M.A.

B.A. plus
60 sem. hrs.
of M.A. plus
24 sent. hrs.

M.A. plus
42 sem. hrs.

M.A. plus
60 sem. hrs.

$12,427
($0)

$13,041
(*_$614)

$13,655
(f $1,228)

$14,268
(+ $1,841)

4,14, 882

(+11$2,455)

` $15, 496

(+ $3,069)

B.A.

M.A.

M.A. plus
30 sem. hrs.

Ph.D.

$12,750.

:($0)

$13,750
(f $1,000)

$14,850
(+ $2,100)

$15,850

(4- 3,100),

B.A.

B.A. plus
15 sem. hrs.

M.A. plus
30 sem. hrs.

Ph.D.

.

* Figure in parentheses for each step indicatew amount of additional
salary teachers who completed this step receive beyond the salary
they would receive if they were in the initial B.A. step.

89- I 0-'

Salary
(+.111crease)
over B.A.*)

$12,555\
($0)

$12,917
(+ $362)

$13,919 ,

(+ $1,364)

$14,196
(f $1,641)

$15,102'
(+ $2,547)
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16.

could earn semester hour credits and attain Class D on the scale

without-taking university courses. In addiCion, the top level of

Seaside's schedule dird not require obtaining a Ph.D. as jn the other

two district%

In cOntrast'to Seaside, both Riverview and Union had structures

-teacher's salary. The steps in Riverview increased $1,000-1,100

(roughly 10% of a beginning teacher's salary). Union, however;

awarded greater increases for completin degrees than for reaching

intermediate steps. For example, ,the i reases between the steps

that strongly emphasized graduat- e degrees. As Table-28 indicates,

Union had only two stepson its scale that did not require anothedegree,

while Riverview had only one.

The amounts of salary.increaSes for particular sttps were also

quite different across the three districts. The steps (or classes)

in Seaside increased by a fixed%mount: $614 or 6.5% of a beginning

for an eighth-yearlteacher in Union were:

$362 additional-for 15 semester hours beyond a B.A. degree 11.

$1,007 additional for an M.A. degree

$277 additional for 30 semester hours beyond an M.A. degree .

$906.additionad for a Ph.D. degree

"AP

Table 28 highlights the difference in tF salary schedules

of the three disfficts bl4Showing the bas'ic steps in the schedule

and amount of money'paid to a typical eighth -year teacher. Several

important differences should be noted. Because Seaside had only

two steps that required an M.A. degree, the typical eighth-year

teacher could have obtained an additional $1,841 by taking courses,

I

without completing an M.A. However, in Union the same teacher

would have received only $362 and in Riverview nothing at all.

Similarly, a Se'aside teacher with an M.A. who took additional

courses could obtain $3,06 9 above the B.A. salary without completing

a doctorate. However, in Riverview and Union the same teacher

would have received substantially less ($2,100 and $1,641 respec-

tively). In our view, the structure of this Seaside incentive

system was a majoereason that Seaside had a higher percentage

90
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of teachers increasing theix salaries by completing educational

credits and consequently spent-four times as much on these increases

as the other two districes.

The distribution of teachers on these salary scales also dif-

fers significantly among the districts. In Seaside 32.9% of the

teach6rs had reached the highest step for educational increases,

while in kiverview.and Union only a small percentage of teachers

had moved into the two highest steps, (11.8% in Riveryliew and 5.2%

in Union). Seaside's salary schedule and arrangements for in-dis--

trict Staff development appear to have acted as a strong incentive

for teachers to move all the-way up the salary scale. And for the

nearly one-third who had reached the highest level, the system does not
19

continue to be any,incentive. Also, as teachers stay longer in

the system, the long-term costs of ed tional increases paid in

the past will grow significantly.

In Riverview a majority of the teacher# had not received

master's degrees (61.2%).. While a salary increase of $1,000 a yelp-

would seem to be a substantial incentive, it apparently was not.

Through sampling the personnel cards of 1,000 teachers in the dis-

trict, we found that two-thirds of the teaCherhad never completed

an educational salary increase step (although many had taken courses).

They had remained at the same level at which they had entered the

p, system. For-the majority of Riverview's teachers, including those

who may be most In need of staff development, the educational salary

increase system provided little incentive for involvement.

OP The distrtb teachers on the salary scale in Union is

in Riverview. The two distiicts had coM-toughly similar to

' . parable percentageS' of teachers' who had obtained M.A. degrees

27.0% in Riverview versus 32.1% in Union).

Summary

It appears from these data that Seaside and Riverview chose

to rely on one of the Iour monetary incentives in their arrange-

ments for staff development, but financial retrenchmint in Union
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had generally restticted use of any monetary incentives.

Seaside's numerous in-district alternatives to university course

',work and a salary scale that de-emphasized graduate degrees was a

greater inducement to participation than the emphasis on university

courses and the degree-oriented schedules of Riverview and Union.

Riverview emphasized the use of stipends as a monetary in-

centive, at least during the period of.school desegregation that we

studiedr It appeared that as a result, a strong norm was develop-

ing that teachers should be paid extra for participating in any

staff development experiences; voluntarism was on the decline.

Riverview mayshave Problems carrying out staff development programs
0,

after federal desegregation funding ends, unless they allocate'Al-

creasingly tight district funds or Title,I funds to pay teachers

for staff developMent participation.ok

Union was ngt making extensive use of-any monetary incentive

for staff development. Severe financial crisis had made heavy use

of such incentives impossible.
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SECTION 7. .ANALYSIS OF MAJOR STAFF DEVELOPMENT
EXPENDITURES, AND THEIR FUNDING SOURCES

Ten Major Ste,Development Expenditures

The preceding sections of this report.have described different
,

es of staff development activities and programs in the three

school districts and 'estimated the expenses associated with those

activities. In this Section we will summarize these expenditures

in ten categories. lilts analysisill highlight the major differences

in resource allocation among the three districts that have been dis-
.

cusskdin the previpes slpitiOns. This summary analysis is presented

in Table 29. The first four major expenditure categories presented

in Table 29 reflect the use of salaried work time for staff develop-

ment; have. determined thoel percentage of time within the regulari

work ytar that four groups of staff members spent in teacher staff

deielopment and calculated the cost of that part of their salaries.

The four groups of staff members are:

district staff (central and subdistrict office leaders
of staFf dev4topment)

schoqi administrators (principals:vice principals,
assistant principals, and deans)

teachers (classroom teachers assigned to school buildings)

it instruct 1 %ides (assigned to classrooms in schools)
00

There are six r categories of staff development expenditures

summaryed in Table 29:

consultant fees for developing and leading staff develop-
mentactivities

snbstitutecosts free teachers' time

teacher'stipend

sabbaticals

salary incre es for completing educational requirements

-93



TABLE 29. Total Stakf Development Costs for'the Three
School Districts by Major Cost Categories

District Staff
Salaries & Benefits

School Admilistrators
Salaries & Benefits

_Teachers
Salaries & Benefits

Instructional Aides
Salaries & Benefits

Consultant Fees

Subititute Costs

Teacher Stipends

dor Sabbaticals

Salary Increases

Other Direct Costs

Total Staff Development
Costs

. Seaside
School

District Percentage

Riverview

School

District Percentage

Union
School

District Percentage

$1,638,000 17.5% $1,505,000 ;32.7% $1,064,000 26.1%

484,000 113,000 2.5 193,000 4.7%

5,7g9,000 61.9% 1,492,000 32.4% 2,229,000 54.8%.

97,000 1.0% 43,100 0.9% 86,000 2.1%

158,000 1.7% 212,0')3 4.67: 48,000 1.2%

157,000 1.7% e 132,000 2.97 74,000 1.8%

27,000 0.37' 572,000 12.4%, 27,000 0.7%

85,000 0.9% 158,000 3.4% . 138,000 3.4%

870,000 9.30 205,000 4.4% 199,000 4.9%

52,000 Q.6% 175,000 3.87'.. 11,000 0.3%

$9,368,000 100.0% $4,607,000 ' 100.0% $4,069,000 100.0%
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Other direct costs (e.g., confererfce'fees, clues for member-
ship in professional organizations, publications and training
materials, workshop facilities rental, equipment, and postage)

Table 29 arranges the total staff development costs for the I
three school districts in these ten categories. Itwill be recalled

that Table 3 showed thpt the $9.3 million that Seaside spent on staff

development represented a much higher percentage of its current ex-

pense of education (5.72%) than Riverview's $4.6 million (3.76%) and

Union%s $4 million (3.28%). This large difference indicates that

Seaside's reputation for an emphasis on staff development was re-

a flected in the way the district spent its money.

The patterns of expenditure for staff development across the

three school districts (reflected in the percentages of staff

. development funds allocated to various expense categories in Table 29)

Also varied significantly. Seaside and Union spenthe most on

teachers' regular salaries and benefits (61.9% of the total in

Seaside and 54.8% of the total in Union). However, Riverview spent

only 32.4% of its staff development fyndson teacher salaries and
.

beneflts, while spending 32.7% of its funds on the district (central

office) staff who planned and led staff d$Crelopment activities.

For all three districts, the costs of teacher salaries and

benefits and district salaries and benefits were the two largest

single items. Beyod these two categories, there was no cost cate-

gory in Union that accounted for more than 5% of the total expendi-

ture. However, as discussed earlier, Seaside spent a substantial

amount (93%) on short-term salary increases and Riverview spent a

substantial amount on teacher stipends (12.4%).

Overall, Table 29 shows a striking difference in the pattern

of staff development resource allocation between Seaside and River-

view. Seaside allocated almost 75% of its staff development funds

to teachers (in support of salaried work time fok staff development,

salary increases, substitutes, sabbaticals, and stipends). In con-

.,
tract, Riverview allocated only 55% of its monies to teachers, while
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Union was in between with about 67%. And Riverview allocated 377. of

its funds to central office staff development leaders and consultants,

while Union allocated 2,7%, and Seaside 19%. (It should be noted,

however, that while Seaside has the lowest percentage of funds allo-

cated to these central office leaders and consultants,,the fact that

Seaside spent so much more money on staff development thatthe other

two districts still means that its expenditure for central office

categories was large,)

Funding Sources for Staff
Development icil)enditures

Table 30 indicateg how the total staff development costs in

the three districts were divided among the three funding sources:

gfneral,funds,'federal funds, and other funds. A sharp contra

between Seaside and Riverview is one (again apparent. While the ma-

jority"of the funds .for staff develoOpent in each district camewfrom

the generalyd, the proportions variedconsiderably. Almost 92%

of Seaside's staff development costs were paid by general fund monies,

with relatively little coming from federal and other funds. Union's
10

pattern is similar to Seaside's, but with a somewhat higher percent-

age from federal and other funds. However, in Riverview, a much

higher percentage of staff development costs were paid from federal
.

funds (37,7%) than in the other two districts: Also, Riverview drew

funds.

percentage of its staff development resources from other

fnds. and a substantially loner 4centage fi-om general funds, com-

pared with the other two districtlt. .

Having established the amounts an/ percentages of staff de-

velopment money coming 5i-om general, federal, and other funds, we

/
next asked how the use of these funds for staff development by each

school district compared withtheir overall use of these three funds

to support the district's educational program. We asked, for ex-

ample, whether Riverview's substantial use of federal funds fo sup-

port staff development was merely a reflection of the fact that the
. ,

whole educational program of Riverview was heavily supported by

federal funds.
Y .
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TABLE 30.

r

4

l
/

Total Staff Development Costs in the Three School Districts by Fund5 Source

.

, \

Seaside

Genera, Funds Federal Fund S' Other Funds Total

Staff Dev.
Costs Percent

Staff Dev.
Costs . Percent

Staff Dev.
Costa

.

Percent
Staff Dev.
Costs Percent

/

School $8,595,080 91.7 % $ '430,000 4.6%" $343,000 3.7% $9,368,000 100.0%
District

Riverview
.

School 2,567,000 55.7 -1,736,000 37.7 3p4,000 6.6 4,607,000 100.0
.bistrict

Union
School 3,459,000 85.0 414,000 10.2 196,0b0 4.8 ) 4,069,000 100:0
District

II.

. ,9

/

VI.

r

/
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The results of this analysisare presented in T4ble 31. In

reviewing the table, one can compare the - percentage ofilhestrict's

current expense of education drawn frorea particulaf funding source

with the percentage of staff development cysts draNniYrom that 'fund-

ing source. The most striking discrepancies ln these percentages con-
.

cern Riverview. While Riverview draws 83.8% of its current expense

of educati!on'from general funds, it draws only 55.7% of its total

staff development costs from the general fund. And while it draws

12.9% of its current expense'of education froM federal funds (some-
;

what higher that the other two districts), it draws 37.7% of its

total Ataff development cosisffrom federal fuhds. Thus, Riverview

does support its current expense of education from federal funds, to

a greater extent than the other two districts, but is relying even.

more heavily on federal funds for its staff'development program than

it is to support its overall educational program.

Tables 32-34 indicate how the ten categories' of staff

development &xpenditures were apportioned among the three funding

sources. Be'cause such a high percentage of Seaside's staff devLop-

ment money came from general funds, It is not surprising that Table 32

shows that the three largest staff development expenditureg in Seaside

(teachers, distiict staff, and salary increases) came largely from

general funds. These large expenditures reflect the emphasis that

Seaside placedupon school-based staff development) the emphasis on

staff development involvement by manycentral offige staff, and the

-nature of the salary' schedule.

The pattern in Riverview (Table 33) was quite different from Sea-

side. The largest staff development expenditure was still teachers' time

paid by general funds (27.8%--half that of Seaside); however, the second

largest expenditure was for federally funded district staff, indicat-

ing the pronounced involvement of federal program specialists in

staff development (particularly through Title I). The third largest

percentage in Riverview was for district staff paid from general

funds, followed Py federally funded teacher stipends (primarily from

desegregation funds).

The pattern in Union -(Table 14 ) was like t>at ofeSeaside. The

98
1 1 6

(



t.,

TABLE 31. Staff Development Costs in the Three Districts by Funding
Sources Compared with General District Reliance on Tbese Funding Sources

C

4

' seaside

General Funds Federal Funds Fw Other FundsAmount
Current

Expense
of Educ'n

Percent
Current
Expense
of Educ'n

Amount
Staff

Development
Cost

Percent
Staff

Dev't

Cost

Amount
Current
Expense
of Educ'n

Percent
Current
Expense
of Educ'n

Amount
Staff

Development
Cost

.Percent
Staff
Dev't

Cost

Amount
Current
,Expense

of Educ'n

Percent

Current
Expense
of Educ'n

Amount wit
Staff )

Development
Cost

Percent

Staff
Dev't
Cost

t

12
kal

School
District

$143,692,000 87.8% $8,595,000 91.4% $12;502 000 7.6% $ 430,000 4.6% $7,462,000 4.6% $343,00Q_ 3.7%

Riverview
School 102,613,000 83.8 2,567,000 55.7 15,749,000 12.9 1,736,000 37.7 4,067,000 3.3 304,000 6.6District

Union ,

.
School 115,918,000 93.5 3,459,000 85.0 t 3,710,000 3.0 414,000 10.2 4,315,000 3.5 196,000 4.8District k -

I
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TABLE 32. Total Stafi'Development-Costs.for the
Seaside School District by Funding Source
(In Thousands of Dollars)

District Staff ,

Salaries & BenefiEs

SChool Administrators
Salaries & Benefits

Teachers
Salaries'& Benefits

Instructional Aides
Salaries 6: Benefits

Consultant Fees

Substitute Costs

Teacher Stipendg

Sabbaticals

alary Increases

Other Direct Cost

Total Staff
.Development Costs

Percentage
of Total

General Staff Dev't
Funds Costs

Federal

Funds

$ 1,542 16.5% $ 53

484 5.2

5,451 58.2 232

0.0 49

43 24

75 0.8 41

- 0.0' 27

86 0.9

870 9.3

44 0.5 4

$ 8,595 % 91.'72 $ 410

Percentage,
of_ Total

Staff bev't
Costs

0.6%,

4.

0.0

2.5

0.54

0.3

0.4

0.3

0.0

0.0

0.1

c

4.0

(

Other
Funds

Pefcentage
of Total

Staff Dev't
Costs Total Percentage

$ 43 0-5%

0.0 '

$ 1,63

484

17.5%

5.2

116 1.2 5,799 61.9

48 0.5 97 1.0

91 1.0 158 1.7

41 0.4 157 1.7

0.0 27 0.3

0.0 86 0:9

0.0 870 9.3

4 0.1 52 0.6

$ 343 1.7% $ 9,368 100.0%
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TABLE 33. Total Staff' Development Colts for the
"Riverview School District by. Funding Source

II.

(In Thousands of Dollars)
,

Percentage Percentage l'rcentage
of Total ilpf Total of Total

I

General Staff Dev't Fede al Miff Dev't Other Staff Dev't,
District Staff ILLIdsu _Costs_ 'Funds Costs Funds Costs Total Percentage
Salaries & Benefits

School Admialltrators
Salaries C'tenefitb

46,

Teachers
Salaries & Benefits

Instructional Aldes
Salaries & Benefits

Consultant Fees

,

2 Substitute Costs

Teacher Stipends

abbaticals
J

Salary Indreases

Other Direct Costs

Total Staff
Devepyment Costs

113 2.5

1,279 27.8 213 4.6

$ 543 11.8% $ 794 17.2% $ 168 3.6%

0.0 0.0

7, 0.2 36 0.8 , 0.0

0.0 163 3.5 . 49 1.1

57 , .. ; '411.2 24y , 0.5 51 1.1
.,_ 0..

168 3.6 375 8.1 29 0.6

S '158 3.4 - .0,

' 0.0 0.0
.

205 0.0 0.0

37 0.8 131 2.8 7 0.2 P

$2,567 55.7% $ 1,736 37.7% $ 304 6.6%

0.0

$ 1,505 32.7%

113 2.5 f

1,492 32.4

43 0.9

212 4.6

132 2.9

572 12.4

, 158 3.4

205 4.4

175 3.8

$ 4,607 100.0%
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TABLE 34. Total
, the Union School

(In Thousands of

it*

Staff Development Costs for
District by Funding Source
Dollars)

fr
a.

District Staff
Salaries & Benefits

School Administrators
Salaries & Benefits

General
Fund%

Staff

Percentage
of Total

Dev't
Costs

$ 972

193

23.9%

4.7

Teachers
Salaries & Benefits 1,874 46.1

Instructional Aides
Salaries & Benefits

6 0.1

Consultant Fees 10 0.2
1-.

oN Substitute Costs 37 0.9

Teacher Stipends 19 0.5

Sabbiticals 138 3.4
..- .

Salary Increases 199 4.9

e--Other Direct Costs
i

11 0.3

Total Staff - e

Development Costs $ 3,459 85.0%

N

123

...

Federal
Funds

$ 66
1

411

270

13

34

30

1

e

e

$ 414*

i

),

Percentage
of Total

Staff Dev't
Costs

Other
Funds

Percentage
of Total

Staff Dev't

Costs Total Percentage

1.6% $ 26 0.6% $ 1,064. 26.1%

0.0 - 0.0w '1,93 4.7

6.6
. _.,

85 2.1 2,229' 54.8

,

0.3 - 67 1.6 86 2.1

1,

0.8 4 0.1 48 1.2

0.7 7 Ot2 74 . '- 1.8

0.0 7 0.2 /7 0.7

0.0 - 0.0 138 3.4

G.0 - 0.0 199 4.9

0.0 - 0.0 11 0.3

10.2% $ 196 4.8% $ 4,069 100.
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`largest item was teachers' time paid for from general funds. Second

was dibtrict staff paid from general funds, largely attributable to

the special desegregation effort of the staff de1elopment department.

A distant third was the expenditure for federally funded teachers.

p

4
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SEOCION 8. INTERPRETATION AND IMPLICATIONS
FOR POLICY AND RESEARCH

As we noted in Section 1, we are attempting in this study to

provide.an understanding of the pverali configuration and context

of staff development in big city school districts, given the fact

that existing research about staff development is quite limited.

From the school districts serving the 75 largest cities in the country,

we chose three that exhibited a high, moderate, and*low level of staff

development activity. In'the preceding sections, we have analyzed

and compared the nature and costs of staff development activity in

these three districts: Seaside, Riverview, and Union. Zn ccompany-

4ing tables, we have presented study data so that the read r can

fully judge our analysis and develop alternative interpretations.

In this section, we discuss patterns of staff development activi-

ty that, based on our analysis of the three cities, could be

expected in most large-city school districts. In discussing each
__.'

of'these patterns, we also point out some implications for policy

and for research.

In discussing ese patterns and their implications, we also

draw on our related res arch study entitled "The Politics of Staff

Development."
20

In this study, we visited three big-city school dis-

tricts to determine how members of various local interest groups who

influence 'school district expenditure s\, policies, and practices view

staff development's future in the light of major issues confronting

( their school districti. We interviewed school board members, school

district administrators, rep esentatives of teacher organizations,

and representatives of pare , citizen, and taxpayer groups in each
,

city. In this companion study, we oneie again studted Seaside, as

well as school districts that we called Elmwood and Summerville.

Below, then, we review a series of patterns in staff develop-

ment activity and their implications for policy and research, drawing
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primarily on the study presented in this report and secondarily on

the companion study. First, we discuss some general characteristics .

of staff development activity that have important policy and research

implications. Second, we discuss in turn some key issues concerning

the three components-of staff development on /bhich.our study was

focused: districtlwide staff development and its leaders, school-

initiated staff'development, and salary increases for staff develop-

ment participation. Third, we analyze the weak political position
Or ,/

of staff development and related prospects for substantial reform

of staff development in the near future.

Some Important Characteristics of
Staff Development Activity

Staff development is a much different dnimal than most people

believe it is. Delow,.we discuss some important findings about the

nature of staff development-that contradict conventional wisdom and

are thus important to consider in formulating research and policy.

The Importance of Using, a Functional
Definition of Staff Development ,

In Section 1, we argued that there were a Lmber of different

traditions of practice that clearly should be considered staff de-

velopment. We also 'argued that empirical reses.r.bouE staff develop-
.

ment should be based on a definition that is broad enough to include them

all. The wisdom of this decision was reinforced as we carried out the

study. We did indeed find a number of different traditions of staff

development' practice existing side-by-side. It would have been ex-

trembly misleading to identify "staff development" with any one of

these traditions of practice. It would also have been misleading to

accept whatever definition of staff development was in the mind of ,

the person being interviewed. (Many people, for example, equated

staff development, with the activities of a staff development office.)

The importance of employing a functional definition was dramatically

illustrated for us in Seaside, where we conducted numerous interviews

before anyone ever mentioned the unit that in fact was the largest
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single source of staff development activity:- the 4studept services

division.

Both policy analysis a4 research will be fundamentally

misguided if they.begin with an inappropriate definition of what

staff development is.

A Dispersed and Largely Invisible
Collection of Activities

We tracked down activities in the three school districts that

fit our definition of staff development and found a wide variety

of staff-development routines initiated by many different people

and departments. Most school district staff were unaware of the

extent of these activities for reasons discussed below.

There was limited coordination and communication among the

leaders of staff develo went, a situation stemming from several fac-

tors:
0

Staff development was often carried out as an Outgrowth
of other primary responsibilities, such as developing a
district-wide math curriculum or administering a school.

Individual staff development activities and programs
were frequently created in response to external mandates
and funding opportunities -- for example, bilingual educa-
tion, desegregation, special education, early childhood
education. Thus, the associated staff development activi-
ties were undertaken independently by the department
responsible for a particular aspect of the educational
program.

Political bargaining that is characteristic of large
organizations influenced the configuration of staff
development programs. When new staff development pro-
grams were proposed, the leadership, staffing, resources,
and organizational position and authority of the program
were often determined more by the political maneuvering of
district administrators than by an overall plan for staff
development in the district.

There was little supervision of 'staff development activi-
ties by those formally responsible for overseeing thet.
.District adginistrators trustEd their subordinates to
design and/Carry out staff development activities and
lacked a detailed understanding of this day-to-day staff
development work. Subordinates were given wide latitude
in how they actually filled the staff development aspects
of their roles.

1
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With the exception of the special, one year desegregation
team in the Union School District, there were few district
staff.members who were engaged in staff development full

40:
time. Most orf the staff development leaders in these dis-
.tricts spent less than 50% of their time in staff develop-
ment activities .f The part-time nature of involvement in
staff development further contributed to the limited
awareness of other staff development activities within
the district.

Since the school districts' administrators did not themselves

document the time that the teachers spent in staff' development, ad-

ministrators and staff development leaders were unaware of the ex-

tent of teacher involvement in staff development across each dis-
4

trict. Since much of the staff develop took place during

teachers''salaried work time, most staff members of the 'school dis-

trict did not consider this time to be a staff development cost.

In each school district, we found that significant district

resources were being devoted to the short-term and long-term cost

of salary increases for completing educational credits. However,

the rationale for having such a salary increase system, as well as

the specific nature of the_scale in an individual distriCt, was not

a subject on which most staff member's, reflected. These salary scales,

stabilized by tradition and by political bargaining, had become-part

of the institutional woodwork. They were considered by many to be a

fringe benefit for teachers, rather than a mechanism for encouraging

staff development.
P

Those who wish to study or to reform the dispersed and invisible

collection of activities that in fact fit a definition of staff develop-

ment should be aware that most school districts' eaff members do not

perceive those activities as having any common staff development function,

but rather see them as embedded in other activities.

The Substantial Cost of Staff Development Activity

The common conception of staff development in most school dis-

tricts is that it is a marginally supported activity. However, our

research has demonstrated that staff development involves substantial

costs both in people's time.and in money. When we totaled up the
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costs of Staff development, they were 50 to 60 times larger than the

cost estimates that most school district personnel gave us. The

amount actually spent on staff development, represents a yearly invest-

ment of $1,000 to $1,700 per teacher in the school districts studied.

Even in school districts with comparatively low expenditures for staff

development, the amount spent was still quite substantial.

Another important finding in the study was that there were

striking variations in the way that school districts spent their money

for staff development. For example, Seaside put much of its money into

providing support and incentives for teachers, while Riverview spent

less on teachers and muth more on supporting the central office leaders

of staff development. Such differences usually did not reflect a

conscious staff development policy, but rather were the result of the

ettempt.to cope with' problems that were not 'perceived primarily as

staff developtent problems. Clearly the differences observed have

resulted from a series of decisions made over time, but school dis-

trict staff, immersed in the routines of their districtse view these

patterns of expenditure as natural and inevitable.

Our findings ;bout the large number of school district staff

who are in fact doing staff development raises an important policy

consideration. Our own situp and those of others have spotlighted

the army of central office administrators, state department Staff,

and universit,,professors that has rapidly expanded in the past two

decades and whose responsibilities include the provision of staff

development eXperiences.
21

Have their efforts been productive?

We haven't discussed issues orquality of staff development experiences

in this report, but we heard many complaints on the subject. To the

extent that one isidissatisfied with the quality of staff development

experiences for teachers, one must logically ask .why the substantial.

resources presently devoted to staff development are not being trans-

lated into adequate experiences for teachers. One must also ask what

organizational structures and incentives could be used to improve the

way present resources are used or to insure that additional resources

will pot be deployed in the same unsatisfattoty ways.

For researchers, these same questions should be ofgreat in-

terest. Under what conditions do resources deployed for staff de-
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velopment result in satisfactdry experiences for teachers? Sub-

sequent research could also productively continue to explore the

nature of expenditures for staff development as we havedone in

this study. As we had hoped, cost analysis;, proved to be an ex-

tremely effective way to illuminate the actual practices and

priorities of a school district.

Shifting Sources of Financial
Support for Staff Development r'

Contrary to popular belief, we found that a high percentagg

of staff development costs in every school district came from local

rather than federal or state funds. However, we also observed

strong forces pushing school districts in the direction of a much

greater dependence on state and federal categorical funding for

their drain developme ctiviities. Riverview represents a district

that has already gone'some way in this direction. And when we

returned to SeasAle to study the politics of staff development after

Proposition 13 had been passed in California, we found that Seaside

was also becoming much more dependent on the state for staff develop-

ment funds.

In general, we found that when school districts experienced

severe financial cutbacks that forced large reductions in adminis-

trative staff, staff development programs were cut to the bone and -

central office administrators greatly reduced. Those staff develop-

ment programs that continued to have substantiarfunding, including

funds to pay for such items as substitute teachers, materials, and

travel, were supported by 'state and federal categorical funds.

The dangers of relying on these funding sources are obvious.

First, certain groups of teachers will be eligible for particular

staff development experiences, while others won't. Second, particu-

lar categorical programs may compete for teachers' time with little

regard for coordinated effort. Third, since funding for categorical

programs often ends after a few years (for example, funds to support

school desegregation), it Is difficult-to maintain continuity in

staff development from year to year.
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Of course, strong management and leadership within the

school district can provide some ways to meet these problems.

However, severe financial crisis and the press of external mandates

make it enormously difficult for school district leadership to

chart a considtent course in the area of staff development. The

school district leaders whom we interviewed in our studies of staff

development have increasingly come to define their jobs in terms of

responding to the issues of financial survival and external pressure.

We are not suggesting that response to external mandates is necessari-

ly an undesirable state of affairs; since our own work is focused

primarily on educational equity issues, we are pleased that these

issues are considered both school, district and staff development

priorities. However, a commitment to staff. development that is

focused on specific problems or mandates is much different from a

commitment to a general scheme for the improvement of instruction

The characteristics of staff development within categorical

programs and the impact of categorical funding on staff development

have not been widely analyzed. In view of t major importance of

this funding source, it seems important that these issues receive

attention.

Limits of Rational and PrescriRttte
Models of Staff Development

Much thinking in education has been dominated by a rational

model of organizational functioning what we referred to in

Section 1 as a systems management model. This model assumes that

school districts behave rationally, pursuing goals and, implementing

programs that are'prescribed by district leadership. One manifesta-

tion of this mind set is the literature-on staff development, which

tends to assume that elaborate reforms can be instituted that ignore

the organizational and political realities of school districts. Both

the research, cited in Section 1 and the research findings discussed

in this 'report indicate how far the functioning of school districts

deviates from the rational model. Thus, meaningful reforms in staff

development must take into account the inadequacies of rational and

prescriptive planning.
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For researchers, the gap between the rational ideal and

reality is, if anything, more difficult to measure in studying

staff development than in studying other aspects of educational

activity. Almost-no one will say in the abstract that staff de-

velopment is a bad thing; only if one ,looks at people's actions

and not their words is it clear that staff development is not a

very high priority for many. From both a_policyand a research
a

standpoint, it is essential to compare what people say with what

they do and with other objective evidence (such as cost data).

Usefulness of Organizational Patterns
and Political Bargaining Models

16
As discussed in Section 1, we believed, from our preliminary

investigation, that the organizational patterns and political bargain-

ing models of organizations would prove extremely useful in under-

standing the dynamics of staff development. Data gathered during

the study confirmed this assumptioQ. First, we did indeed find

that the complicated staff development activities in school districts

could be productively analyzed using the concept of "organizational

routines." Second, we found the concept of "discretion," which is

critical in the organizational patterns model, was repeatedly useful

in helping us understand the dispersed nature of staff development

activities. It helped us understand, for example, why supervisors

frequently did not understand the specific activities their sub-

ordinates were carrying out in the area of staff development. It

helped us understand why so much of the decision making about staff

development activities was lodged with middle level school district

OWadministrative staff, who operated with considerable, autonomy.

Third, the political bargaining model helped us understand

organizational behavior that would be inexplicable under a rational

model. For exampl , the fact that four different offices in River-

viewview retained conf icting and overlapping responsibilities for

various aspects of staff development is perfectly understandable

when it is viewed as a manifestation of the political bargaining

that has taken place during a period of repeated turnover in the
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top leadership of the school district. Similarly he political

\birgaining model helps us understand why two major staff development

programs that we investigated were subsequently eliminated, even

though their quality was widely ackhowledged as being excellent.

These programs simply did not have the necessary ba6cing to survive

the internal political struggles within their school districts.

One implication of our research, then, is that policy makers

should begin to act on a different mental image of school districts

than the one that has dominated their thinking in the past. When

they look at a school-district, they should see an organization.

that resists change because.it is constrained by existing bureau-

cratic routines, b ause staf members at every level have consider-

able discretion t,he way the actually carry out their responsi-

bilities day-to-da and be =use 'political bargaining among

organizational units within the school system and among interest

groups who are concerned about the functioning of the school

system are much more potent in ,the shaping of organizational life

than rational plans about the way things ought to be. Similarly,

resdirchers should make use of the organizational patterns and
6

political bargaining models as they seek to understand how staff

4( development programs actually function in school districts.

r Variations in Local Unditions Decisively
Influence the Mature of Staff Development

I

Since the web of activities that constitutes' staff deve14-

ment in a given district is shaped by a great number of organiza-

tional characteristics, political influences within the district, ,

and external mandates and funding opportunities, one must be cau-
o

tlous of broad generalizations about the character of staff develop-

men and its future. The strength of a teachers' association, the

leadership of a superintendent committed to differentiated staff-

ing, the presence of a large university, an aggressive state super-

intendent of schools, a court desegregation order, a mayor seeking

re-election--these are the varying influences that create important

opportunities and constraints for staff development. Both policy

makers and researchers concerned about staff development should

4
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I

strive to understand these local characteristics and should be aau-

tioua about accepting statements concerning national trends and

patterns, which artefreqtently prescriptions for what someone wants

-"to happen rather than accurate descriptions of what,is actually

happening.

Below, we disAisstsome issues arising in three important

components of staff development activity that we focused on in

the study: district-wide staff dev lopment and its leaders, school-
,

initiated staff development, and lary increases for staff develop-

ment.

Three Important domponents
ofp4aff, Development Activity

District-Wide 'staff Development and Its.Leaders

One reality of staff development activity that researchers

and policy makers should address is that middle -level administrati*

staff within school districts dominate decisions about staff de-
/

velopment ancontinue Le-te a limited range of t.

tic method in providing staff development to tea

ItWe entified five different appro'aches to decisionntaking
. ,

.

about staff development activities in the schpol districts studied:

Individual specialist and administrative priorities: act-
- ing with substantial autonomy,. individaArspecialistsand
4 administrators decide on staff development priorities.

q There is little coordination among them.

District-wide priorities: the school *trict defines an
overall priority, or orities and gives osle Individual
or department clear authority to carry out 'the priority,
orchestrating the work of a number of other departments.
For example, the training. conducted in Union as part of
court - ordered school desegregation was organized in this
way.

Individual teacher priorities, teachers choose from among

A variety of coUrses and other individual experiences the
ones that best fit their perceived needs. They may have

a'role.in developing the available activities or they
may be asked to choose from activities already developed.
Frequently the philoSophy behind this approach is that
the teacher shouXd be an autonomous professional. 'For

example, the mathematics teacher center in Seaside was
organized around, this philosophy.
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School priorities. The school staff, working as
a unit or in smaller subgroups, defines school priorities
for staff improvement and participates in group and in-
dividual learning experiencAs and school improvement pro-
jects in the light of these priorities. For example, the
magnet school programs in Riverview emphasize such school-
based activity.

School-community priorities. The school staff works collab7
oratively with students and parentsto define school pri-
oritiesand the staff works by itseLf and in cooperation
with parenti and students in carrying outerelated learning
experiences and school improvement projects. For example,
the state-funded Early Childhood Education program.in
Seaside was based on,this approach.'

We found that all these approaches existed to some extent

in each of the school districts that weigtudied. However, we

found that by and large major decision making about the shape of

staff development was carried out primarily by individual school

district specialists and administrators including central office,

department directcers, coordinators, curriculum specialists, and

supervisors. These individuals made decisions and took initiative

concerning staff development largely on their own. There was usually

little coordination-and communication among these leaders of staff

development efforts. There were no clear system-wide expectations

about Ole nature of staff development that gave it a unity of direc-

motion. Such a method of operating was neither clearly centralized

to respond to district-wide priorities, nor was it clearly decentral-

ized to respond to schCsol or school-community concerns. Although

there was frequently considerable talk about responding to the

needs of individual teachers, school staffs, and communities, these

groups in fact had a fairly limited role in shaping staf develop-

.ment activities.

Further, the most common format for these staff development

activities initiated by middle-level administrators and specialiSts

was a formal course or workshop. Many we interviewed had not thought

much about alternatives to this format. They had an adminis ative

job--defining the -math curriculum for the school district, for ex-
.

ampleand their job required that they instruct their subordinates
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(the teachers) in the proper way to carry out the prans they had

developed. Perceiving themselves as managers, they adopted a di-

dactic approach to staff development that reinforced their role as

experts and people in charge. Other middle-level administrators

espoused more teacher involvement in planning staff development ex-
.

periences or more active formats for them, but they had not taken

steps to see these desired changes implemented.

Any significant change in staff development will be constrained

by the continuing domination of decision making about these experi-

ences by middle -lev/l managers and by the continued use of a tradi-
OW

tional didactic approach to carryinlg them out. A task of parti-

cular interest for staff developme1 t research would be to identify

the conditions under which alternatives to these dominant patterns

of behavior are carried out in practice.

School-Initiated Staff Development Activities

Our research documents wide variations in the level of

school-initiated staff development activities and suggests factors )

that account for these variations.

In Riverview, there was a virtual absence of school-level

staf! development. In Seaside, however, the range of activity in

the schools sampled was from 2.42% to 18.31% of teacher salaried,

work time.

The fiist factor controlling the 'level of school-initiated

activity is the extent to which the school district either en-

courages or discobrages such activity. A school district can en-
,

courage school-level activity, for example, by building support

for school-level activity into central office roles and byreleasing

children early on a regular basis so that time can be set aside

for school-level inservice experiences. A school district can

also discourage school-level activity by.placing a heavy emphasis

on staff development activities controlled at the district

level. If the school district does encourage school-level activity,

then the next critical factor affecting whether it will take place

is the initiative of the school principal. A principal
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strongly committed to staff development initiated at the school

building level can find many ways to pull together staff time and

resources to carry out such experiences.

An attractive aspect of such school-based activity, espe-

cially given the financial constraints under which school districts

are operating, is th'at such staff development activity can largely

be carried out during teachers' regular salaried work time,and
*

thus

not constitute an additional cost to the school district. The

amount of additional staff development time that can be gleaned

frOpi the regular workday by committed teachers and administrators

is clearly demonstrated our study. Through early dismissal

policies, the creative uii0of teacher preparation periods and

staff meetings, and concerted efforts to build a spirit of collabora-

tion among the members of a particular school staff, greatly heightened

participation in staff development has been achieved in individual

sctools without, dramatic cost increases. If the staff development

aspect of central office administrative roles is emphasized and these

administrators are trained to'support school-based stafedevelopment,

and if In addition school building administratort are trained to make

Maximum use'of non-instructional salaried, work time, it appears that

the resources for staff development can be increased substantially

without adding to the schocil district budget.
-. . .

An a .ternative to the use of salafled work time fot teacher

participation ireoitaff development is to pay teachers stipends for

attending these experiences. This pract,ice has been introduced
. 4
through federal, stat nd categorical programs and also has been

511encouraged py teacher 1 ociation demands that extra pay should ac-

company extra work.; From the standpoint Of .teacher involvement

in staff developmett4, this practice appears to present sopie clear

dangers fot the fUtere. As in -Riverview, paying some teaches.for
,

. participatie in staff development undercuts a norm of. voluntaricm

and leads people to expect extra pay for any participation in staff
6

development activities. However, the possibility of paying staff

members for such participation from local funds in a period of

41.
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declining resources becomes increasingly remote. Even la the use

of state and federal categorical .funds, districts are-being forced

to cut out such stipend payments in favor of paying basic program

salaries. Thus, the use of stipends for paying teachers during a

limited period of time when stipend money is available may leave

the.districts with no capacity to pay teachers extra when the.),

have come to expect extrarpay for participating in'staff development.

In addition, the quality of the commitment obtained through paying

stipends may not lead to any improvements in teacher or program

quality. For example, the Rand change agent study indicated that

payment to 'teachers for staff development was negatively correlated

with implementatioh of new programs.
22

<Our research suggests then -the need for further analysis of

the factors that encourage or constrain school -bas 'd staff develop-
,

ment, the possibilities lor carrying out staff deve upment during

teachers' salaried work time, and the impact of using stipends as

an incentive for_teacher participation in staff development.

Salary Increases for Staff
Development Participation

As noted earlier, school district staff seldom reflect%-h the

nature and impact of salary increase systems that are tied to the

completion of educational credits. However, the short-term and the

long-term costs of these systems indicate that they merit careful

scrutiny. Our interviews suggested that no one is particularly'

satisfied with the quality of these systems. They are viewed by

many teachers as a painful means to obtain additional pay -- as a

fringe.begefit. Yet, because theybare central to teacher contracts,

any change in them is viewed with great suspicion by teacher associa-

\tions. Thus, one issue facing policy makers concerned about improvin

staff development is whether such systems can be changed in ways hat

will improve the quality of staff development and are political)

feasible.

Another reason that these systems merit re-examination is

that our research indicates that they do not act as an effective
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incentive for"many teachers even to be physically present in staff

development activities. As the composition of a district's staff moves

closer to the top of the educational increase scale (as is the case

in Seaside), there will be a growing number of teachers for whom

these educational increases constitute no incentive fo participate

in staff developmpt. And .even in a district like Riverview, which
e - 4

employs many teachers who have a clear financial incentive to com-

plete additional course work, we found that two-thirds of the teach-

ers had never obtained academic credit beyond the level they had

attained when they were originally hired.

Further, as teachers femain in the same school district for

longer and longer periods of time, the long-term cost of particular

education-related increases will mushroom. For example, if a teacher

pleting a master's degree is paid an additional $1,000 per year,

fp the long-term cost of the degree will grow by that Amount for every

year the teacher remains with the school disOfrictij

Another reason for Scrutinizing the structure of salaiy

crease systems is that they vary substantially among school dia-

tricts, although school district staff do not appear to be generally

aware of the implications of these variations., It appears parti-'

cularly important to understand, for example, why the salary increase

system in Seaside causes 17% of Seaside teachers to gain salary in-

creases in a particular year while the corresponding figures for

Riverview and Union are only 5% and 6%.

Limited Support for Substantial
Changes in Staff Development

Declining enrollment and financial austerity halite meant that

improvements in the schools must result from changes in the practices

of presently employed.-teachers, and this situation has fostered

heightened interest in staff development.%Ironically, the same

factors that have helped. create,this interest in staff delelopment

constrain the possibility that staff development practices will

change substantially.

When educatorst schoql board members, and active parents
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and citizens concerned about the schools are asked what they

think about,staff development, they consistently affirm its

importance in general terms. However, a variety of evidence

makes us conclude that there is little support for substantial

changes in the present configuration of staff development in

a period-Of declining resources.

Lack of Commitment from Top Leadership

Decisive movement in any new direction, especially

period of declining resources, would require that staff develop-

ment be a priority forthe superintendents of schools, or other

top-line administrators in school districts. We found few

instances in which these administrators described staff develop-

ment as'a top priority or were actively trying to make changes

in staff development. In almost every school di.s.,,trict, we

were told by those who supportedosome significant change in

staff development that was little evidence of a commitment

from school district leadership to invest resources and take

risks to change staff development practices. Mostly, adminis-

trators are preoccupied with holding the line and responding

to crises.

One indicator of limited high-level administrative commitment

to staff development is the level of.support accorded to offices ;

of staff development. In five of the six districts we examined,

these offices were positioned well down in the administrative'

hierarchy. They were operating with minimum staffs of two or

three professionals. The staffs of four of these offices had

been cut within the last few years. In contrast to the five

minimally staffed ofices, the sixth office of staff development

was specifically set up to prepare teachers for court-ordered

desegregation. Its director reported directly to the superin-

tendent of schools and directed a substantial staff. By all

accounts Nthe office did an imaginative and effective job during

the first year of desegregation. When, the court-mandated period

for staff training ended, this office of, staff development was

abolished.
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Lack of Support from Other Interest Groups

Among teachers, school board. members, and-parent_and citizen

groups, we found many people who were willing to fight for desegre-

gation, bilingual education, alternative schools, teacher power,

and tax limitation. We foundl4most no one who expressed similar

strong sentiments about defending the existing staff development

activities or pressing in new directions, except for directors

of staff development. Only a- few.of the people interviewed cited

a general need for staff developmeht as one of the pressing issues

that their school district had to confront in the.next feW years.

Staff Development Is a Subsidiary .Concern

When people discussed the need for staff development or a

particular plan for carrying out staff development, it was almost

always subsidiary to a more general concern. If administrators

or school board members were committed to desegregation or special

education or boosting basic skills, they saw a need for staff

development in these specific areas. If teacher association

representatives espoused increased teacher power, effective staff

development was defined as an enterprise controlled by teachers.

It was almost always possible to predict a persoWs analysis of
I

staff development from their analysis of the priority issues facing

the school district.

Further, a clear theme running through our interviews is that

priorities for staff development should be shaped by specific external

mandates'for,special education, bilingual education, desegregation,

minimum competency, and the like. Even people who objected to the

existence of these mandates emph4sized staff development priorities

responsive to them.

Lack of Incentive for Staff Development Leaders to Change

Earlier we described the ways-in which middle-level.admin-

istrators employing traditional didactic formats for staff develop-

ment constrain possibilities for subsrantial'change.
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Weak Incentives for Widespread Teacher Participation

When olie examines.theyarious incentives being used to

induce teachers to both participate in staff development and in-

corporate new ideas into heir teaching, there is none that holds .

'much immed4ate hope for inducing widespread teacher commitment, )

particularly among those teachers who are most in need of retraining.

Compulsory staff development sessions planned by central

office staff are one of the major irritants in the professional

life of teachers: Whenever'teachers. organizationsohave sufficient

power, as we found in our companion study of Elmwood, it seems -

predictable that they will attempt to outlaw such sessions.'` Even

where teachers are compelled to attend them, there is widespread

evidence that teachers do mot incorporate the practices advocated

In these sessions into their regular teaching.

Using extra pay as an incentive for attendance has similar

results. As discussed earlier, At can induce attendance but not

serious involvement or subsequent changes in behaviosi. Further,

the expectation of extra pay undercuts voluntarism, while declining

school district resources severely limit the school district's

ability to provide extra pay.

Another financial incentive analyzed earlier is university

or school district credit that leads to a salary increase. For

some this is another incentive to participate without commitment

to try new practices or without support from others for doing so.

For many others, it does not even induce attendance, for reasons

discussed earlier.

Some staff development reformers, including those in the

teacher center movement, argue that only voluntary incentives

built on a philosophy of teacher professionalism and autonomy

will engage teachers in meaningful staff development. However,

the evidence concerning attendance at teacher centers and the

effectiveness of school-based teacher advisories' indicates that

(
they only teach a inority of teachers,. frequently those who are

already most pred sposed to change. 23
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-
Finally, some emphasize the importance of changed group

/

norms in a rejuvenated school or school-community setting as the

key to fostering meaningful staff development. Perhaps the most

impressive evidence for the, effectiveness of this approach comes :

from those inner-city schools that have been "turned around" by a

charismatic principal.
24

However, it does not seem likely that

the skills to carry out such interventions will be widely avail-
. ti

able in public schools in the near future.

In short, this study., as well as other research, high-

lights the drawbacks of coercion, extra pay, course credits, indivi-

dual voluntarism, and changed group norms as effective incentives

-for increasing teacher commitment to staff development in the near

future.

An Emphasis on Control as a Central Issue

No group admits to being in control of staff development.

Central office staff feel hemmed in by external mandates and the

constraints of teache1r contracts. Teacher organizations frequently

see staff development dominated by insensitive central office staff.

School board members and parents don't see themselves having any

substantial ability to shape the realities of staff development.

Central office administrators and teacher associations have

particularly divergent perceptions related to the control issue.

Central office staff p'erceive the instructional support they provide

as extremely helpful to teachers and emphasize the need for their

expert perspective in shaping the nature of staff development.

Teacher association representatives view these central

office administrators as overpaid and largely ineffective --

robbing the classroom teacher of badly needed resources.

Teachers feel overwhelmed by new responsibilities without ef-

fective aid in learning how to meet them. Teachers argue

that the only meaningful bailie for staff development is to

treat teachers as professionals and give them control over
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their own staff development activities. However, in praptical

bargaining, teachers mix an emphasis on professionalism (teachers

should have, the right to shape their own staff development experi-

ences, like doctors) with an emphasis on trade unionism (teachers

should not do the extra work of staff development without getting

extra pay)) In part,teachers are working to escape the arbitrary.,

,boring experiences of centrally controlled staff development, rather

than moving toward a new configuration for staff development.

Thus, the disagreement over staff development (in addition to

being a disagreement about educational philosophy) is also a dis-

agreement over jobs money be spent for central office staff

or for teachers?)and working conditions'(what can a teacher be

compelled to do?) These are issues that quite naturally arise in

a large organization and are intensified in a period of declining

resources. They will be shaped by teacher contract negotiations

and by school district finance decisions in which little thought

is given to a new long-term direction for staff development.

Implications of Limited Support for Substantial Change
1

Our research suggests rather bleak prospects for substan- .../"--

tial change in staff development practices. Some may feel that

this conclusion is Overly pessimistic. One can at least agree,

however, that the political and bureaucratic constraints on staff

development that we have identifieddeserve careful study. Research

about the politics of staff development has been particularly

neglected. Of particular interest for those who are committed

to improving staff d v pment would be the analysive..of situations

in which these constr ints have been overdtme and wilesprised

participation in staff development apptars to be a reality.
i

Some Short-Term Prospects

Given the characteristics of the preSent situation described

above, the near-term future financial support of staff developmeht

seems generally predictable. It seems unlikely that any new directions
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in staff development will be carried.out widely in practice. Staff,

development will continue to function within the constraints of

larger forces, such as overall fiscal problems and legal mandates.

Staff development activities initiated by both'staff development

specialists and by,other central office staff will be generally

reduced as districts make budget' cuts in response to declining

' revenues. Staff development will neither be protected from these

cuts nor out disproportionately. In general, cuts in central office

staff that affect staff development will not be perceived as cuts in

staff development. Local funds ior substitutes, teacher stipends,

travel, and other direct costs associated With staff development will

be cut severely, as part of a general predisposition to cut direct

costs before eliminating staff.

There will besome exceptions to these patterns of reduction'.

Many categorical government programs that focus on staff development

or mandate a staff development component will probably. be sustained

at present levels, with funding for both staff and direct expenses.

Staff development focused_on specific issues where the school diArict

is under strong external mandates or where a well-organized external

interest group acts to protect a program that benefits them will

frequently escape reductions.

The future of staff development initiated at the_building

level does not appear as clear, although it seems unlikely that

there will be any widespread substantial change in the nature of

this building-level activity. As discussed earlier, we found

that the extent of building-level activity is to a large extent

dependent on the degree to which it is encouraged by the school

district leadership and when such encouragement exists, on the

initiative of the building principal. One would expect that reduc-

tions ffi teaching staff, school-based administrators, and loose

resources from the district might temper the efforts of this

minority who emphasize school -based activity. However, we did find

in Union School District a modeit increase in school-based activity

after a severe cutback,in district-level activity. This activity was
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aided by a history of small neighborhood schools with close faculty
_

ties. In addition, there is some movement nationally toward ,site-

based management of schools, as in the School Improvement Program

in California "Jed some other states. Overall,then, we would expect

no dramatic changes in school-based activity across the country, but rather

modest increases or decreases in this type of activity in response

to local conditions.

The last major tYpelof staff development activity we identified

is course work for university or school district credit that leads

to salary increases. Money for these salary increases is perceived

as part of the basic wage and benefit package that teachers have

'won from the,school district through hard bargaini1g and, often,

strikes. Reductions in the money available for these salary increases

are perceived as wage cuts. Seaside teachers conducted their first

strike when the school board negotiators proposed such changes. Thus

it seem's unlikely, except in school districts where teacher associa-

tions are extremely weak politically, that these salary increaser

will be reduced. We speculated earlier that it may be possible for

interest'groups in some school districts tp rearrange the salary

increase system so that it was more functional for promoting staff

teveloptlent without threatening basic economic interests.

In addibion to awarding salary increases, some districts have

also paid part or all of teachers' tuitio7 to take the required

courses; they have generally begun to cut back on this expense:

Also, in school districts that have initiated extensive in-district

programs for credit, cutbacks in central office staff reduce the

pool of people who have geqerally taught these courses. Ln some

-, local situations where universities are searching for ways to

offset declining preservice enrollment, university faculty may

collaborate with the school district-to provide increased inservice

opportunities.,"

Given the secondary status of staff development in

the hierarchy of school district priorities, it seems likely that

any substantial, changes in staff development in particular local

situations will depend upon larger changes. As we observed in the

125147



study, a widespread desegregation program or a movement towards

site-based management can provide an opportunity for staff dvelop-
.

,mant to be changed or expanded because staff development changes

are drawing from the energy associated with other programmatic

changes. Thus, from both thf research and the policy standpoint, it

seems important to analyze ways that staff development can be effec-

tively changed when larger -scale shifts in local school district

oidganization and practical occur.

Q.

p
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REVIEWER: 'Df. Larry Cuban, Superintendent of Schools, Arlington, Virginia

Is the document clear and to'the pointI'am imprpssed with the

clarity and directness in the writing. The au ors have done a decent

job of saying what they are going to say, doing it and. then summarizing

what they have said.

Does the document capture the experience of staff development in

large urban school systems? I believe that it does. For, two years I

directed the Office orStaff Development for the Washington, D. C. public

schools and the description of organizational routines, lack of reflection

b4 staff members on inservice, little coordination, and much bargaining

rang true from 'my experiences:

-- Is the conceptual framework useful for analyzing staff development

in urban school systems? Yes. The broad definition of staff development

harnessed to a sharp focus upon activities that are intentionally designed

to promote improved performance is practical yet, in my experience, it is

not a definition or focus that is embraced by most school administrators,

a point that the writers concede. Nonetheless, it is a most useful

definition.' The framework permits a plausible calculation of explicit,

and hidden costs for staff development in a school district. In addition

to its reasonableness i4e_sia.tinition and cost calculation, the fgamework

permits linkages between rhetoric of staff developrilent and quantifiable

indicators of investment, i.e., are' the dollars where the words ate?

The conceptual approach in aria s al ould be used'easily

for administrators who wish to align closely rhetoric with invespnerkts

and provide improved coordination. In other words, the writers have pre--

sented school planners and superintendents, it theyare so inclined, a

marvelous tool to assess their staff development program and make changes.

I only wish I had this in 100:

Do the interpretations and policy implications flow logically

from the ahalysis? Yes. The issues raised by the authors come naturally

fromthe data displayed earlier in the report. Conclusion's drawn about

4

130

1 "



st

the weakness and ineffectiveness of various incentives to attract

teachers seem merited by the evidence presented, particularly the

data on salary schedules and how they are perceived by teachers. This

squares with my experience in three different school districts.

The one topic discussed that I believe was weakly presented and

had less punch than the other data was the attempted explanation for

the problems of staff development in the three urban districts. The t.

authors did a splendid job of detailing the extent and nature of staff '4

development through analyzing costs. This was the task they assigned

to themselves and, in my judgment, did it well. But when they turned to

explaining why the school districts behaved the way they did -- not part

of their task -- they latched on to a set of organizational explanations

to make sense of what they observed. I happen to be quite partial to

organizational explanations and their use of Dick Elmore's typology is

an especially appealing one.

The problem I have is that the authors state what the models of

explanation are (pp . 10-13), include organizational charts and occasional

references to routines, political bargaining and the like.. But there are

no extended deessrrfiptiotas, no cage studies of these processes at work.

Then, in the last section (pp.111-113) 'they simply assert that "data

gathered during the study confirmed this'assumption," that is, organiza-

tional models of explanation proved "extremely useful in understanding

the dynamics of staff'development."

While pa /tial to this view .of the world, the basis for it is

lapking in the study. k In effect, the authors answered the basic question
r

of what is happening in staff development in the three school systems

quite well. But when they tried to answer the question of why what they

observed occurred an excellent *question to ask butone beyond the task

the authors set for themselves -- they make assertions unsupported by

facts. If they have sufficiant data in their field notes to document

the statements the' make about large urb school districts producing

staff development configurations because of'log-rolling, bargaining and

standarleoperating procedures (this is cru ely stated but the point should

41. be clear) I would encourage them.to do a follow-up study. That would
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piove worthwhile, I'believe, although I am unfamiliar with t *e recent

,literature of staff deVelopment.

Moore and Hyde have produced a thoughtful, useful analysis of

staff development cottS in three urban school systems. They have pro-

vided local policy makers and analysts with conceptual tools to plan

and assess inaervice programs, provided, of course, that school leaders

are interested in doing so -- a problem that the authors rightfully

identify as crucial. Except for the one reservation noted above I be-

lieve,that this is a most useful study.

4
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REVIEWER: Phillip C. Schlechty, Professor and Associate Dean for
Field Services, The School of Education, University of
North Carolina, Chapel Hill

t V
This report, which is intended to present an analysis of staff

de;ielopment programs and an analysis of 'the costs of staff development

programs in three urban school 4istricts is, in the main, an excellent

piece of scholarship. The data upon which the analysis is based are

primarily financial, data derived from estimates of the a unt of time and

resource school systems expend on various types of staff evelopment

activity. It is apparent, however, that behind this report there is a wide

range of additional data'as well, e.g.; data regarding the politics of
..,

schools and the way decisions are made regarding staff development. These

data, however, are less well presented than are the data regarding finances:

This is unizrtunate, for some of the mast provocative 1naights provided by

the authors have, to do with issues of power, authority and control in staff

development. Finances and time estimates help onl to understand Ebw power,

authority and control are distributed. Such data even gyve some indications

regarding motives and goals. Yet, financial data are not adequate to support

the kinds of interpretation's and conclusions the authors present. The

authors seem aware of this, forwhen they seek to explain the significance of

their study for policy they turn to another study they conducted entitled

The Politics of Staff Development for supplemental support. I wish they had

not divided their work so much (The Politics of Staff Development is yet to

be published).

AO
Probably 'the mostIsignificant con bution this study makes to the

literature of staff development is the p pective it suggests. As Moore

and Hyde note, thinking about staff development'has been-dominated by atten-

tion on individuals and a consequent tendency to overlook the organizational

aspects of staff development. Their study clearly demonstrates that an orpni-

iationalperspective can provide. many useful insights. However, the reader

who seeks advice on how to conduct workshops, or even descriptions of how work-
.

shops are conducted, will find this study disappointing. in the other hand,

the reader who wants to understand something of the financial, social and

political forces that shape the way staff development operates and the way it

is received will find the study most useful.
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I do have one major quarrel with the authors. The fact that the

authors knew someone would have this quarrel with them is easily documented

(see page 15) for they anticipate and try to offset the objections I am

about to raise. For me, At least, their justifications do not suffice.

Put as directly as.possible, the Moore and Hyde studj, proceeds on the

basis of a fundamental conceptual error, and that error is embedded in the '

researchers definition of staff development. Their definitiOn is as

follows:

any school district activity that is intended partly
or primarily to prepare paid staff members for improved
performance in present ormaossible future roles in the
school district.

In itself, the definition is not all that bad (one might add maintain

as well as improve and drop possible future roles as a .part of the definition)

but the way the word intended becomes operationalized in the study creates

major difficulties. In effect, the authors use the term intended as a synonym

for opportunity or potential. For example, they.routinely include salaiy

increments for continuingfeducation credit as a staff developme//t cost. If

such salary increments are intended to encourage participation in improvement

oriented activity, they may be costs of staff development. The question is,

whose intentions are to to be taken into account ?, Clearly, if ie is the inten-

tions of teachers, Moore and Hyde's data suggests that many teacArs pursue

credit strictly because they see it as a'means of getting a "fringe benefit."

Whether school boards intend salary increments to be a means of improvement

is equally questionable. It is just as likely that some school boards use con-

tinuing education credit as a means of rewarding the compliant as it is that

they use it to improve the relatively incompetent (and improvement implies

relative incompetence). The intent, therefore, may be discipline and control,

not improvement. The fact is that neither More and Hyde nor anyone else can

know what people intend unless intentions aperinquiricd into and even then one

cannot be sure. Motives are 'slippery and difficult to get a hold on.

The reader may think this is simply a semantic quarrel. However, Moore

and Hyde's definition has critical policy implications. First, given their

definition they discdver that when the staff development costs were totaled

they were 50 to 60 times larger than the costs estimates that most school

district personnel gave us." (p.108)

ao.
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Any school board members who read and believed this statement could,

certainly feel justified in cutting the staff development budget in his/her "

school if for no other reason than the professionals have so much resource

available they cannot keep track of it now -- or so it could be argued.

Given the view that Moore and Hyde have regarding the financial future of

staff delippment (see Section 8), staff development is already in serious

financial trouble. The kind of analysis Moore and Hyde present will not

help.

Second, and perhaps more important, howevei-, is t'he fact that if Moore

and Hyde had approached their analysis more frpm a discrepancy framework

(e.g., staff development opportunities vs. staff development intentions) they

might have helped practitioners understand that, even with financial retrench-

ment, there are many untapped resources in schools that could be used for

staff development purposes. What is required_is that these resources are

recognized and schools become organized to take advantage of.them.

In spite of these criticisms, the=report presented by Moore and Hyde

is impressive. It moves the level of scholarship bearing on staff develop-

ment to a, plane where one-can quarrel over substance rather than ideology,

over ideas rather than feelings and over facts rather than personal preference.

This is a major contribution to a field that has had too much polemic and too

little serious study.

A
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REVIEWER: Carol Richman, Trustee of the Citizens Edwtation Center
Northwest, SeatCle,'Washington and member of the Citizens
Budget Advisory Committee, Seattle Public Schools

In reading this report, I attempted to review it against seven criteria:

1.

2.

Is the topic relevant?
Does the report say something new?

3. Is the research useful?
4. Is the material presented well?
5. Is the research defensible?
6. Are the findings applicable to ether school districts'
7. Are there follow-up steps?

1. Is the topic relevant? If describing public schools generally, and

urban schools specifically, as in a state of crisis is too extreme, there can

be no doubt that there is much criticism "and' legitimate concern. One of the

more, destructive effects of declining enrollment coupled with contracting re-

sources has been the loss of infusion of new staff, not just to introduce new

. ideas but also to meet otherwi-Se unmet needs. The performance of staff is

always crucial to the educational process, but becomes increasingly vital when

we must rely on existing resources to meet changing needs. While staff becomes

more static, student needs are increasingly varied. Therefore, the issue of

how to improve performance, or make better use of existing resources, is of

major importance. Staff development, which obviously has not been dealt with

very systematically,or purposefully ih the past, may be one of the most produc-

tive activities for doing so.

2. Does the report say something new? The data developed on both the un-

structured nature of staff development and the cost is a major contribution,

given the lack of methodical analysis of the past. People who have been

concerned about staff development would surely have noted the fragmentation and

disorder in their districts, but a systematic study to make the point may be

invaluable. Also, pinpointing costs should prompt school boards, and administra-

tors to have a clearer perspective on one aspect of their operation, and help

citizens to see where the money goes that is not in the classroom.

3. Is the research useful? Pointing out the haphazard and uncoordinated

nature of inservice should be a stimulus to reform.' The repott should encourage
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concerned decision makers to improve the planning and management of inservice.

Perhaps evitmore valuable, however, are the tools provided for 'administration

or community people to analyze their own inservice activities, The definitions

and categorization of kinds of inservice provide, for those interested in.

analyzing and improving what they have, a good starting-off point. The copies

of the quiptionnaires and other survey forms are a further aid.

Finally, of inestimable value, particularly for citizens, but also for

conscientious budget staff, is the cost accounting system for breaking down

indirect as well as direct costs. Having some way of identifying where and

how resources are being used given the usual complexity of school district

budgets -- is a necessary first step in being able to manage resources effec-

tively.

4. Is the material presented well? The clear and simple writing style

is a pleasure to read in contrast to the jargon-laden or unnecessarily com-

plex materials so frequently produced by social researchers. It is easy to

follow, even though the task of following thorough research in its detail is

an onerous one. The tables are readily comprehensible. The report is objec-

tive in that it lets the conclusions flow from the documented results of the

investigation.

5. Is the research defensible? Certainly the report attempts to deal

with some intangibles, so there may be gray area such as on what is in-

service and what amounts of time can be charge to inservice. Howeyer, any

challenges to-absolute accuracy would be ,irrelevant because of the over-

whelming evidence to the fact that large blocks of time and dollars are

spent and that there are-;not internal coordinating or ?monitoring-systems.

Since the field of education'is so full of intangibles, in order for

us to be able to move towards desired changes, quantification-must be under-

taken. The methodology in the report has been well designed and executed.

6. Are the findings applicable to other school districts? A comparable

internal study would be beneficial to any school district that has not per-

formed its own analysis. This
t

would be particularly important in urban

districts or other districts experiencing changing demands, changing
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popula/ions, declining enrollment, and contracting funds. Analysis of the

Seattle schoOl district would corroborate the findings of the report: that

in inservice there is littpt coordinition:and overall planning and no

knowledge of overall costs.

The method of cost accounting .used is essential to get control of re-

source disposition and is usable in other areas of district activity besides

inservice. For example, several areas of instructional support -- such as

curriculum, or student services -- could be analyzed in the same way. 7

Thfs may be an aside, but one of the negative fallouts of declining

enrollment is the disastrous-affect of incremental contraction o?5adminigtra-

tive and support activities. When a district is growing, expansion is in

fairly clear response to need. When it ipntracts, it is much more likely to

be affected by internal politics and status quo- oriented instincts and forces.

In short, contraction is likely to follow a disorderly and irrational pattern,

with the objective outsider unable to understand why there is to much of one
.

thing and so little of another. The organizational andsupport structure

could be completely dut,of kilter with the needs of the district. A method

of breaking down functilns into cost and time, to be measured against needs,

may be not only applicable, but may also be an important vehicle to reform
A'

and revitalization.

.7. Are there follow-up steps? The report should be Summarized for

wide distribution, to call the attention of, both educators and the public to

the high cost and absence of system in representative school districts.

The total research should be used as a take-off point for further

investigation into the effectiveness of inservice training in its various

forms.

Comments: As indicated above, there ism ch more analysis and dis-
o

cussion of inservice needed. .-There is a need to develop outcome measures

to relate the cost'and time to results. Although there was some mention
.

. of teaching methods, much mare is required. The say in which most inseryice

is presented invites a challenge on professional grounds in that the

principles of good teaching which have been accepted are rarely applied

in group-paced lecture situations, without criterion reference or other

tests, such as increased effectiveness IM the classroom in return for
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stipends or salary increases. An interesting question arising from the

potential for a more rational and directed inservice policy would be the

savings and other benefits that wopld be derived by differentiating among

teachers -- identifying those who_need a particular form of inservice and

tho4e who don't. And what sort of a reward system would e devised if in-

.service were more directly focused on teacher need (indi dualization) than

provided indiscriminately?

Summary: The report on inservice is well done and extremely useful

as it,is. It is particularly relevant in this period of contracting resources

and widespread doubt of the public schools' effectiveness. The following points

can be emphasized:

1. It is important to focus attention on inservice
training as a variable or change agent in public
school systems.

2. The observations regarding lack of system and
non-directedness call for management rqview.

3. The calculation of the costs'of inservice should
inspire more serious attention to how those re-
sources are being used.

4. The cost accounting system developed in the study
could be adapted'for use in other districts and in
other educational activities.

5. Follow-up should be:

a. TO summarize the findings for wider dissemination.,
b. To develop a spin-off handbook on cost accounting.
c. To pursue the important questions following from

a descriptive analysis to outcome measures.
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REVIEWER: Dr. Steven A.J4lodarczyk, lIcesident of the Board of Trustees,
National Staff Development Council, and Coordinator of Staff
Development, School District U-46, Elgin, Illinois

Sections 1 and 2. In the first two sections of the handbook, the

authors introduce the rationale behind their investigation and present a

summary of several reviews of research on staff development. They state

that the handbook is to be used for "staff members." The admission of

the authors that they were "unable to assess the quality of specific

staff development experiences" is a* honest statement that sets the tone

for the remainder of the document. Their assumption 1.8 that identifying

patterns of expenditures is a "telling"-way to understand the real priori-

ties of an organization. Consequently their aim.is to help provide an

understanding of the overall configuration and context of staff development

that will allow focused evaluations of specific staff development efforts

to be conducted more fruitfully. The handbook:

1. offers a pragmatic definition of staff development;

2. conducts a descriptive study of staff development
expenditures in three urban school districts;

3. presents the study as art initial step toward under-
standing the overall configuration and context of
staff development to stimulate further research;

4. attempts to identify patterns of expenditures in the
area of staff development.

The authors discovered very quickly that they needed to adapt their

projective techniques to each of the complex organizational patterns of

each of the three urban school districts. They acknowledge that a

variety of 4taff development activities take place within school organi-

zations which are not exclusive to classroom teachers. The classroom

teacher is the largest common unit within school districts across the

United States, no matter what the central office administrative structure.

Although this was not stated in the idboolt, I suspect this-was why

teacher staff development progranis were analyzed.

Sections 3 and 4 of the handbook describe the three school dis-

tricts involved in the study with detailed information relative to each

of the districts.
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Section 4 66ncentrates on the organizational structures and the

ontribution of the central office staffs of each of the three districts

to staff development.

'

.......,,Section 5. In the beginning of'Section 5, fOurcategories

teacher me in,staff development are distinguished in order to "fixX

the cost of teacher participation. 'Section 3 reveals'Ilht-elementary.

teachers in the three urban districts seem to spend more time in staff.

4

development activities compared to secondary teachers. Section 5 also

Aillustrates that those-districts i which teachers arf involved in

federally funded programs tend to spend a hIgher pe-rcentage of their

time in staff development activities compar o those who ar e not in-

volved in programs of that type. Out oflTre 1 number of hours that
'r

the teachers spent in the area of staff developn 2, over 90% of these

hours were while they were being paid by the school district in which
,

they were employed. Less than 10% of the staff develoirment activities

were engaged in on non-salaried time.

In Section 6, the incentives used by the three districts to en-
....

courage teachers to participate in staff development are reviewed. The

data focuses on dbnetary and excludes other,creative incentives. From

the evidence presented in Section.6 it is implied that once staff

become-accustomed to receiving stipends as an incentive to participate

in staff development activities, their expectatiOn to receive stipends

before participaoting in other staff development activities is at a

higher level, than those who have not received stipends.

4 4
Section 7 of the handbook sets forth the patterns of expenditure

for staff development in each of the three urban districts. It makes

1' some comparisons across the districts as to where each of the districts

spend their staff development Monies.

vit

Section 8 summarizes the study. In a review of this-nature,

Section 8 could serve as a document in and of itself. Based on the data
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presented pieviously, this portion of the handbook brings together

some of the questions raised, as.well as some of the questions that

the authors inject as a result ,of theillexperiences in the three

districts. This is the most tantalizing portion of the handbook.

This section'raises pertinent research questions.

.cSectill 8 beg s by reviewing the purpose of the handbook. The

readers are remirlit o the importance of an accurate aeffnition of staff

development before any ttempt to analyze staff development. One question

is regarding the staff velopment experiences for teachers. They say,

"One must logically ask w y the substantial resources presently devoted to

staff development are not\being translated into adequate experiences for

teachers." The literature on staff development indicates that teachers

tend to view staff developilent
4'
activities which relate directly to their

classroom as more important lian information about a variety of topics.

Perhaps one reason that staff evelopment activities for teachers'are not

being translated into adequate periences for teachers, as the authors

imply, is that the experiences do not meet this criteria. Practitioners

know the best received and "adequate-experiences" for teachers are ones

which they plan for themselves.,

In Section 8, staff development is portrayed as being viewed by

the three districts as a rather insignificant component of their total

educational pro--ar. Theauthors suggest several reasons to account for

the limited support for staff development activities. The handbook

implies that staff development is not immune from extinction within a

school district. It is as vulnerable as any other type of externally

federally funded program. By the authors' own admissions, they caution

chat their implications may seem overly pessimistic. Indeed theyedo.

An,astute user of the -handbook should recognize the importance of imagi-

, native and creative response's to their conclusions.

/
At the onset, thwauthors,k,ntended that the purpose of the harid.

book was to study and analyze the costs of three districts' staff

development expenditures. To this end, they have done an admirable job.
A

The pervasiveness of staff development in every aspect of a teachers'
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school year may surgiise many. The strength of the document lies in

the identification of real school districts an1their development of a'
.

dialogue about staff development. The handbook does not attempt to

determine accost effeitiency ratio for the staff development activities

that were examined and uncovered.

While reflecti g on the possible "next steps" for rising the

document, it wou1 he remature to indicate how it would be used best.

-The Important focus should be on its use and its easy translation.

How it's used best is, as always, a function of the purpose of'the user.

The handbook is'a praCtical model for school personnel to use
.

for the examination of their staff development expenditurg. The authors

propose that urban school districts could benefit from the handbook.

However, it is in, this reviewer's opinion that the expandable and flexi-
,

ble format of the handbook suggests that school districts whose student

populations are-as low -as 251000 students, intermediate agencies who

serve several school districts, and state departments of education may

also find the handbook useful." The handbook did not attempt to'analyze

the relationship of noncertific d personnel staff development costs

with the cost of teacher activities. This is one area which, in a total

study of staff development expenditures, needs to be remembered by prac-

titioners.

V
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RESPONSE TO REVIEWERS COMMENTS: Donald R. Moore and Arthur A. Hyde
Designs for Change,

We are extremely pleased that reviewers with varied roles in

education (superintendent of schools, teacher trainer, active parent,

and director of staff development) have found our analysis of staff

development programs and their costs both' accurate and useful.

Our aim in this project was to provide a more realistic basis

both for subsequent research concerning staff development and for

efforts to improve staff development practice. Both research and

reform will benefit from understanding staff development in the eon-
.

text of the organizational, political, and economic realities that

we have mapped out in th4ts research.

Fof researchers, the study suggests numerous intriguing questions.

For example, we have documented the fragmented nature of most staff

development activity, but we have also noted some instances in which

staff development activities were being carried out in a coherent

fashion that appeared to be changing teaching practices for the better.

Subsequent research, for instance, should analyze the conditipns under

,...which such coherent staff develqpment occurs.

For those working to improve staff development, we also believe

that the study provides a realistic starting point, an accurate map

of the territory that will allow reformers to take more effective

action.74'4A school board member or parent leader who wants to see

reading scores go up should ask educators to sort out all of the ways

that teachers are being "helped" to become better reading teachers,

. to identify the strengths and weaknesses of the fragmented assortment

of staff development activities that will likely be uncovered, and to

bring some coherence to these efforts. School principals who want to

become educational leaders in their schools should take stock oftthe
woo

'varied staff development activities that enhance or constrain the

possibility that teachers can improve their performance. School

superintendents who wish tp make budget cuts in such a way that use-

/f staff development activities will be retained should similarly
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begin with an accurate understanding of the varied and frequently

hidden staff development activities now being. carried out.

We are gratified by Dr. Cuban's comment that "the writers h

presented school planners and superintendents, if they are so inclined,

a marvelous tool to assess their staff development programs and make

changes." As noted earlier, we have prepared a handbook that describes

exactly how concerned administrators, teacher organizations, or parent
I

organizations can carry out such an analysis.

Finally, we wish to respond to two'iSsues raised by reviewers.

First, two reviewers felt that, on some points, our interpretation of

results (as opposed to the results themselves) was riot justified

sufficiently. Since results and the analysis of results are clearly

separated in the text, readers can decide for themselves whether this

$ criticism is appropriate. Readers interested in related research about

the process of school reform that presents additional analysis bearing

on our interpretation of results and on the explanatory models we have

found useful in interpreting results can obtain relevant research re-
22

ports from Designs for Chang.

Second, Dr. Schlecty questions the usefulness of our basic defini-

tion of staff development, which counts as a staff development activity

"any school district activity that is intended partly or primarily to

prepare paid staff members for improved performance in present or

possible future roles in the school district"'mphasis added). He

argues that it is difficult to inquire into the personal intent of

individuals who establish or carry out various school district activi-

ties alleged to..contribute to improved staff performance. We agree

that it is extremely difficult to determine personal intent; however

personal intent was not the focus Of the research. In identifi(ing

staff development activities, we were concerned with determining formal

intentions, as embodied in school board resolutions, administrative

plans, budgets, job descriptions, etc. These,statements of organiza-

tional, as oppdsed to personal, intent, are key links in the effort to

translate school district resources into appropriate programs and

services that benefit children. In a period of scarcity and of declining
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confidence in the ability of the schools to improve themselves, the

'4 effort to weigh the formal intent of school district activities against

the realities of day-to-day praCtice seems both appropriati and essential.

Weighing the stated intentions of various staff development activies

against the realities of their day-to-day implementation is at the heart

of the analytical.method that we have used and that we recommend to

others.
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Foundation, f thcoming).
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(Chicago: Designs for Change, forthcoming); and Designs for Change,
"Classification-Related Practices of Two School Districts," a research
project funded by The Ford Foundation, 1980.
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