~y

v

DOCUMENT EESOME
ED 211 629 : . - OC €21.51¢

AOUTHOR Moore, Donald R.; Hyde, Arthul A.
TITLE . Making Sense of Staff Development: An Analysis of
‘ " Staff Development Erograms and Their Ccsts in Thrgg
‘ . Urban Schol Eistricts. - : ‘
INSTITOTION Designs for Change, Chicago, Ill.
SPCNS AGENCY Ford Foundaticn, New York, N.Y.: Natisonal Inst. of
N ’ Education (ED), Washirngton, D.C.: * ~

»

PUE DATE Apr 81 . ‘ '

CONTRACT NIE-P=-81-0027. |

GRANT NIE-G=79-0070 \ -

NOTE 168p.: Some.tables may be marginally lecible due to
small size tyre.

EDES PRICE MFO01/PCO7 Plus Postage. '
DESCRIFTORS > Elementary 5eccndary Education: *Exrenditures:
~ - -*Inservice Teacher Education: *Organizational
: ’ Climdte: *Program Ccsts School Districts; *cstaff
Development; UOrban Schools ’
., R

.

ABSTRACT
. To increase understarding of teacher staff
developmen* in the United States, a research study c¢f staff
develcpment programs and their asstaiated costs was undertaken in
*hree large urbar schcol dis¥ricts. These districts were selected as
having, respectively, high, medium and low apparent levels cf staff
development activity."Th udy was designed primarily to - ccnstruct a
method for analyzing sta velopment programs in cther scltcol
districts with a focus off anizational routines and related costs.
Data were collected throug nterviews with school district fpersonnel
and throqgﬁ\examinatidn of pertirert documents. From the information -
collected, descriptions, anal es, and comparisons cf tike thige
school districts were made in Yerms of: numbers of teachers and
purils: educatior expenditures and funding Sources: Ggrgenizational
structure; 'staff development activities at central cffice, district,
.and’'schcol levels: teacher participation in staff develcpaent; and
staff developnment expenditures. Analysis showed that patterns of
actual staff development activity and resoutfce allocaticn
cofitradicted conyentional ideas of how stf develofment is -
copducted. A majbr conclusion was t?at the weak political pcsition of
staff development and the orgarizational dydamics of schocl districts
make unlikely any substantial reforsms of actual staff develcpment
practices in the near future. (Authcr/MJl)

AY

-

l

'R}
4

**i********t*****ﬁ*******************t**********’**t***t***ttt**#***t**
* Feproductions supplied by .EDRS are the best that can be made *

* ‘ - from the original document. ' N *
*t******t**t**********t*ﬁt***********?********#*4*****ii*t*i*i******#**

~




-

R US DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
N NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION
’ . EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
N N CENTER (ERIC
o\ . ‘X: document has (b:;n) reproduced as
N ’ . ) ‘ :,;T,::n::' the person of organzaton
\o Minor changes have been made 16 improve
H reproduction quality
'_L_‘ b ' . * Ponts of view o opinions sta stateg in o this docu
, . ment do not necessanty represent othicsal NJE
N B ! v . & position or pokcy
(e ' .
L) .
!
f
' . *
‘ /7 MAKING SENSE OF STAFF DEVELOPMENT:
AN ANALYSIS OF STAFF DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS T
AND THEIR COSTS IN THREE URBAN SCHOOL DISTRICTS .
I
A .
L
Donald R. Moore . -
. N Arthur A. Hyde ) ‘ (‘ B N
N
\ -
: Designs for Change '
220 South Stdte Street
Chicago, Illinois
April 1981 '
#
- ’
, 2
This report and related analyses were prepared pursuant to grant number
NIE-G-79-0070 and contract number NIE-P-81-0027 of the National Institute
of Education. The research on which the report is based was supported by
The Ford Foundation. The views expressed are those of the authors and do
pot necessarily reflect the views of either the National .Institute of .
Education or The Ford Foundation. !
. . o
A
~ A 4 ¢
- v
.4 {5 N / /




A NOTE OF THANKS

L]
. ' ) -
We greatly appreciate the cooperation and dssistance we received

frg;_a{eff mémbers of-the school districts who helped in this study.

They were uniformly candid ae? céopere}ive Ind many peeple volunteered 1

additional information and -assistance. We e pecially appreciate the

support {and advice provided by Marjorie Martus of The Ford Foundation

who proposed the original idea for this study and helped us immeasurably

in carrying-it out. We are grateful te Virginia Koehler and Joseph Yo g

of the National Institut} of Educati_bn for supporting the development i

this report, = a 1
We gratef acknowledge the contributions to“the research and the

repQqrt made by s_for Change staff’members and gonsultants. RoberﬁJ * )

Shirley design itial cost agflysis teéchniques. Data collection

in the theee sc igstricts was performed primérily‘by Kathy Blair, . 4

Lynﬁ Gregery,\and Naﬁcy Hardison, Lynne Miller assisted in the review

of litereturé on sfaff<develepment. The report was edited by Mary O' Connell

dhd produced by Kathy Blair, Florence Holmes, Sylvia Smith, and Carol Taylor.
Naturally the analysie and éoeelusions presented are the resﬁonsibtlity

of the auéhors, and.they do not necessa{ily reflect the views of the National

Institute of Education 6} The Ford Foyndation. ' .

Arthur A. Hyde e
Donald R, Moore




@

TABLE OF CONTENTS

ABSTRACT ¢
SECTION 1. STUDY RATIONALE 6 t ’
Defining Staff Development 6
Research and Evdluation of Staff Development 9
Four Models of Educational Syatems Employed
in the Study 10 : -
TE?LCOStS of Staff Development Merit Careful
alysis 13
SECTION 2. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 14
Design Considerations "14 ",
. » Site Selection 18- : )
Conducting the Studies in the Three School
Districts 19 . .
. ‘SECTION 3, OVERVIEW OF SCHOOL DISTRICT CHARACTERISTICS AND N
oy EXPENDITURES 27 '
7-‘ N 6 N .
', General Description of the Three School Districts 27
Staff Development Costs 32 ¢
. Organization, of Findings in the Report .32
’/// SECTION 4. ORGANIZATIONAL STRUETURE OF THE THREE DISTRICTS
AND STAFF DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS CONDUCTED BY
CENTRAL OFFICE STAFF 34 \

-

7.
I
SECTION 5.

)

Organizational Structure and Dispersed Staff
Development Prbgrams 34 !

Staff Development Activities of Central Office
Staffs 38 !
Comparing Extent of Staff Development Conducted

by the Central -0ffice Staff 571
General Patterns of . Staff Development Activities
Conducted by Central Office Staff 53

. TEACHER PARTLCIPATION IN SCHOOL BASED AND DISTRICT-
WIDE STAFF DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES 5.
]
Four Types of Teacher Time 56
School-Level Staff Development Activitfes 57
Estimating.Teacher Participation in Staff
" Development Activities 5
Comparing the Extent of TeacHer Participation in-
Staff Development 73

Patterns of Teacher ParticipatiOn in School-Based
v8. District-Wide Activities 79




SECTION 6.

SECTION'7.

-“*

SECTIQN 8.

INCENTIV5§ FOR TEACHERS TO PARTICIPATE IN
STAFF DEVELOPMENT 8l '

Four Monetary Incentives 81

Analysis of Salary Increase Systems 85
Summary 91° ,
ANALYSIS OF P&JOR STAFF DEVELOPMENT EXPENDITURES
AND THEIR FUNDING SOE}CES 93
Tép Major Staff Development Expenditures 93
Funding Sources for Staff Development Expenditures

INTERPRETATION AND IMPLICATIONS FOR POLICY AND
RESEARCH 104

Some Important Characteristics of Staff
Development Activity 105

Three Importakt Components of Staff Development
Activity 113

Limited Support for Substantial Changes in Staff
Development 118 .

Some Short-Term Prospects

-~

123
NOTES 127

REVIEWS OF MAKING SENSE OF STAFF DEVELOPMENT
COMMISSIONED BY THE NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION

96

129

1




.
~

This' research study analyzes'teacher staff development programs and
their costs in three large urban school dist¥icts. Activities of the school
districts studied were clasgified 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 l'regular" budget. -

!

The school districts studied were selected through a survey of school
districts 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
gevelopment 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 thede realities and was intended to
suggest directions for gubsequent research and for pol‘y analys‘ls

. ,

The study revealed patterns of staff development activity and resource
"allocation that contradicted conventional wisdom about how staff development
. 1s conducted. 1In all three districts, the actual costs>“of slaff development
were fifty times more than most school district staffs estimated. These
significant costs resulted partly from the '"hidden cost'" o€ teacher and
administrator time for staff development activity -- time that was seen by

school disfrict staff.as part of the school dfstrict'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 departménts. 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 placed demands of timé and energy on the same teachers. In general,
offices designated to coordinate staff developmen played a minor role in this-.
swirl of activity.

Staff development activities in eagh district had accumulated over time,
. often in response to othet 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 ‘copscious policy, although,marked differences in practice were
apparent across the three districts. .One major difference wae.thz}extent 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.
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Another marked difference was in the use of foyr monetary incentives
for teachers to participate in staff development: substitute release.timg,
stipends, sabbaticals:, and salary increases for completing educational
courses and workshops. One district relied heavily on salary increases for
educational coursework. Anothet relied heavily on stipends Lo encourage
teacher participations In particular schools, a high leyel of participation
in staff development occurred during salaried work time. The report analyzes
the reasohs for and implications of various”’monetary schemes to. support staff
development. 5 P

L After reviewing patterns identified in the three schoal districfs, the
report discusses resulting research 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 practipe‘rnlikely in ‘the near future.

4




)

SECTION 1. STUDY RATIONALE

Under the sponsorship of The Ford Foundation, Designs for Cnange
carried out this research study of ;taff development programs And their
associated co;ts in three large urban school districts.

In reviewing relevant research literature and in conducting pilot
fielduotk{ we ;eachen several key conclusions’gbout the deé%gn‘oﬁ,;he

’

stydy: ‘ .

& i
There are several distinct traditions of staff dévelopment.

-

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 concerni?lg
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 agd 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 organizationd{ models of the educational system can help
us understand the dynamics that shape staff development activi-
ty: the systéms management model, the organization development
model, the organizational patterns model, and the conflict and
bargaining model. We have drawn from each of these four mpdels
in designing this study and interpreting the data.

Analyzing the costs of staff development is an' effective way gd
understand its actual configuration. Further, staff development
costs are a critical policy issue, given the finhajfcial constraints
that school districts now experience. Thus, we have developed
methods for analyzing the-costs of staff dgvelo?ment activities.

‘ . -
Defining’gtaff Development

-

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

Various traditions of staff development

education') have varied markedly.
. . L,
practice genérate distinct types of inservice activities, which often exist

side-by-side in a scheol &istrict. We have identified six such traditions

-

of practice, describped briefly below.

-
-




Six Traditions of Practice

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

have carried eut teacher education programs. University faculty members
have traditionally concentrated on presefQice teacher education programs,
while offerinébéraduate courses to experlenced school teachers. Recently,
‘ universities have placed greater emphasis on working with -experienced ‘
teachers, often moving the site‘of inservice experiences from the univer—
sity to the school district. 'prever, the characteristics of university
course work have been largely areserved despiFe'these changes‘in'location.

2. School:District Inservice. While school district inservice

varies considerably among school districts, it has traditionally consisted
of workshops offere&“on certain ?peciﬁied days each year, as prescribed by
either the state or the school district. More recently,lsome,school dis- °
tricts have also established inservice courses and dorkshops for teachers
that are modeled on inservice education courses offered by colleges' and
univers&ties. _
Usually school district curriculum specialist} (sometimes usfng out-
side consultants) plan and conduct these inservice sessions for teachers. -
These sessions(are'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 intraduction of new curricu- .

la.
Little attention in the literature on staff development has been paid
1
school district inservice prdgrams. -

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

teachers by prircipals, curriculum speciallsts,Japd the like provides an
opportunity ﬁpr staff develogpent Dominant theory abouc/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 ooservation of individual teachers in the
classroom departmental meetings in individual schools or across schools,

7

and formal workshops.

4. Mandated Changes. This relatively recent traditiorf concentrates™

on the implementation of educational changes mandated by courts, state

]

\




governments, or the federal government. Such staff-developmentnexperiences
are frequently related to enhancing equal educational opportunity for racial
minoxities, "ethnic minorities, low-income children handicapped children,

or females. Human relations trainin% as part of school desegregation and
training in the development of individual educational plans for handicapped
children are examples of this tradition of staff development practice,

' This type of staff development nwst 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 of%ice of bilingual education). T )

Although this form of staff development has increased rapidly, little 4
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 edugation in elementary
schools. They have attempted to apply the same philosophy to teacher staff
development that they espouse for student learning® an empha31s on teacher .
choice and voluntarism and -on learning by doing. . L
Several distinct approaches have evolved within this tradifion o T
practice. One approach emphasizes establishing a place -~ a teacher center --
where teachers can cqme voluntarily toimake learning materials, participate

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

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

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

trad{tions of staff d opment practice discussed above place primary
emphasis on the growt:Q:i thg individual teacher and ignore or downplay the
importance of the-social context in: shaping the possibilities for individual
teachers to change. v '

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 tHe governance, financing, staffing, delivery; and reward s

structures for 'those workshops' or as a proplem of technology transfer.

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

E\ongoing program building in an organizational context. 3, ’
\ Attempts to implement an organization- focused approach to staff
development have been made, for instﬁnce by the’ Teacher Corps and by

Individually Guided Educati/P//4

A\

A Pragmatic Definition of Staff Development

s
' Given the varied traditions of staff development practice discussed

above we wanted to employ a basic working definition that was ‘broad enougﬁ
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 development “as follows:

any school district activity that is intended partly or
primarily to prepare paid staff members for improved per-.
formance in present or possible future roles 1n the school
district.

This definition allowed us to look at the staff develﬁpment 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 wfth disarict teachers; as well as
. special advisory an% teacher center projec#. In Section 2 on research
methods, we will discuss the limits of this definition in its application

during our research. v , " /7

. & .
" Research and Evaluation of Staff Developmen;~\:) '

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

development, ircluding 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,Nationaf 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 pro rams. That fact is a plus The
reports will certainly Eelp anyone looking for ideas On,
. the other hand, the reports reflect a disarray, a hodgepodge
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ot - In’ most programs little attention is’'given to formulating
- a comprehensive concept of inservice education. Too often,
objectives are narrow and unrelated to'a larger purpose or
" »rationale. The bulk of the programs aye of short duration
and attack a single topic.... - The approach is piecemeal
And the result is patchwork.> : ]
Others echo these observations.. A similar review of reports on staff

developmeht, commissioned by the Teacher CorpsP concluded ”only a andful "
are of a higher order of, generality" and 'only a few deal with a review

of literature or'reserach.ﬁ6‘ MacDopald.sdmmarfbed the statps of,research
and evaluation concerning‘staff develdbpment by saying that he had found

"practically no evaluation data on inservice programs."

Given the cgnsensus of thege major review articles in pointing ocut
the dearth of empirical information about staff development and noting the
strohgly prsscriptive nature of most’'writing about staff development, we .
£sit that it was both necessaryjand important to conduct a descriptiye
study that would document thé extent and nature of staff development
-experiences actually being carried out im 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 inﬁica—‘
to"ofﬂ&here effort is actually being eoncentrated. ! )
In conducting a descriptive study, we did_not take on the task of \
assessing the quality of specific staff development experiences.' We hope ‘
that the present study &an help provide an understanding of the overall

configuration and ‘context of staff development that will make possible more

focused evaluations of specific staff development efforts. -

-

\U ot " Four Models of Educational Systems
Employed in the Study

As stated above, thinking jabout staff development has been dominated

< by a focus.on the individual teacher. . However, our owr research and the

research of* others about how educational systems implemgnt changeé convinced

us of- tne need for a systemic’approach to the analysis of staff development.
. There is no single overarching model for :EZ functioning of.complek

social systems that is generally accepted by social scientists Theré‘are,

however, yarious competing models, each’of which calls attention to\a

- L ad
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. ome ways in which it shaped our research strategy. This anal

‘all levels of the organization.... The central problem of i‘blementation

- different aspect of social systems being studied Allison Elmore, and |,
others9 have suggested that these -models can be applied successively to\
butTd'a more,complete understﬁnding of a particular social system, such
as a school district. This strategy has been pursued in our study of
staff development. ° ; - :

The four. models th&t we have employed are:' the syiiems management
model, the organization development model, the. organizatioﬁsl patterns
model, and the cbnflict and bargaining model, anch model is, %zévarying

degrees an effort ‘to describe how 30cial systems actually function (a

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

sis draws

normative model). Below, we describe each model briefly and hgghlight

‘especially on Elmare's descriptionsof the four medels, cited above.

1. The systems managemeé; model emphasizes the hierarchical.struc—

ture and ®oal-directed behavior of organizations. It callp attention to a
school district g8 effort to define educational objectives related
ptograms and to carry them out through a chain of command that stretches’
from the school board and school superintendent to the local classroom,

E

Following qhe systems management‘modgl in the study,‘we have sys matically
(.{'

‘}raced the structure of the central administration and local § ools in each

schooL,district, seeking to identify and understapd all activities catried
out by Jarious ﬂ‘?mal 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 turn to alterna-
tive models to enrich our understanding. : .

2. The organization development model emphasizes‘the extent to which

téachersuresponsible for implementing new programs and learning new methods/
are inyolyed in adopting those changes and in decidlng how they will be ~

implemented. Contradicting the advocates of strong top Ieadership 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 distributes responsibility for de¢isions among

w

S
is not whether implementators conform to prescribed policy, but whether the

hd
-
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implementation process results in consensus on goals: individual autonomy,
and commitment tQ policy on the part of those whe must carry it out.

’ Drawing on the// anization devclopment model, we have made it a key
focus of our regearch to identify those penfons who make.the decisions in
Planning staff development experiences and in carzy%ng them out.

However, we are also coghizant of s,.omeéserious limitations- of the
organization devglopment model as either a descriptive or a normative
model. For example, both our own research concégning‘public schools and
‘the research of othgrs‘indicate that "increased participation in’ decision
making does not necessarily lcad to iﬁprovements’in the quality of serviceé‘

to children.ll This, we turn to two other models for additidhal conceptual

tools in understanding 'local school districts as organizations. -

3. The oiganizaticpzﬂgfterns model is largely descriptive, viewing

organizational behavior in terms of '"irreducible discretion exercised by
individual workers-in their day-to-day decisions and the operating routines-

. ¢
that they develop to maintain and enhance their position im the organiza-
*

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. lf '

This model has proven the most useful of the four for the purposes of
the .study. We found it productive to focjs on the organizational routines
through which staff.development is carried out as a basic unit of our analy—

gis (e.g., we analyzed such roptines as conducting departmental WOrkshops on
annual ,iWe days and advising teachers in classroom visits about how to

teach rea

gurmher, “the concepts of fragmentation and discretion, which are high-
liéhted by the organizational 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 bhargaining

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

pete .for relative advantage in the exercise of power and the allotjion of
scarce resources."” In the study, the conflict and bargaining model focused
"attention on the ways that various interest groups affected by staff develop-

ment (teachers' unions, central’fice administrators, school board-factions,

-

o
o o
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parents) viewed staff development as an avenue for enhancing their power or\
obtaining additfonal resources (e.g., in vying for control over a new staff

development effort related, to schoolfdesegregation or .in contesting the

[

procedures by which teachers would receive‘salary 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

-
. e

spelled out in subsequent sections.

. ) | . -

The Codts of Staff Development @
Merit Careful Analysis

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 financial“stress caused by

e

declining enrollments, igflkation, and increasing personnel costs.14 If new

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

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

and planned programs.’ ., - ' a

L 4

-~

. Thus,- after identifying the organizational routines that fit our defini-
tion-of stsff;development, we have analyzead the costs of carrying out these '
activities. : » . |

In Section 2, the redder will see how the key ideas derived from the
literature review and pilot fieldwork were /incorporated into the design of

.

the study.
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= . SECTION 2. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY=-

N \
ég\ Design‘Consideratioc: LT

o 4 *
Our imitial purpose in investigating staff development pro-_ \

L]

e < . 4
grams gpd their costs was to construct a method fotr educators ‘and
citizens to usé in analyzing the staff development progtams in their

own schdbl districts In the resulting handbodk (Rethinking Staff

Develqpment), we have explained this methodology in great detail, . ..

so that educators or citizens,; with s0me help from a cost accountant,

could cond ] siqiLar investigation 15 The reader wthis inter- s

ested ih replieating our methods should consult this handbook. In

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

.the research methodology N

4 .

Of'couréz, the 1mplementation of the study plan did not, unfold

as smoothly 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

differeﬂbes in organizational structure and in the quality of programs and

financial records that required adjustmentg in our plans. However,

the overall description below accurately reflects the Méjor research

stepS'employed in the three school districts, althoygh we have not

qﬁii;;fbed details of the adjustments that were necessary to deal

specific problems along the way. e

An Operational Dgfinition of Staff Development

' d
As explajned in Section 1, we decided it was essential to adopt
a very cledr opemational definition of staff deve!@pment to apply

to the thfee school districts, since the school people themselves

would Arobably hold to quite'varied definitions even within the

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

[
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these dctivities that individual schqol peoplé cudtomarily called
staff development. Thus, we defined. staff development as:

N any school district activity that ts 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 thrat this compfegity should be clearly acknowledged
in analyzing staff development, but that activities with’an inpor-
tant staff development aspect?should not be discounted because
.they also fulfill other objectives. Even the most conservative
ase 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 ohbject that a certain activity should

]

not be thought of as staff development because it ig carried out
mechanically orfincompetently. For example, procedures for re- "
viewing teacher perfornance through classroom visits by the prin-
cipal often become an empty administrative routine. However, this
activity, whether it is being carried out well or poorly, 1is 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 impgrtant initial step
that should precede an evaluation of their guality.

) Third, someone night prétest that an activity outwardly in-
tended‘tb'improve teacher performance is in fact fulfilling other
purposes. For instance, some scheol 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 certiln activities have changed

-

«
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when they are publicly justified as staff development, i% ig impor- ) //‘ ‘
tant to identify them Thus we have considered such activities as
part ,of staff develqﬂ&ent. ) . o ‘ o \*\\; .

AN

Some Limits Set on the Qpeggtional Definition

In applying our definition in specific school distrf!ts, we
needed to spell out some clear operatichal limits. First, we forused
on staff development gsr classroom teachers. We recognized the de- ..
sirability of analyzing staff development activities for all schdel.
district staff, butnwe 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 activitieg intended for other school dis-
trict’ staff members was when these activities were inEegrally re- "
lated to teacher staff development.

A second limit in applying our definition of staff development
is that we excluded teachers' day-to-dagg teaching and lesson plan-
ning. One might argue that the most effective staff development
for many teaehers is the personal planning and analysis that is part
of their everyday work. We.excluded this type of acttvity in order
to be conservative in our estimates of teacher time spent in staff
development and to set some reesonable limits on what we would in-
vestigate empirically. -However, we did include as staff develdpment
special sessions in which teachers planned collaboratively wijth one
another 'or with advisors or sudervisors. /

A third limit we imposed in the study was to focus on costs
incurred by the ech;ol district directly, or costs for which the
school district was being reimbursed from other sources. Exploring
co,f; incurred by individual reachers or by other organizations
such as colleges whose staff development activities affect the local
school di;trict would have introduced unmanageable complexities in-»
to the study.

- Finally, to' keep cost estimates\fonservative, we did not com-

pﬁte any school district overhead costs for staff development ac-

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

were used for staff development workshops).

v

Analyzing Organizational Routines
b\'That Entail Staff Development . L, T ’

* Drawing on Ehe research literature concerning organizatidns,
we used "organizational routines" as a forus of our investigatiaﬁ.
We souéht to uncover the basic organizational routines within each
schpgl 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:

e central office administrators who made poli decisions

that influenced staff development programs’. |
- ~

e school district E;;ff in the central and subdistrict of-
.fices (e.g., dirdctors, superyisors, coordimators, special~—
tsts) who planned, designed, and carried out staff

'//’, development programs. . ’
-

® sthool administrators (e.g,: principals, vice principals
assistant principals, deans) who frequently designed and

s led staff developmer® activities and also arranged for
resources to support staff development at the local school
leyvel

)

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

?

We drew on’the perception; of these different people té de- —
.velop tlear pictyres 1% the planning, design, and execution of
each iﬁportadt staff/deveiopment routine. We often got divergent
perceptions of the content, quaiity;\and time expended in partji-
cular ty;gsJBf staff development activities. By criticall¥ exam-
’ini;g thgge/differing Tesponsé§ and often by going back to get ad-
dig}onal information, we developed a specific detailed understard-

ing of what is going on, penetrating vague generalities.
4 & N 1
Analyzing Related Costs ‘ . ,- :
/

The study was designed t ‘énablg us to relate staff dévelop-

*

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

Y
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curate: cost analysis of staff development‘programs‘vould be impqr;
tant to school district decision makers and tQ'interested teacher
- ) ' and\citizen groups in rethinking staff development pwograms. Thus,
h we had to become fluent in interpreting the financial systems of
each school district to actount for the costs of spedific staff de-
velopment activities-we identified. .In order to base our cos
analysis on actual rather than projected expenditures, we used the
’j' : expendaﬁue data from the most recently completed fiscal year in
' each school district. Therefore, in interviewing school district ’

¢ ' staff about the\naturé of staff development activities, we asked
'

them about activiyxies that had been carried out during the fiscdl

)

N\ L

Site Selection ; ) .

.

Our data collection procedufes and instruments were initially

year under study.

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 staff development activities for analysis. Our study there °*
substantiated this assumption.

We also wanted to study large urban districts with less em-
phasis on staff development than Seaside. To identfy them, we
carried out a telephone survey aimed at the school districts.serv-
ing the 75 largest cities in the United States Using’ The School
Universe Data Book as a guidé, we identified the cenfz;l office '

staff member formally responsible for staff development (usually
the director of staff development director of inservice education,
or assistant superintendent for instruction) % In a telephone in-

§ v+ terview with this person, we gathered information about:

»
a

® allocation of personnel to staff development or inservice
programs ' ) ’

e university, college, and federal programs ‘4nvolving staff
developgent

® state requirements for inservice or recertification

e the overall.financial status of the school district

v .
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- @ allocation of discretionary money to staff development for
. 'conferences, consultants, training, -gtc. N

e salary schedule for educationdl increases

We were successful in contactine}school district administra-
tors in 45 of the target school districts: From this information
we ranked the school districts sugxveyed on a l3-point scale in
terms of the apparent eétent of-sta??idevelopment activities. On
this scald, the Sedside School District received 12 points, the‘
highest rating of the. districts surveyed. We then singled out for

‘ study the "Riverview” School District which received 7 points .(the
* mid-point of our scale and also the mean for all districts), a d~
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. /
) § . .
‘ ‘ Conducting the Studies ih the )
¢ ' Three Schozl Districts . .

i

While some adaptation of tngigenerﬁf methoddlogy was_necessaryA

in each digtrict depending on special features of the Btaff devel-
! opment programs and the availability of recdrds, the procesges of
data collection and. analysis were similar in all three districts.

" Data collection followed six stepS'
: l.’gaining an understarding of the school’ district
and staff development activities

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

.
o -

3. gathering and compiling-information about staff
development conducted by the central office staff

. gathezing and compiling information about staff

£~

development activities occurringat the school
building level .
L}
5. analyzing intormation about the salary increase
\ -system
= 4
& 6. completing the analyses <
. . . . * - . i
- .
- “ '
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We will describe each of these steps briefly. For more detail the.”
reader should examine the handbook, RethinkingVStaffvpevelopment.

1. Gaininﬁﬁan UnderStandf%g of the School
District and.Staff Development Activities

’

In each district, after approval was granted fbr us to conduct
the study, we interviewed two or three members of tne central office
staff to get an overvieonf the district, i:i problems, recent his-
tory, organizational structure, and a general description of its
staff develonment programs. Working from a standard list of
questions, we usually interviewed the superintende;t, the assis-
tant superintendent for instruction (or curriculum), and the
director of staff developnent (or inservice) We also collected’ a
large number of documents on organizational structure, personnel,
school budget and expenditures, special pragrams, salaries, student
enrollment, individual schools, and so forth ' From these interviews
we determined who would be intervieVed initially in the central office
and subdistrict offices. ',

We also selected a sample of sch8ols to vis¥t. To select these -
schools, we first identified the major categories of 'schools around
which the district's educational program was organized. The school
districts operated regular mainstream schools, typically elementary
schools, junior high or middle schools, and high dchools. They
also operated special schools, such as alternative schobls, magnet
schools, vocational schools, and'sgecial education schools.

Among the regular or mainstream schools, we distinguished be-
tween schools that were above the average and below the average
in their'concentration of federal programs. By sampling both types
of schools we insured that we wereNlooking at a range of schools
in terms of ecOnomic and racial composjition. We also found that
the presence’of federal proérams was an important influence on the

-

nature of staff development. - -, . :

”‘l

We then selected 'a 10% to 20% random sample of schools in the

regular and special categories. In selectiﬁé regular schools, we

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

-y
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their concentrations of federal programs and some from those that were-
below average. For example, in Riverview, we chose samples of elementary
schools with above a‘@rage concentrationsr of 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. 4 * . o
/¢
| »
2. Gaining an Understanding of the 4
School District's Financial System . ) /

In this stép we_intérviewed the key financial administrators of the
school digtrict (usually'the treasureé, business manager, and/dr budget
director) and caréfully ex;mined available financial reports (particu-
larly‘records of expenditures for.the rectently comprgfed sEhool year).
We had to determine how compatible the school district's acceunting pro-
cedures were widh the kinds éf program data we would be collecting. We
had to learn how the district recorded such expenses as:*¢

e the salaries and benefits 'of individéal antral office staff

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

e the salaries and benefits of school principals

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

e stipends paid to teachers to -attend staff development
~ o fees paid to consultants for conducting workshops

e the salaries and benefits paid to teachers on sabbatical
leave -

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

The kinds of costs listed above are rarely line items in school
L4
district budget and expenditure documents, Our initial interviews

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

’
Vs
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and to plan wavs 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 ex-
isting documents (e. g » all consultant fees paid by the district .

could be examined to determine which went for consultan{s 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 obtained, from our inter-
views'ébput_how much time different types'of staff members spentlin
staff development activities as a percentage of their salaries and
benefits (e.é., if Title I teachers spent, on tbe average, 70 of
tbeir 1400 hours of contracted work time in ‘taff development

during the schooI _year, staff development would constitute 5% of

their time and "cost" would be 5% of their salfiries and benefits)

.
L 4

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

In Step 1 we identified the first round of oentraL‘office
staff members to interview. 53? 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 subséqdent interviews with central of-
fice and subdistrict office leaders of staff development, we sought
to obtain as detailed informa?&on 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 mignt participate that we would
consider staff development:-

e 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 school's staff *evaluation process

L
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e participating as a learner in structured experiences out-
side of the context of regulfar job duties: .

. such as -- workshops, seminars, colrses, inservice sessions

(including single meetings or series of meetings)
» —— professional meetings and conventions
. shaging and anolyzing problems and ideas with peers:
such as =-- regular staff or department meetings- _
-- committee work that involves staff development

o observing the job activities of others:
such as”-- visits by teachers to other classrooms, schools,
or programs .
—

.o 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

N 7/
J e systematically planning and/or trying out a neﬁggﬁproach:
such as -- joint planning or collaboration on & %pecial
project

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

‘e seeking'information to improve ote's skills anamknowledge:
such as -- research conducted in the school or community
-- formally supported sabbaticals )
-- released time to visit a teachers' center

e interning in a job 6%imarily to develop new skills

We then asked the person interviewed whether these types of
activities were carried out in the school Jistrict. Wﬂ;n a staff
member had é detailed understanding of a particular routine (e.g.,
Titi: I inserVice workshop; in basic skills, in-class assistance
by reading specialists, sabbaticals for experienced teachers), we
pressed this person for very specific informafion 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.

B
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; ) : + We tried to interview enough people in each role (e.g., social
) § ; studies supervisor) to adequately cnaracterize different staff de-
véIopment routihes 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 eacn'role. If there’was a' wide disparity in the

information we received, from people with a partieular role after ' ¢

our ini;ial round of interviews, we would interview additional people
in that role. The information provided by sampled staff members was
then appiied to all people in that role.

Thé~central office and subdistrict staff development leaders
whom we ;nterviewed often provided us with documents that detailed
* the participation of %eachers in the activities they led. We used
these documents to estimate teacher participatﬁén in district-wide -
gtaff development activities ‘and compared them with estimates ob-

tained from teacher interviews. .

4, Gathering and é%mpiling,Information - . o
=.  about .Staff Development Activities . ‘ ’
& Occurring at the School Building Level~

e L Interviews in Steps | 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, v

Thewprincipals and other school administrators provided us with

an understanding of the schoolloased staff development ptograms at
their schools and explained how staff develoPment initiated at the
schodT level related to the activities initiated by central office
staff development leaders. They furnished details about the extent-.

44&% teacher participation and administrative arrangements for ac-
tivities (e.g., how teachersvwere released--via substitutes, aides,

. administrators taking classes). Some principals were able to give

concrete expenditure information about certain actiwvities. .

Q : 2
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The teachers interviewed provided further information about

b
the nature of séhool-bﬁfed and district-wide staff development ac-
tivities. Teacher intedyiews also gavc ud a basis for assessing

ime obiy@ined from principals and

estimates of participation an
¢entral office staff. Teachers also identified activities that had
not been desc}ibed 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 deyelopment. As in
our interviews with central office staff,» when we found that they
had specific knowledge of a particular staff devgﬂbpment routine,

we asked them for the detailed information.

From selec‘ed interviews in each school district, we concluded

that the'percentage of time that” school ‘administratars and instruc-

-

N~

tional aides spent in activities supporting staff development for
teachers (taéing classes, particﬁpating in planning ani\staff de-
&ilopment with teachers, etc.) was hpproximately 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 aigi?ing that principals and classroom aides spent the same
amount ot time involved in teachcr staff development as the

teachers did. ¢

—
>

5. _Analyzing Information about ps

-the Salary Increase System " 3

»

.. In this step we analyzea documents and data collected by
. the personnel‘offices of #Re~school districts to determine how
much additional salary was paid to teachers who had complcted

. -« [N
educational requirements for moving up on the 'a*sry scale for

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

[

“lated by school districts and do not appear in t§pir annual hudgets,

we had to derive them by analf&ing statistics on the numbers of

L - »
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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 a}§5—hought any data on costs of scholarships,

tuition reimbursements, or fee waivers that were involved when teachers
[ ]

took courses.

6. Completing'the Analyses )

The 1ﬁterviews that were carried out at the school district and
school le;rels gend@ated a large number of ingerview protocols, in-
cluding individual comments about specific organfzational routines
entailing staff development (e.g., inservic? workihops to introduce
a new foreign language curriculum, on-site assistance in-bilingual
teaching methodgkvreleased time to work on curriculum projects in al
school district teacher center)t Drawing on the information about
such routines obtained from individuals, we prepared a composite
degcription of how each routine was ca;ried out. Then, drawing on
information about the amount of time spent on a garticular routine,
we calculated the staff time spent by both leaders and learners who
were iqyoibéd in this routine. This staff time was transiated into
salaries and benefits for legdefs.and learners involved. We also .
calculated direct costs for carrying out a particular routine, such
as travel, materials, and special rentals. *

) Detailed instructions for following these steps and usihg the

related data gbmpflation forms, along with examples, appéaf in

*

Rethinking StaffjDeyelopment.

In each of éhe school districts, we reviewed our un@ersta&&ing
of staff development routines with knowledgeable school staff, and'
we asked them to commeﬂk on the accuracy qf our analysis. We’fﬁgﬁ\~b
prepared a feedback report about what we had foPnd and asked for ’
comments on its'accuracy. Some of the information contained in the
feedback reports to the three districts was incorporated into

Rethinkiqg 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 .

researcheis and policy makers. -

28 - .




SECTION 3. OVERVIEW OF 'SCHOOL DISTRICT .
CHARACTERISTICS AND EXPENDITURES

e | N\ :
General Description of the a
Three School Districts . Lt

To provide a context for detailed analyses of scheol 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

B . and the_source of these expenditures: and about the total 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- v

trict is considerably larger than tﬁe other two. All three are ex- ,

periencing declining enrollment, while inflation, increasing teacher

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

‘tional expenditures. : ’ \‘ S ) ' !
Each district had distinguishing characteristics that influenced

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

. e a generally strong financial picture at the time of the
study, although some moderate economies had been neces-

!
|
Seaside"for example, had the following key characteristics;
l
sary in the preceding few years
|
|

N e a history during the preceding decade ofrstrong support
for staff developmgnt 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 |

] increases - p

¥
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L
Fiscal Year
Studied

Seaside d

School. 1976-77
District

Rive /iew

S ol 1977-78
District ’

Union

School 1977-78

District

“

Number of

Pupils

130,000

78,000 .

89,000

*Statistics have been rounded off. .

‘Number of
Teachers

‘5,300
4,100

4,200

£

Current Expense of
Education¥**

’

$163,656,000

. ¥
© 122,429,000
. Y

h 123;943,000
N

~**"Current Expense of Education" ts an annual budget total for all school

district expenditures, except those for building constructlon, capital
+ outlay, and food and community services.
A Y

!
e
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e an emphasis on long-range planning and developm#nt

e a moderate emphasis on encouraging independent;dec{sion
making at the schoeol building level /

+

Riverview had these distinctive characteristics: . g

( . e a rapidly declining enrollment that placed sone financial
. . strains on the district

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

- ‘e frequent support from a local foundation in funding special
projects
L3 *
e a high turnover of school superintendents (three in the

previous six years). Each had a different notion of. how,

staff development should be carried out and whg should

have the primary responsibility for it. Consequently, -

numeroyg departments had become involved in staff de-

. \ velopment during this time. Each depdartment that had
coordinated staff development retained some important
rofe in staff development activity.

.

Union was distinguished by the following:

e several severe financial crises in the past five years in
which certral office staff had been reorganized and sub-

stantially reduced . o

A

e allocation of a significant amount of local funds to schoel
desegregation . ¢

° many small schools dispersed through a large geographical
area, with a tradition of buildingrlevel 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 < N

Sources of Funding in the Three Districts

Funds for the current expense of education in the three districts
(see definltion in Table 1) came from local tax revenues, general and
categorical state aid, and "a variety of federal aid programs--
. some specifically targeted for particular types of pupils or pro-—.
grams (e.g., Title I of ESEA) and some providing general aid (e.g.,
Inpact Aid to pay for the expense of educating children of families
worhing at federal installations). Since each &f these districts

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

Y :
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g vely
_relati y larger amount of federal categorical

'

varied somewhat. Iheee.§qhool districts occasionally received

grants from private foundations for specific educational programs.
To provide an ovirview of these nevenue sources we have developed
a simplified picture of funding in the ;hree districts in Table 2.

Wegarranged the funding sources into three categories:
- !
e general funds: monies from local tax revenue and general
state and federal aid

o federal funds: monies from federal categorical programs
only _ '

o other funds: Nmonies 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 iﬁ percentages
of current expense of education coming from the geperai fund, the
general fund revenues were virtually the same on a per pupil basis
ac;oss the three districts (when Seaside figyres are adjusted for
the one-year difference in the period under st‘zy). However, marked
‘differences in per pupil expenditures resulted from the federal

funds received. Riverview School District derived a much greater
i

proportion of its educationhl funds from federal categorical pro-

grams than did the other two districts. A majoryfeason for the
nds in Riverview
was the higher percentage of low-income and minority -
(RiverviéR\ZiZ minority, Seaside 43% minority, and Un£3h.332 mi-~"
nority) and the concomitant higher percentage of pupils eligible
for Title I funds™(which accounted for more than $9 million in

Riverview). Also, R&verview was the only one of the three dis-’

*tricts to recelve federal Q?ney for désegregation under the Emé;-

gency School Assistance Act (ESAA), which accounted for more than
$2 million.
Seaside~re:2ived a gsomewhat higher percentage of other funds

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

-in other funds came from stﬁte categorical éoney. Similarly;

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

funds in Riverview included almost $.5 millian from private- founda-
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TABLE 2. Expense of Education in the Thrse School Districts by Funaing Source
’ , Current Expense
. . General Fund Federal Fynd Othér Fund of Education
' : N ~|Total
"Expenses Percent |Expenses Percent Expenses Percent (Expenses Percent
. R ¢ .
, Seaside . .
» ., School '$143,692,000 87.8% {$12,502,000 7.6% $7,462,000 4.6%7 ($163,656,000 100.0%
District ' : >
Rifverview o
School 102,613,000 X 83.8 415,749,000 12.9 4,067,000 3.3 122,429,000 100.0
= District ’
Union ' f . \.
School " 115,918,000 93.5 3,710,000 3.0 4,315,000 3.5 , 123,943,000 100.0°
District N X .
, §
N
-
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tions. Also included in Riverview's other funds was almost $2

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

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

sidered tea':hers in the Riverview School District. v

-

///Stafé.Development Costs

One of our jectives in analyzing tne staff develbgqgﬁf'ﬁto—

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

relative amounts of resources being allocated to staff development.
While many edycators are seeking more funds'fpr staff development
prograns, none have clearly shown what resources are being spent on
staff development activities. Based on our study, TabIQ‘B shows
what proportion of the current expense of education in each of

the three districts was spent on staff development. As we ex-
pected, given its reputation for extensive staff.developnent’
and our\gtéfstudy survey, Seaside spent a considerably larger pro-
portion of its edmcational expenditures ofi staff development than

did the other two,districts. And Riverview gpent a somewhat higher
percentage than did Unibdn, as the pre-stud; survey had suggested,

The amounts of money spent by these districts’on staff de-
velopment--$§9,3 million, $4.6 million, 84 million—-are con-
siderable'sums. While these sums represent rather small percen-
tages of the educational expenditures of the three districts, ic
should be noted that many dgjor line items in these school districts'
budgets are of comparable magnitude to total staff developmehft ex-
penditures (e.g., total central off}ce administrative costs; pupil
transportation; and the total costs4for textbooks, ,teaching materials,

audiovisual equipment, and instructional supplies).

Organization of Findings in thHe .Report
This report will examine the staff development activities in
the three SY:OOI districts that produced the staff development costs
shown in Table 3. 1In Section 4 we descrine the overall organiza-

tional structures of each district, the activities bf the central

‘. ‘ 32 = ' )
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TABLE 3. Total Staff Development’Costs as a Percentage, of
the Current Expense of Education in the Three School Districts

[

Current Expense Staff Development
of Education Costs Percentage
Seaside .
School ’ $163,656,000 . $9,368,000 5.72%
District . ) -
. ’ “
Riverview, .
School 122,429,000 /, 4,607,000 3.76
Distriot ‘ '
Union : ,
Schosl ' , 123,943,000 4,069,000 3,28

District ’ -

.

office leaders of staff development, and the éispersibn of responsibil;ty

for staff Qevelopeent. In, Section 5 we analyze the nature of staff

development activities at the school level an& the time teachers spent in

staff development,.;neluding schools sampled, activities identified in the
sample, and projected costs for teacher participation in staff development ~

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

'solicﬂﬁ teacher participation in staff development, including a compara-

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.




-

SECTION 4. ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE OF THE THREE
" DISTRICTS AND STAFF DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS .
CONDUCTED BY CENTRAL «OFFICE *STAFFS

Organizational Structure and Dispersed
Staff Development Programs

In this section we will describe the organizationaIxétructures
of the three school districts and analyze the staff dayelopment »
programs conducted by central office departments and subdistrict
units. / _— ) -

Despite consiéerable variation in schgoi district organjza-

P

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-

blifieg organizational charts of the three districts; each chart

indicates departments and other units of the school districts that
initiated appreciable staff developmen£ activities. From the three
qrganizational charts, one can see thdt significant amoufits of staff
development activi‘y were ini;iated at the school level @ these ac-
tivities will be analyzed in Section 5.
As Tabfes 4, 5, and 6 show, éach dlstriet had sevzral

central office departments that initiated staff development ac-
tivities. These departments were hougéd in several different
branches o; divisions of the organization and reporgted to dif-
fe;ent assi&tang, associate, or deputy superintendents. éomé'of
these departments reported directly to the superintendent of
schools. Riverview was the only district that also had subdistrict
offices, and these subdistrict offices also init}ated staff de-
velopmenF activigies.

" Each school district had a staff development or inservice
department, but only one ofgfhese (in Union) was the largest single

initiator of staff developmént among the district's departments.

-
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TABLE 4. Simplified Organizational Chart of Seaside School District )

3

¥

Superintendent }
@f Schools

. -
B
<

AT

-~ i ™~ .
Deputy Supt. for Administration - Deputy Supt. for Operations
-[Finance ] ' i -~
o —| Business Services |. I .
W 7 ‘ - - N
- tSecondﬂry Schools Elementary Schools Student Services | Program Division
" | Personnel® | Division Division Division
” - ! . ’ - ,
| s ' | Guidance ¢ HCaréer Education’ |
=| Other Departments | : \ Service® .
" |[{ In-Service ¥ducation” ]
7
///// Local’ Elementary Health
a Schools and Early | Services - - Compensatory Educatioqu
Childhood Edgca- i‘ ) )
» | tion Centers J - In-School H Curriculun® |
counseling and -
ot . y special;progzgms.}
- A ?‘l ~
Local Junior 4
‘ Highs and High ]
38 Schoole' i
— . 39
o " ® Indicates a department that initiated g gignificant amount of staff‘devélopment activity.

¢ *
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TABLE 5. Simplified Organizational Chart of Riverview School District
K . ‘.. . .
! SuperirNendent - )
. : . | of Schoo
T < N .
. ‘ . »
r——_Teachers Collegee | | Deputy Supt, of Schools |
<
i (,, I (" ‘1 - .
Finance | v ] Instructional ' . ! o Adminismivej,
v Support ! Office of | Magnet Personnel | || Support !
f - Division i Operations | . Schoolse Division - | Division i
- %———i;gublic Affairs | : - -
/’ | . . = R
"’-ﬁk %riculumo l —{ Special Ed.e | Human —{Buipdings ]

1 Govt. Rglations ] . . ) Relationse

. - 4 i

) —{_Federal Programse | | 4 Voc. Tech. .
L——[ Other Depts.e| . " ! Adult Ed.e 4 | Staff } —{ Purchasing }

v _ w l f_l Developmente | ' o

— Evaluation | ¢ ) )
s ’ ’ —{ Community ] [' o

—{ Other Depts. |

o [
mstrict le |
i .
.

} Local Elementary |

| and Secondary
l Schodlse

1 - -

-
»

[

- I

2e |

| Sub-digtrict

y. |
|

-

! SChOblS.'

Local. Exementary
| and Secondary v

. ¥

[ Sub-district 3e |
N T

| Schoalse

* Indicatgs a departmepe~that _initiated

40

i Local Elementa
, and Secondary

.\, el s

I
| Sub-district Le |
.

+

—

i
| Sub-district Se |

|

-

a significant amount of staff development activity.

- -

\ .

i
Local Elementary ! Local\Elementary
and Secondary ; and Seedmdary
Schoolse I % Schoolse
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TABLE 6. Simplified Organitational Chart of Union School District .
. ‘ Superintendent -
of Schools
~~ 4 ~
s
4 . Z 1
—_ Legal Counsel | l ‘ | !
T | l
I d [ 3tudent |
—{_Staff Development® ] ! Management Instructional ! Administrative Nevelopment
. I__Services Services i Services Services ‘
« ' | v B
) . . ' ‘
—{ Continuing Ed.° | ’ '

'
i
i
{
i

| -
~{ Planding | -{ Curriculum® |
Fﬁﬂ;ﬁﬂuman Relatidns .| ‘_[EEEEZEE:]

j Lo o ’ . I Federal & )

* L Other Departments |~
, CCareer 527

Personne

pil )
Personnel

»

State Programs®

—

h Adult Fd.® |

[-{~ Special F4.® |
b

H Counselinél

Local FRlementary and
Secoqdary Schools *®

° »
L .
o

B
|

X

® : > s s
Indicates a department that initiated a significant amount of staff development activity

>
.
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b{ Purchasing

{

~ Maintenance |

<
U Other Tepts. |
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LS - . Staff Development Activities of 5 '
. Central Office Staffs . _ .

The departments‘pnd units initiatingnstaff development were
responsible for a great range of- activities. Tables 7, 8, and 9
present the following information about these activities: .

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

. »

'q the-ovgrall percentage of time these leaders of staff de-
velopment spent in such staff development activity; these

perceptdges-were used to calculate the portion of each -
perso 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" 1is ‘defined below) .

< ’ o the costs of the staff members' time and their funding

sources . J
"e® the time each organizational ;;>\\spent in staff devel- 17 ¢
opment calculated in terms of full-time equivalents (FTEs)

Below, we‘discu%§ these tables separately for each school dis-
trict. Through this analysis, the reader will learn about the
nature aﬁd level of staff development activities within eagﬂ\school
district that were conducted by central office staff, and ‘the bas}s

for calculating the costs of these activities. [~ -~

Seaside School District's Staff Development Activities

At first appearance the o%ganizational structure of khe'Sea-

“ side School District shown in Table 4 might suggest-that the ma-
jority of staff develqpment programs were carried out by the in-
service education department of the program divisibn. However,

/'this department was a Ehree-person unit that helped coordinate

| and arrange for the staff development roug}nes of other units, in-
cluding an extensive set of courses,’seminars, and workshops taught

by central office-staff that qualified teachers for salary increases.

~ In addition to leading these courses for credit, central office
specialists and resource teachers (essentially master teachers in -
specific subject areas) developed many otaer staff developmént pro-
grams in individuai schools that were not coordinated thro?gh the

/ inservice department. ) . -

-

Q . 3844 ‘
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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 relevaht or-
ganizational unit within these divistons,’we estimated the amount
of time each week (and over the entirg schoql year) that staff spent
working®on particuiar staff aevelopmth activities (e.g., a language
arts resource teacher conducting a weekly two-hour workshop for twelve
teachers at a given elementary &chool). There-were five major "types"
of ac;ivities initigted‘by central office staff:

. conductidg seminars and workshops, usually in local
schools -

e providing individual teachers with in-class assistance

) administering.and coordinating staff development

. coﬁducting‘distriptrwide conferences

e training resburcevteacheralto cpéry 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,
\ it

Riverview did not emphasize either conducting workshops and seminars in

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

]

ment.

@

-

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 prevadent type of staff develop-

ment . ) ) . K

2
There were two departments that cédntributed heavily in person-

LY

power to central office “staff development\leadership in Seaside:

P

the student services division and the curricu{gh department of the

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

logists gnd counselors, contributed 26.1, FTE positions to staff

development activ®ties. The student services division(&ad directed

.
. .
» U

|
|
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TABLE 7. Cosis (Staff Salaries and Benefits) of Staff Development
Leaders in Central Office Departments Based on Percentage of Time .
Spent th Staff Development Aétivities for the Seaside School District )
: ACTIVITIES ‘ -
DIVISION/DEPARTMENT FUMBER E  SEMTMARS/  INDIVIDUAL ADMIN./  DISTRICT- RESOURCE STAFF GENERAL PEDERAL  OTHER
or OF TIME IN  WORKSHOPS  TEACHER COORD. VIDE CON- TEACHER DEVELOP- FUND FUNDS FUNDS
STAFY STAFF DEV. 1IN SCHS. ASSISTANCE VERENCES  TRAINING MENT COSTS \
PROGRAM DIVISION , . ¢ .
Career Ed. Dept. -
eDirector & Coords. 3 T st 152 — — — — $ 15,000 S§ 15,000  ___ —
eSpecialists 9 75 .50 35% — — — 128,000 116,000 5 12,000 -—-
orE) (1.2) -— — = — —_ . § 163,000 § 131,000 §12,000 -
’ i
Insarvice Ed. Dept. s
eDirector & Staff . 3 100 — ) — 100 — — $ 56,000 S 58,000 -—  § 8,000
aTe) (3.0) - —_ —_— — -— ¥ 66,000 § 55,000 -— §8.000
= Ed. Depr. ’ 21,000 S 6,000
< - — $ 27,000 $ , . -—
eDirector & rds. 3 32 — — 32 -~ . -
sResource r-:?h.n ‘6 50 25 25 — — — 49,000 14,000 __ 35,000
(re) “4.0) > . . — — — — s 76,000 S 35,000 § 41,000 -
& .
o /
Cuzriculum Dept. '
10 20 20 - -—- -— -- $ 50,000 % 50,000 -—- -—
:cmmn::' ' 12 70 60 — - -— 102 228,000 28,00 - =
8 -—
0 — 202 — 365,000 330,000 _§ 35,000
®Jasource Teachers 17 100 , 60 2 5
(FiEy (27.4) — —_— — — — o § 643,000 608,000 . $ 35,000
STUDENT SKAVICES DIVISION : .
) ® Psychologists 310 49 - . 49 - - -— $ 335,000 § %g;.%g —— —
# Counselors . 60 19 19 -— -— -— -— 251,000 . . . o
(rm ' (26.1) —- — -— — — — § 586,000 86,000 .  ___
A} * ;
PERSOMNEL DIVISION . - .
o8pecialist ! 40 - 35 W5 — - s 12,000 § 12,000 === -
sLeadership Comm. 16 20 -— -— . 20 - - 112,000 112,000 - -
rm (3.6) --- --- - - - . 5 124,000 s 124,000 -  —--
(11,3 --- ‘ - — — _— $1,638,000 $1,542,000 $53,000 $43,000
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its psychologists and counselors to work with individual teachers

tJ improve counseling skills and techniques for § ling with problen

situations in schools (é.g., student disciplinb). The curriculum de-

p partment \of the program division contributed 27.4 FTE positions to

staff devel@pment. The cur}iculum department's specialists, consul-
tants, and resourcé':eachers were primarily responsible for leading
workshops and seminars for course credit conducted at lo;al 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 assistance-in their- areas of gon-
- 4 i

centration (e.g., mathematics, language arts, ear?®y childhoed educa- /

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

inservice education departmeént coordinated those activities of the

program division staff that would qualify teachers for salary in- , - |
A g !
creases.

A specialist in the personnel division counseled teachers .abolt |

. b . 2
career optigns; he also convened a leadership committee of central

‘ -
office- administrators who met regularly to review program and staff

development plans and to screen candidates for le rship positions

(e.g., resource teachers in subject areas).
Seaside Schaol District employed 170 people who wer involved
in staff development leadership in some way. They congqfituted a

work force of 71.3 FTE positfons, and the time they spent on staff

development cost $1.6 million in salaries and benefits. hearly all
these people were paid by monies _from the general fund ($1.5 million

of the S1.6 million, or 947).

Riverview School District's Staff Development Activities ) |

The orgarfizational structure of the Riverview School D}girict

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

structure in which local schools reported to s;bdistrict offices

(each of which was Beaded by a superifitendent). The five subdistrict
’

officei'reported to the offiece of op\}:rations, whose superintendent

"report to the deputy superintendent.

‘41' - *
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Anogher important feature of Rivgrview was the disgxict;s teachers
Eollege, widch had historically trained most of the district's teachers;
the predfident of the teachers college.reported to the superintendent
of schools. .

One might assume.that the personnel d1v1sion s staff develop—
ment office or the human relations office (glven the dlstrlct s jn-
volvement in desegregation) would be major initiators of staff de-
veloement in ‘the district. They were not; E?Ch of these two off}ces
was a one-person operation with only a few staff development responsi-
bilities. The .greatest investment of qimé in carrving out sthffkde—j
velopment by Rivérviey's central office staff was in thé federal pro-
grams department of the instructional services division.

B

We found only three basic types of staff development activities

in frequént use in Riverview:
e administering and coordinating staff development
e conducting district-wide workshops

® providing individual teachers with in-class assistance

While £ndividuarlstaff development leaders eXpr%ssed preferences
for working with indiyidual teachers or small groups of teachers at
the lgéal schools, the dominant mode was the large workshop for teach-
ers pulled together from across the district. School-based workshops
were v}rtually nonexfgtent.

Y

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 curriculur department and the

e
federal programs department. "

s
]

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

the curriculum dgpargment spent litetetime in providing staff de-

velopment. The elemgntagy specialists (whose fields were English,
social studies, ahd foreign languapes) primarily supervised other

specialists in these fields who were based in subdistrict offiQes.

L
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TABLE 8. N Costs (Staff Salaries and Benefits) of Scaff Development .
. Leaders in Central Office Departments Based on Percentage of Time
Spent in Staff Development Activities for the Riverview School District
’ ; i
ACTIVITIES
DIvrsmN/DzP?nﬁm . NUMBER  PERCENTAGE  ADMIN./ DISTRICT IN-CLASS STAFF - GENERAL  FEDERAL
oo OF OF TIME IN  COORD. WORKSHOPS ~ ASSIST. - DEVELOP- FUND FUNDS
. . STAFF  gTAFP DEV. MENT COSTS —
» >
Instructional Support . =
Division v
Curriculum Dept. .
eDirector 1 7 102 102 -—- -~- $ 3,000 $ 3,000 ---
®Elea. Specialists 3. .17 . 10 72 --- 13,000 13,000 ===
oSec. Specialists - 4 2 5 3 2 -—— 3,000 3,000 -
#Coordinators 15 » 54 -— S 497 182,000 182,000 -
@TE) . (8.8)
. $ 201,000 $ ,201,0'
Pederal Programs . _
o~ oCurriculum Spec. 6 80 - 58 22 $ 113,000 - = === $113,000
~ oCoordinators 3 50 --= 26 24 27,000 - 27,000
eProgram Spec. (a) 1 25 10 15 - 6,000 -_— 6,000
®Program Spec. (b) 1 10 10 - - 3,000 - 3,000
eProgram Spec. (c) ~ 2 50 50 -—- -— 26,000 —— 26,000
eProgram Spec. (d) 2 100 -— 18 82 39,000 - 39,000
SProgram Spec. (e) 4 100 -== 28 72"‘ 113,000. - 113,000
elnservice Spec. (a) 1 100 502 50 - 25,000 - 25,000
. elnservice Spec. (b) 10 10C* .- 100 - 255,000 --= 255,000
(FTE) (26.7) S,——-QO7,000 S 607,000
l
‘ ) Pars
Office of Operations , P -
Special Ed. Dept.
eSupervisaors . 6 25 == 5 20 S 35,000 $ 35,000 —
¥ Vocational Ed. Dept. : ’ s
oCoordinators - 3 33 == - 33 30,000 30,000 ---
Subdiltricts‘ v _
oCurriculun Spec. 10 54 3 2 49 130,000 130,000 -
oClinif Coords. 6 54 —-— 54 —— ’ 74,000 74,000 -
¢FTE) (11.1) ' $ 269,000 $269,000
- : -
¥
Q 50 Sf . | - ’
ERIC. \ = ’ T
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TABLE 8 (Cont'd) - , g
ACTIVITIES - OTHER FUNDS
DIVISION/DEPARTMEMD” NUMBER PERCENTAGE  ADMIN./ DISTRICT IN-CLASS -  STAFF GENERAL  FEDERAL STATE POUNDATIONS
- OF OF TIME IN  COORD. , WORKSHOPS  ASSIST. DEVELOP- FUND FUNDS
STAFF STAFF DEV. MENT COSTS
*
Magnet Schools Div.
eDirectar 1 2%, 3 - == $ 12,000 § 12,000 —_— -_— —
eCoordinator v 1 100 30 010 7 --- 26,000 3,000 _$ 23,000 - —
eSpecialists 16 47 - 22 25% 165,000 47,000 118,000 — _—
(FTE) Co (8.8) . ' ,
) ' $ 203,000 $ 62,000 $141,000 .
Personnel Division
‘ [
Human Relations Dept. — —
eDirector 1 10 10 R - $ 3,000 § 3,00 _ 2
4 Staff D.vel.f Dept. -
eSpecialists 1 7 — 7 -— 1,000 1,000 - - )
i Personnel *
OSecretar'y 1 13 13 - - 1,000 1,000 - -
(PTR) Q.3) . $ 5,000 § 5,000 .
3 ’ . X
Teachers College :
: --- 31 --—- $ 156,000 § 6,000 §$ 46,000  $55,000 $ 49,000
. eFaculty 23 31 " » 2 2 , VY
(FTR) (7.1) $ 156,000 § 6,000 $ 46,000 $55,000 $ 49,000,
Other Departments
eAdvisors 4 100 —- - 100 $ 64,000 - - - $ 64,000
: $ 64,000 $ 64,000
-~ (PTE) 4.0)
) ——
TOTALS (64.9) $1,505,000  $543,000  $794,000 $55,000 $ 113,000
;
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y*specialists in these same fields supervised department

1 /

chaigpersons 3
e 0 the'6urg¥culum

were scien&e, physical education, art, MUsic, home economics, and

‘the ten-high schools. However, the 15 staff members

partment titled coordinatg?s" (whose fields

industrial frts) spent a significant portion of their time im staff

development X54Z),'host of that working directly with individual

1 . -

classroom teachers. ~

¢

The federal programs department had 30 staff members'whodwere

. Y : - SN ,
- engaged in staff develg%ment, 17 of.them full time. The nearly twp
dozen diff@rent federal programszin Riverview each contained specific
« staff Aevelopment components. While-two of the programs focused

the staff development work of their progrgm specialists on in-class

&
v assistance to teachers, the predominant mode of staff development in

’,the federal programs wags .the district-wide workshop for tgachers in-
volved in a particular program Many of these workshops were carried
out by the Title I teacher inservicdPcenter. 1

The offiffe of o operations contained two departments whose staff

Members spent a porfion of’ their time assisting individu teachers

L3

(Apecial education and vocational education) Also unde

thority of. the office of operations yere the five subdi
- hous1ngtencurriculum specialists. These specialists worked primarily
w1th indi¥idual teachers; pne group of specialﬂsts (reading clinic -
coordinators) worked with students and also trained a small number of

. e

xother reading .specialists, foaﬁfhe dis;rict.
A
‘ The magnet schools office was established with both federal

-

° and dfstrict funds to develop ten magnet schools and programs with

distinct curricular emphases. These were designed to attract stu-
-

dents for school desegregaggon. A major staff development effoqf
existed in the magnet schools; each.magnet program employed sp¥*
cialists who helped teachers develop their .program's area of special

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

ﬁchtols office ran a mas‘!ve program of\dist}ict—wide human relations °
-

;]' workshops for teachers; these workshops were part of the district's

i . S desegregation effort. . o //// '
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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-
vélopment department was being phased out: and ran a few workshops
for new teacher’_and substitute teachers. One secretary in the

T personnel office processed salary increase records for teachers re-
lated to the educational credithihey earned.

" The teachers college offered preservice education courses for

ergraduates and graduate coufges for the district's teachers.
‘Twenty-three faculty members taught courses or led workshops for

‘éraduate credit for the teachers in Riverview.‘ The faculty members

~ . ; . 4nvolved were primarily supported by deeral state, and foundation
¥ ‘ j ‘
] funds. , . '
N > 'In a\separate staff development program 1nit1ated by the cen-

-

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

.

class advisors in eight schools.

Riverview employed 124 people who led staff developmefit ac-

) tivitiés. They constituted a work farce of 64.9 FTE positions and
. cost $1,5 million 4in time spent. Over half of this miney ($794, 000)

came from federal funds, and the largest component of th®se staff
. A

development programs was operated b&,the federal programs depart-

ment. '

.
. ‘
- '

Union School District's Staff Development Activities

The organjzational chart of Union School District shown in
Table 6 pregents a third type of central office structure, contrast-
ing with Seaside and Riverview. Five "service areas" (managemen!,

. . instrqgtiﬁnal, administrative, student development,*and business)

‘, ruere<each headed by an associate superintendent, and those associates

reported to the superintendent of schools. 1In addition, six 'de-
partmentsh reported directly to the superintendent of schools, in-

cluding staff development and continuing education. A recent re-

o

) )
. s , u

tral offifce, four of Riverview's teachers were specially trained by - °




organization of the central office, coupled with imminent court-

ordered desegregation, has produced a ndmber of shifts in the district's
structure since this diagram was preparéd. The continuing education
department was subsumed under a new department of staff deveiopment, set

up to%nelp schools plan and carry out desigregation. A human relations -
department was established, but had only one staff member who was working

on a proposal for federal desegregation funds. It 'was planned that the
staff developmenfhdepartment would be eliminated after one year's service

to schools and the human relations department would develop further i
desegregation-related activities. The fate of the one~person: con-

tinuing education department that'sponsored and coordinated profes-

sional growth courses for teachers was uncertain, and its resources

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

financial retrenchment. ~

There were ficg%basic types of staff development activities carried

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

¢ . . .

e administering and coordinating staff development

e training the teams of specialists in the staff development

-

department ; , . oo
. N '
. deCEloping desegregation plans with teachers in local schools
o conducting district®wide workshops

e providing individual teachers with in-class assistance

One could argue that the year we studied Union's staff develop- . n
ment Programs 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 byought by financial crises and court
mandates defy pfforts to point to a “typical" year for Union. Imt’
responding to t court mandates, Union allocated millions of dollars
from the genera:iéund budget to desegregation—related instructional
programs. ﬁ}so, the financial retrenchment of past years had evap-
orated the "loose'" monéy once available -for st1pends, workshops, con-
sultants, travel, and prafessional growth courses. !a the future,

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

a decrease in‘the'commitmé:? of local funds to the desegregation
’ - . .4

effort.
E |
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Central office staff development leaders in Union. Table 9

analyzes the staff develobment programs carried_but by Union's cen-

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

o

people: " an assistant superintendent who administered tﬁg'program;
a director résponsiﬁleﬁfor prog planning and staff t}aiding; and ’
.24 specialigts, who were teachers, principals, and central office
: staff specifically recruited and trainéd to assist schools in dese-
’ gregétion. The - 24 specialisté were arrangéd'into foJr‘;eams, each
concensrating on a fourth q{ the schools ufldergoing desegregation.
“  They helped locgl school staff develop instructional and organi?h-’/)
tional plans and COnducted_wo;kshops on.problem solving.

The Ebntinuing education department consisted of one coordina-

tor who arranged pfofessfonal gréwth courses offered by the dis-
. trict; those courses were,taught by central office staff and consul-
. tahts.i He also coordinated student teacher placements with‘four
v ' uﬁiversities; in exchange fhe district reeeived waivers of univensity
tuition for whic% distric£ teachers might apply'through this depart-
ment.. ‘ . =

3

The instructional services division had three departments that

were inyolved in staff development: curriculum, federal and state N

érograms, and fareer education. There were a total ;} 35 people in

these departments thVcafried out some form of staff development,
usually by leading workshops or'assisting teachers in the. classroom,
Fev of these pepplerspent more than half their time doing staff dg-
velopment.i Twa, reading language arts resource teaghers did spend

all their time working directly with q}assrooq teachers on imﬁlement-

ing new curricula and improving teaching skills.

The student)devel@pment service division had two departments

that were inwvolved in staff development: adult edugation and special
education. None of the 20 supervisors and specialists in these de-

partments spent more’than(half their time on staff development. They
L . "

A
primarily worked with teachers in the classroom in their particular
* .

area of special%ty. -
Union employed 82 central office staff who led staff develop-

ment activities. They constituted a work force of 45.5 FTE positioifs

-

A
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TABLE 9. Costs (Stgff Salaries and Benefits) of Staff Development
Leaders in Central Office Departments Based on Percentage 0f Time
Spent in Staff Development Activities for the Union School District

é
i ACTIVITIES
: DIVISTON/DEPARTMENT NUMBER PERCENTAGE -~ sDMIN./ TEAM DESEG. WORKSHOPS IN CLASS
‘. OF STAFF OF TIME IN  CoORD. TRAINING PLANS ‘ t ASSIST.
STAFF DEV. N
Staff Development Dept.
. eAsst. Supt. 1 1002 1002 /-‘-— -—- - @ — -—
eDirector 1 ‘ 100 36 K 152 342 152 -—
. eSpecialists N 24 100 10 15 22 53 -
(FTE) (26.0)
Continuing Ed. Dept.
eCoordinator 1 100 100 ——- - — ——
(TE) ' (1.0)
F
o Instructional Services .
g Division ) ,
Curriculum Dept. . -
- - M - L]
oDirectors 3 21 - - -— " & 17%
oCoord. /Supervisors 10 N -— — 7 17
eResource Teachers 2 100 - — -—— — 100
(FTE) ( 5.0)
>
Federal & State Programs . .
: N . eCoordinator N a 1 S5 10 —— -— 40 5
eSupervisgors 8 18 --a ——— -— - 18
. ’ ) (2.0) .
3
. : L
Career Ed. Dept.
’
oCoordinators b 32 3 -— -— 3 26
eSupervisors (a). | 4 50 — — —- 24 26
eSupervisors (b) 3 &4 _— _— -— * 9 35
(FTE) 14.6)
l N - \
) A .
- ’ "
Q ) )

O
#

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

s

s

STAFF GENERAL FEDERAL  OTHER
DEVELOP- FUND FUNDS FUNDS
MENT COSTS
$ 38,000 $ 38,000 —_ _—

32,000 32,000 — —_

508, 000 508,000 — —
§ 578,000 $578,000

Al . ,
$ 33,000 $ 33,000 _— —
§ 33,000 § 33,500 .

) N

19,000 $ 9,000  -— =

68,000 68,000 -— —

39,000 39,000 -— —
§ 126,000 § 126,000

18,000 -—— § 18,000 —

29,000 , - 25,000 § 4,000
T 47,000 § 43,000 $ 4,000
$ 33,000 $ 33,000 — —

40,000 40,000 ——_— o

28,000 23,000 — —
$§ 10!,000 § 101,000

-
09
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TABLZ § (Cont'd)
) ACTIVITIES
y 2
DIVISION/DEPARTMENT NUMBER PERCENTAGE  ADMIN./ TEAM DESEG. WORKSHOPS IN CLASS
 § OF STAFF OF TIME IN  KAORD. TRAINING  PLANS ASSIST.
N . * STAFF DEV,
Student Development N
- Services Division
Adult Ed. Dept. . .
sSupervisors .5 322 -_— —— —_— 3z 292
(FTE) | (1.6)
Special Ed. Dept.
eSupervisors 7 b4 —— -— — 19 25
oSpecialists 8 28 - -— -— 1 27
(FTE) . (5.3)
N !
: S
TOTALS (FTE) (45.5)
< . - - - > A,: -
. ‘
N J
r 4 b
]
. B \
' 4
»
? ) .
N < )
Q % .

STAFF GENEEAL FEDERAL  OTHER

DEVELOP- FUND FUNDS PUNDS

MENT COSTS

$ 45,000 -—  $23,000 $ 22,000

§ 45,000 § 23,000 § 22,000

S. 88,000  § 88,000  --- —
46,000 46,000 - —

§ 13,000 313,000

$1,064,000 5972,000 § 66,000 516,000
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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 deverpment teams for

desegregatio

mparing the Extent of Staff Developpent
7 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 leadezs? Seaside and, River-
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
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,developme® leaders and their
funding sources is shown in Table 11. Seaside and Union display
si ar 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 the

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 and  other funds that

were spent on staff development in Rivervigw can be attributed to
extensive staff development activities in the federélly funded Title
I and desegregation programs and the aftivities oi the teachers col-

fege faculty and foundation-funded programs.

51
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TABLE 10.

Staff Devedopment Leaders Compared to

Number of Teachers in the Three Schoof Districts

3 —

i , Seaside Riverview “Union
School School School
District District District
Number of Teacher¢ 5,300 4,100 4,200
Number of staff 170 . 124 82°
- Development Leaders T .
Ratio of Teachers . S
to Staff Development Leaders < 31.2 33.1 51.2
Full-Time Equivalent
. (FTE) Staff Development 71.3 4.9 45.5 :
Leaders . >
Ratio of Teachers !
to FTE Staff Developmest 74.3 63.2 /  92.3
Leaders . - *
TAéLE 11. Cost of Staff Development Leaders
in the Three School Districts™y™Funding Source h
*
) Seaside . Riverview Union i
Funding ¢ School School Schopl l
Source . District District District
Ceneral Fund \ $1,524,000 (94{12) ¢ 543,000 ( 36.1%) §* 972,000 ¢ QI.A%)
Federal Funds 53,000 ( 3.2 ) 794,000 ( 52.8 ) 66,000 ( 6.2 ) .
Other Funds 43,000 ( 2.6 ) fws,ooo (11.2 ) 26,000 ( 2.4 )
Total s $1,638,000 0100.0%) Si,SOS,OQO (100.0%) $1,064,000 °*(100.0%)
. .
A
. >

I
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There were two additional kind of costs associated with

staff development activities initiated by the central offices: the
fees paid to consultants to assist district staff in planning and
conducting staff develoﬁmé;t activities, and tﬁe direct expenses in-
curred in conducting activities (i.e., conference fegs, travel to
.conferences, dues for membership in professional organizations, publi-
cations and training materials, workshop facilities, rental, equip-
ment, and postage). gsRiverview spent considerably more on consultants
than did the other two districts (Riverview $212,000; Seaside $158,000;
Union $48,000), and most of it camé;from federal funds. Riverview
was aiso 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 .

L]

Ceneral™¥atterns 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 activ{Eies 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 widé
dispersal result®d from a numbe; qf political and educational in-

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

Staff Development as a Secondary Responsibility

Few central office §taff were explicitly charéed with staff de-
velopment responsibilities. However, man& central office staff mem-
bers found tfat they had to carry out staff development to accomplish
the ma;;¥ objectives of their jobs, Thus, stAff devel%pment respon-
sibilities became important ot sometimes predominant, but they grew
gradually and were often not fbrmally recognized.

thr example, curriculum specialisgf have traditionally been
charged with developing curriculum plans and seeing that teachers
carry them out. For:some, this meant a primary emphasis on writing

( -~
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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. ?pﬁse variations 'were ﬁossible because of the remapkablé
autonomy such -specialists pften 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"
laxgely as an outgrowth of their iddas about their own particular jobs,
it was unlikely that they would coordinate their work with colleagues in

other debartments or divisions.
- L4 . - IS

External Pressures aﬂa_Fundiqg
Numerous pressurés %g school districts and central office staffs
generated. needs for staff development_ activity, including federal
and state ldws and regulatfbns, court Qecisioné, and citizen con-
cerns. In kiverview, for example; the gEhool désegregation plan
involved human relations‘t;a}ning and experimental educationa&‘pro— —
gramsg{. In Seaside, the physical education department had to help
teachers\comply with recent federal regulations concerning-sex dis-
crimination. Also in Seaside, the state's Early Childhood Egucation
Program mandated community involvement in decision making, and cen-
tral office staff spent much time helpiég local school staff‘develop‘
ﬁrocedures to comply with state regulations; Thus, many central of-
fice staff members responsiblg for particular program areas (e.g.,
physical educadtion, early ‘childhood education) became involved in
staff development,
In particular, the growth of categorical federal programs in
'the lasy; fifteen years has encoyraged compargmentalized staff de
JLlopmenﬁ activities. Bilingualleducation, compensatory gauca{zgg{
A and career education programs, fpr example, have includedgstaff de-
velopment components. One petson we interviewed said tge effect has
been to establish a 'dual school system." .Staff development experi- °
ences funded by particular federal programs serve only teachers or

schools involved in these programs. Programs with special funding

are often minimaliy cogrdinated with other district programs offer-

: P
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L
ing staff development; ;hey‘;dmetimes "compete" for teachdy time with
dther staff developé;nt programs, usually with different gbilities ~
to mandate teacher participatidn or reward it. If a échool district
wishes to institute a vonsistent staff development effort related

[}
to a particular issue (e.g., reading improvement), it is hard to over- °
1

come the fragmentation inherent in the dual system. ) -

Organizational Politics

The way that central office staff development was orgahized
also refleéted the.resultq of the political bargaining that is
tybical in any large organization. When a school superintendent
or other district officials waéted to instituté a new effort in
staff development, they often assigned the program to the people
they felt were the most competent to carry it oQt (or they assigned
it to friends or political allies), irrespective of the lines of
‘responsibility in the organizational chart. ’Similarly, when new séaff
development programs were proposed, departments and divisions competed
to éain thege new programs or to minimize the threat the new programs

posed for the%rlbrgsent programs.
| Y
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 centf}alized in light of district-wide prior}ties

nor decisively decentralized to make it respomsible 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

‘ N
nature of staff development activities initiated at the school
level. 'We found a marked difference a{mong the school dist‘icts
in the extent’ to 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).
. . . 4

Four Types of Teacher Time
In fixing thexcosts of teacher participation in staff de-
velopment, it is necessary to_distinguisﬁ four categories of 'teacher
time." First, much staff development occurs during what we have

-

called salaried work time. Staff development activities during

salaried work time are part of the regular work day gf the teacher,
as reflected in teacher contracts. Further, they do not involve
the payment of an additional stipend or of a paid substitute teacher.

i

‘ e
Regular teachers' meetings, professional days, department ang‘team

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

present opportunities for staff development during salaried work
fime. The arrangements that allow teachers to participate in staff
development during salaried work time sometimes involve another
stgff wmember "coyerf‘g" 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

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

‘for staff development consists of the sQ}ary and benefqts pa1d for L

1

.tbe school district ‘then,'?shthe

’

that'%ime, thus, 1f ‘a teacher spent'5% of h1s/ner salaried work time par-

ticipating in staff development, we would charge 5% of salary plus

" benefits to staff development. . ’ 0

Second, substitute release time consists® of t1me spent in staff

development activiBes while a substitite teacher rece1ves spec1al

g

— .
pay to cover a-teacher's ciass. To be conservative 1n“our estimates

of staff development cests, we’ have 1npl\dbd~only the cost of the

substitute's.time as a cost for staff development activ1t1es en-
\ - ‘

—

“tailing substitute release time.

Third, stipend lﬂme consists qf ‘time outs1de the salaried work
petiod designated in tge teachers' contract for which a teacher_is’

pald additional money beyond ry. The cost "of this time to

ost of the teacher stipend.

Fourth, some staff developme akes place duringithe teacher's
Fourth }f _

personal time. If a teacher takes a. university course or district-
&
sponsored workshop on a Saturday, for exémple, and is not paid extra,

chis staff development activity involves personal time’. Since the Ce

study was focused on staff development costs !ncurred by school-

districts, the cost of personal time is mot included in the study.
Of course, when tegchers use personal time to participaferin‘staff .
'development, the_district can incur other types of costs. "Leaders

for workshops held during personal time must be paid. And if the
teacher receives credit for participating in such a workshop “that
leads‘zo a subsequent salary increase, this salary increase is a w"
staff development cost to the school distr®t that must be analyzed. ~
(Costs of salary increases for participation,in staff deve}opment‘

o

are discussed in Section 6.) . ‘ .
& ¢ 4 «

School-lLevel Staff Development Activities

In carrying out the study, we‘distinguished betweén staff
development activities initiated at thea'central office (or sub- .

disttict) level and sggff development -activities initiated at the

school level.” As indicated below, there were.marked dlfferencés

-
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r A‘mng the three districts in the extent to which staff development

, activigies initiated at thei.;hool level were encouraged within
) * the district. . l ) ’
We conducted the study of Seaside firstf and we did not
. sharply distinguish schoo"initiated versus' central office-initiated
activities in otir interviews with teachers and pr1ncipals Thus:
. the estimates we arrived at about the extent of school-initiated
- . activiS‘es in SeaS1de are based on a subsequent revidw of eur
fiei!hmo es; we feel confident that our observations about general
patterns of school-initiated activity in Seaside are cogrect, but
quantitative ‘estimatesgof time spent are based on an analysis aftene
the”fact. the time we began the studies of Riverview and Union, o
the distinction between school-initiated and central office-ini-
tiated actijities was clearly built into our data collectidn activ-
1t1es, SO thdt w€ provide more detailed quantitative breakdowns con-
P cerning schoo\}\-initiated activities for Riverview ang¢ Ufion. ﬂ

Est\imating Teacher Participatidn in .
\Staff Development Activifﬁes

-

. . Section 2 desc ibes the 'methods that we employed in select-
iné a sample of school® at which to collect information about
school-initiated staff developmént and about the amount of teacher
time spent on all types of staff development. In each school dis-
ttict, we visited a sample of the major types of schools (elementary,
junior high, high schoo®, elementary magnet, etc.), inte}viewing.

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

‘4,144 o
.

~ ‘volved in staff development. From information gathered at the sam-
‘pled schools (which was cross-checked and reconciied with informa-

) tion gathered from the central office), we estimated the extent of
school-based staff development andﬁdf total teacher time in staff
development. frocedures for this estimation process are describged ’

@ in Section 2. ' ' Q“

~ +

Below, we discuss tye patterns we found in ‘each district.

o a‘\ . .
N

Seaside School District's Staff Development Activities

‘x There was a general commitment to staff development in the Seaside

- Y

+ 1Y .
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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 st worked‘closely with building
ievel staff to develop these activities. School district norms ex-
' pected teachers to participate in professional responsibiiities be—.
yongdthe teaching day, 'and this was formally acknowledged in the
“"teachers' contract, which officially designdted an eight-hour workday
. even though the regular school day was only six and a half hours.

éeveral state policies fostered school-based staff development.
‘A state-supported early childhood education program required early

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

siderable control over some state funds goiné 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

~

logcal level inhSeaside included:

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

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

e Shortened day workshops: some schools had programs that
dismissed students early on certain days so that staff
development workshops-:could take place at the school (e.g.,
early. ch1ldhgod education programs had early dismissal one
day per week).

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 fo& workshops and seminars at
the scﬁools -

. Other workshops and coursest the district operated an ex-
tensive set of wdérkshops and courses which, along with
many of the other staff development activities, could.

gualify a teacher for salary increases. !
i

] . Planning meetings: district and building coMmittees fre-
quently developed new programs with the help of central

office staff and consultants. | b
/

A

While we have thosen to call these six types of activities

L4

® Professionad growth day workshops: teachers were paid to , \\\\
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school-based staff-development, only "staff and department meetings' ~
dand '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 dafa obtained from our interviews in the
sampled schools in Seaside. It showé the number of teachers at each

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

‘ the 1440 hour'wofk year), total staff development hours used, the
percentage of time involved in staff development, and the break
of the staff development hou;g intd the six major types of activities
listed abové? Quite a variation is shown among the five eleﬁbntary
schools wé sahpled in percentage of time spent in staff development

. . (from 18.31% to 2.42%). 1In the first elementary school sampled, the
principal was making extensive use of every opportunity for staff
development’ (e.g., promoting visitationsy bringing in consultants to
faculty meetings, using all the shortened school day time), while theem -
principal in the fifth elementary school was doing little to promote

N staff development. '

. The subtotals for each of the three different types of schools
show that considerably more salaried work time was spent in staff
development at the elementa;y schools (8.22%) as cémpared with the
junior and senior high schoolg (5.847% and 5.70%, respectively).
While the secondary school teachers spent somewhat\more time on

the average in the "other workshops and courses' than did t;e ele-
mentary school teachers, t.e "shortened day workshops' and the
extensive use of "staff department meegings” for staff development
by some elementary school principals appears to have produced the‘pigher'

{ercentage. -

’ -
' Overall percentages of salaried work time spent in staff +
development at the sampled elementary, junior high, ang senior_high
schools wére uged to estimate the total hours and the average hours

)/ per year that all teachers spent in staff development at Seaside. These

o . 60
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TABLE 12. Salaried Work Time Téachers Spent in School-Based Staff
Development Activities in the Sampled Schocls of the Seaside
School District - ' ‘-
STAFF DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES (MN HOURS) .
SCHOOLS SAMPLED NUMBER OF TOTAL HRS. “TOTAL STAFF PERCENTAGE VISITA-~ STAFF/ SHORTEN PROF, OTHER PLANNING
’ . TEACHERS SALARIED DEVELOP- STAFF TATIONS DEPT. DAY WORK- GROWTE DAY  WORKSHOPS MEETINGS
- WORK TIME MENT HRS DEVELOPMENT MEETINGS SHOP ‘K)RKSB); & COURSES
First Elem. Sch. 11 15,840 2,901 v 18,312 415 880 1,320 286 — -—
Second Elem. Sch. 14 20,160 1,512 7.50 — 1,120 -— . 364 28 .
Third Elem. Sch, 33 47,520 3,858 12.33 545 2,640 -— 58 1,695 120
\ Fourth Elea, Sch- 18 25,920 - 1,647 6.35 36 — 900 ! 351 _— 360
Fifth Elem. Sch. 35 50,400 1,220 2.42 75 350 560 228 _— 7
Subtotal 112 159,840 13,138 8,22 1,07 4,990 2,780 2,087 1,723 487
. - ‘ *'
. Pirst Jr. High 100 144,000 9,860 6.85 1,260 /,z,ooo -— 2,600 3,642 358
- Second Jr. High ' 60 86,400 3,592 4.16 240 e -— 1,560 1,684 108
= ' Subtotal 160 230,400 13,452 5.84 1,500 2,000 — 4,160 5,326 466
First Sr. High 85 122,400 8,460 6.51 - 1,700 — 2,210 4,250 300
Second Sr. High 67 ~.96,480 4,024 4,17 40 1,005 -— 1,742 1,101 136
Subtotal 152 218,880 12,484 5.70 40 2,705 — 3,952 5,351 s 436
4 *
' =
3 v
» ’
. L
' —~T
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same percentages were used 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 péid 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 Fesulted from pro-
grams initiated by the central office-and subdistrict office staff.
Leadership at the school level for.staff developm;nt was not gen-
erally encouraged and school-based*étéff development was virtually
nonexistent., In many cases such local school initiative was im-
poésible because the schedule was filled with numerous voluntary
and mandatory activities sponsored by centgal office aepartments.
As with Seaside, we founé great differences in the level of interest
in staff development among , school incipals in Riverview. However,
there was little variation among schools _in the percéﬁtage of sal-
aried work time devoted to school-based staff’'development. Even
those principals with high inteérest did not have m ”spacé” for
initiating sgpool-based staff development. Principals interested
in-staff development for their teachers genérally encouraged them
to take advantage of the many district-sponsored activities.

The school-based stagf development activigies that did exist

-

in Riverview included: .

e Staff and department meetings: pofiions of faculty meetings
during the school year were used for stagf development.

e Visitations: teachers observed other teachers or schools.

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

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

’
Total Hours -

Per Year : Cost
Salaried wark Time 539,409 : $5,799,000
Substitute Réleased .
Time* ’ 31,400 T 157,000
Stipend Time* 4,400 ¢ 27,000 4
Total 575,209 1 55,983,000

— -

*Time and cost data were provided for all teachers in the school
district by the central office.
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. promote professional growth.

. specialists in addition to serving children.

A\ ]

Teacher participation in staff development activities in

Riverview. Table 14 shows the very limited school-based activities
that occurred during teachers' salaried work time in the sampled
schools in Riverview. Because of the large number of fedefal
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 fedegally
funded'teachers. Py / '

fhe time teachers ;pent in district-wide staff development‘(
activities sponsored by the central office staff in Riverview is

shown in P&ble 15. Central office specialists made extensive use

of inservice days, curriculup workshops, aqd géneral workshops to
present new‘curricula and teaching ideas to teachers. Also, teachers
were given time off to attend the yearly teachers’ convenlion to

The six reading clinics trained reading
The distinction between
B%SErict*paid and federally funded teaching positions was important

to make because many workshops were sponsored by the federal programs

ldepartment for only the federally funded teachers.

Table 16 presents the 'combined total of school-based and district-
wide staff development hours and calculates the percentage of salaried
work time they represented. It can be seen that, as in Seaside, elemen-
tary teachers tended‘to §pend more time in staff development than did
secondary teachers (although the percentages are much smaller than-in
Also the federally funded teachers spent proportionately

These

Seaside).
mﬁre staff development time than the district-funded teachers.
percentages were u;ed to calculate the hours spent in staff develop-
ment by the different types of teachers dyring salaried work time.

We also calculated the costs of this time.
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. TABLE 14, Salaried Work Time Teachers Spent in School ~Bdsed
Staff Development Activities in the Sampled Schools of the
Riverview School District ’

'

‘B

~ ,
» STAFF _DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES (IN HOURS)
SCHDOLS SAMPLED TEACHER NUMBER OF  TOTAL HRS. TOTAL STAFF PERCENTAGE | STAFF/ . VISITA- IN-CLASS SCHOOL
' _ FUNDING TEACHERS SALARIED DEVELOP- STAFF DEPT. TIONS * ASSISTANCE  BOARD
. WORK TIME  MENT HRS. REVELOPMENT | MEETINGS WORKSHOPS
_Pirst Elem. Sch. Districe ( 20 , 28,180 3 .012 - - -
Pederal 1.5 2,114 0 .00 . - - v -
Secondg@hem, Sch.  District 22 " 30,998 317 1.22 91 ‘12 4 P
: , Federal 9 12,681 105 .83. 64 9 5 27
Third Elem. Sch. District 17 23,953 7 .30 61 11 - -
Eederal . 5 7,045 18 .26 18 - - -
Fourth Elem. Sch. District 12.6 17,753 8 .05 . LQ - - -
' Federal 3 4227 1 .02 1 - - -
A Fifth Elem. Sch. District. 21 29,589 47 .16 25 7, 5 - 17
Federal 6 - 8,454 8 .09 3 .5 - -
. Sixth Elea. Sch. District "o 12,681 7 .06 - 7 - -
. ~ - [‘ - -
Federal 2 ) ] 2,818 48 1.70 8
Seventh Elem. Sch. District 29 40,861 14 .03 - - 14 -
Federal 4 5,636 0 .00 1. - - -
Elghth Elem. Sch. District 23.1 32,548 159 49 156 - 3 -
,Ninth Elem. Sch. District 19.9 28,039 535 191 269 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
Feddral 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 - /
‘ Third“High Sch. District 84 118,356 125 1 - 35 %0/ -
Subtotal District 226 318,434 1,727 56 - 834 63 460 370
Yl
Q = ‘

R R
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TABLE 15. Salaried Work Time Teachers Spent
in District-Wide Staff Development Activitfes
in the)Riverview School District (in houre)

Total: Hours . Staff Development Activities
District-Wide . -
Staff Dev't Inservice Teachers' _ Reading Curriculum General
| Day Training Convention Clinic . Workshops Workshops
Elem. School \ N
Teachers
District 71,961 18,172 18,172 ° 13,662 8,204 13,751
Federal 16,910 3,108 3,108 - 7,620 3,074
L3
High School ‘ .
Teachers . 18,162 8,001 8,001 - 2,160 . -
Total 107,033
R J

50




TABLE 16.

Combined School-Based and District-Wide

Salaried Work Time Teachers Spent in Staff Development

in the Riverview-.-School District (in*hours)

Elem. Sch.
Teachers

District
Federal

High School,
Teachers

Total

Average*

3
*Computed from total salaried work tfﬁe and

Total Hours

Number
of _ Salaried
Teachers Wrk Tigg__
2,550 _ 3,592,950
440 619,960
1,110 ' 1,563,990
4,100 5,776,900
o

~0

.

District-
School-Based ‘Wide Total Percentage
Staff Staff Staff _ Staff
Development Development Development Developm@nt
. .
19,048 71,961 91,009 2.53%
2,605 16,910 19,515 3.15
8,447 18,162 26,609 1.40
30,100 107,033 137,133
) (2.37%)
L}
/‘

total staff development time fq: all teachers. .

. A

.
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Union School District's School-Based

L X}
v

< v 3
Table 17 éummarizes the total time and total cost data for.

L3

the three different arrangements of téachers téme in staff develop; ’
ment (salaried work time, substitute release time, and stipend time).

In contrast to Seaside (where 937 of 'the total of ‘teachers' staff
dezelopment hours came from salaried work time), 50% of the total

hours spent on staff development in Rivergiew were in salaried work /
‘!ime and about '37% were in sqgipend time. And, as we have seen, muoh*
:lest-teacher “time overall was spent in staff development in Riverview

than in Seaside. As will be discussed in the next section on incentives
for staff development, ‘the relatively large amount of time that ' .
RiYerview teachers sperrt: in gtaff develapment activitief.for which e

they were reimbursed by 'stipends was related to the district's school
‘desegﬁ%tioﬁ‘ffort. @
. aiiaadh ] @ ' C-
. P

-

Staff Development. Activities ‘ . ‘ 4

In Union we dﬁ:umented twO maJor sources of school-based staff

development activities (1) those related ,to the desegregation ef-

) '1“forts of the staff development teams and (5) voluntary after-school

planning and program development ‘fostered by princ1pals,qihperviqors,.
and teachers themsélves Pronounced col%ﬁgiality existed in many

3 .of the small geographically dispersed schools .in Union, and it ap-
pedred that scthl building staffs had decided to rely more q.ltne
another as the. financial resources of the district became tighter

and l(bse money for staff development experiences %Kappeared.

LT * The types of school-based staff development activities we
found in the sampled schools included: N
- . ‘ . ‘ )

- < @ Staff and department meetihgg portions of the facult$ 'Eﬂ

4

mehtings during the school year used for sbaff developmen

Flagining meetings: district and building committees and -
gropps of. téacheys convened to plan program curricula,
etd. (e.g., thﬁfgeetings with gtaff development special- -

»

ists to develo local PBesegregation plans).

o ’ ,~
& ud g ‘ P32 ™~ ‘
' 68™ .
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, TABLE 17,--Cost of Teachers® $%aff Development Time(in

’

N . . ' a
’ ‘ .
! ' " . " oo,
. | o
. /
) S
] ’ -
’\ ]
’ ~
N e
ooV ’_ ! +
I ’ .
N F ]
[ 4 [
1 /\

whe Riverview School District &

s

[

vy - \ ’
" ¢t Total Hours i
Per Year ' Cost °
. ’
Salaried Work Time 137,133 : $1,492,000 ¢
Substitute Released . . ' ‘
Time* . 28,884 . 132,000
: o e .l : ’ -
Stipend Time * 95,333, ; 572',ooom
. , .
Total 261,350 V , $2,196,000
‘ , L

. g ' :
. - b . »

*Time andg cost data were provided‘for all teachers’ in the
- school district by the central office,

. -
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3 .® Visitations: teachers observiag other teachers, schools,
' and programs. . . .
-f
e In-class assistance: teachers receiviné’direct assistance

or feedback from specialists, supervisors, or r{hcipals ) .
on instructional matter, J .

e School- based workshops sessions arranged by the principals
.and teachers for their local schoobs.

. @ Staff development days: alternating schools devoting one
full day each month to staff development sessions at the
school. .

Lo -9 -

Teacher participation in staff .development activities in Union.

Table 18 summarizes the data obtained from our interviews in the .

sampled schools in Union. 1t shows the time spent on Staff develop-

ment by district fdnded éhd federally funded teachers at each sampled
b ) 1’ school in the six types of staff development activities listed above.

" Six kinds of schools were sam@led (elementary, johior high senior -

high, alterpative, special, and career schools) so that differences
in the extent of school-based staff development activity could be
npted. . . R

While there is much more school-based staff development in

— -

.

1

Union's schools ‘than in Riverview's, the percentages fall far short
of thode for Seaside., Omnly in alternative and career schools‘
‘ ' (which placeﬁ special eﬁghasis on st?éf*development because of the
[ . experimental nature of the schoads programs) did teachers spend more
. than 5% of salaried work, time in staff develoBment. The average
/’-. O 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 dey lopment activities N
Ti/g/sfe;i in q;strict—wide sfaff development activities

’ : spongﬁfed by the ceptraﬂ office staff {5 Union is shown in Table 19.

' y LN . '3 . .

o
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TABLE 18, Salaried Work Time Teachers ‘Spent in School-Based

Staff Develdpnent Activities in ‘the Union School District

. v /

SCHOOLS SAMPLED TEACHER NUMBER OF  TOTAL HRS. TOTAL STAFF

. FUNDING TEACHERS .  SALARIED DEVELOP-

WORK TIME  MENT HRS.
Pirst Elem. Sch. District 15,5 22,785 540
Pedegal 1% 5,145 180
Second Elem, Sch.  District 18 26,460 505
- Federal 5 7,350 140
Third Elem. Sch. District 18 Y 26,460 401
Federal - 4 5,880 . 87
Foprth Elem. Sch.  District 18 26,460 747
. Pederal 2 2,940 83
Fifth Elem. Sch. District 12 17,640 352
Pederal 2 "2,940 34
Sixth Elem. Sch. District 19 27,930 884
. . Federal 1 1,470 47
Seventh Elem. Sch. District 10 14,700 102
EighthElem. Sch. District .14 20,580 390

[ 4
Ninth Elem. Sgh. District 6 . 23,520 380
Tenth Rlem. Sch. District 18 26,460 545
Eleventh Elea. Sch. District Y 10 « 14,700 s72
Subtotal District 168.5 247,695 5,618
' Federal 17.5 25,725 571
_ Pirst Jr. H:S. ' thtrict 32, 47,040 639
Second, Jr. H.S. District 36 52,920 . 1,736
) \ Federal . ~3 2,940 98
Subtotal District ' 68 99,960 2,375
Federal 2 2,940 . 98
Pirst Sr. H.S. District 51 74,970 1,518
. Second Sr. H.S. District 27 39,690 1,275
Subtotal District 78 v 114,660 2,793
Alternative_Sch. District 18 26,460 3,021
Federal 3 4,410 . 503
“Special Sch. Dist. District - 13 19,110 644
Career Sch. Dist.  District 45 "66,150 3,525
* &
85
/ 4

DEVELOPMENT

v

PERCENTAGE
STAFP

2.371
3.50

1.91°
1.90

1.52
1.48

2.8
2.82

2.00
1.16

3.17
3.20

2.05
1.90

2.

3.9

2.27
‘2.22./4

1.36
3.28
3.33

2.38
3.33
2.02
3.21

2.44

B

11.42
Y11.41.

3.37

5.33

. [+
b -
. - )
L4
‘ STAFF DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES (IN HOURS)
$TAFF/ PLANNING VISITA- IN-CLASS SCHOOL STAFF DEVEL-
DEPT. MEETINGS TIONS  ASSISTANCE  BOARD OPMENT DAYS
)} MEETINGS WORKSHOPS  WORKSHOPS
kd 4‘.’
310 *4 7 191 28 _—
70 _— — 104 6 ——
360 — -— o3 108 —
100 — -— 27 13 -
" 80 180" -— -— 141 —
16 ' 16 —- — 55 ——
108 261 3. 175 . 220 —
12 4s — 15 41 —
_— 134 — 60 ° 158 —
-— — 5 29 ) -—
285 115 — 390 94 —
15 15 -— 13 4 —
t 80 "6l — 60 101 . —
. -— 129 - 126 135 * —
— 8’* -— 204 " 91 _—
' — 162 l33 180 170 —
100 125 -— 195 152 —
b 4
1,323 1,236 43 1,618 1,398 —
213 46 — 164 14 —
192 185 18 59 85 -
900 104 113 504 S
50 e 6 — 28v B -
1,892 289 134 563 300 —_—
50 6 - 28 14 ——
337 , 561 >— 195 425 .
. 3% 12 75 720 144 —
661 573 75 915 569 —
\
270, I S— 888 464 1,350
45 ) 8 ..-\N> 148+ 77 2%
- 163 5 - v 227 246 -—
-— f!qso,r’ 480 780 1,215 e
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‘ . TABLE 19. Salaried Work Time Teachers Spent . A " .

. in District-Wide Staff Developme@t Activities : , . .

by Funding Source in the Union School District :

L

e

—

lg

Teachers'
Funding

§0UICE

. Diftrict

+

Fede

-Totél

¥

Number
.of

Teachers

3,980

220

4,200

0

L

N

Total . Staff Development Activities (In Hours)’ .  Avg. Hgs. Per
District-Wide ' . ) Teacher in
Staff Dev't Teachers® Curriculum Desegregatick. General p%é;rictHWide"
~_{In Hours) Convention  Workshops Wqgrkshops . Workshops | Staff Dev't-
) -e » ! ¢ . ' ‘ bl ’ .
14,945 3,938 s13 & 7,509 2,985 | . " 3.76° - |
v 3 ’ c ‘)‘v N . - o
15,568 375 6,751 ©.1,242¢ 108 " 7 70°.76 v
—_ I S el
30,513 PR . e
L A T |
% ‘\ - P , .
. ! v
. . " .1"
‘ - ’ ," . . ‘
’x S N :" ' .
L 4 ' .. 5} - > .
A Y ',
\ ~o_ ‘ ,’)




This table in&icates that much mofe time was spent by federally funded
teachers in distriet-wide staff development than by district funded
¥ teachers. The state teachers' convention affected staff development

time eqLally'getween the two types of teachers. The desegregation
workshops held by the staff development specialists affected the
federal teachers somewhat more heavily because.all of the schools
receiving T;tle-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 lerge number of curriculum and general workshops held ex-

clhsively for the 220 federally funded teachers.' ) %

Table 20 combines the hours spent in school-based and district-
wide staff developmeet\and shows the higher percentage of time ¢hat
federally funded teachers spent in staff development (7.70% VS
2.85% forgdistrirt-funded teachers). These;percentaées were used,
to compute the costs ot this staff development time. ’

Table 21 summarizes th total tiqe and cost data for the three

- different arTangements‘for 5zecher time ip staff development (salar%;)
b} work time, substitute release time, and stipend time). As in.Seaside,
over 907 of the total hours per year that Union's teachers spent in

R staff development Qas during salari®d work tipe.

€omparing the Extent ofwJeacher Participation -
« % in Staff Development

.The pr&ious.analyses showed that the Seaside School District's'
péttern of providing staff developmeﬁt activicies for teachere was
rkedly different from those of Riverview and Union. Table 22+
_~/} “y indigates average amount of time a teacher in each district spent
in t thre different arrangements for staff development On‘tgz—\\\

average a teacher in Seaside spent 108 hours tn staff development,

- - . R /

O 4 . ES{) . .
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TABLE 20 .--Combined School-Based and District-Wide s
Salaried Work Time Teachers Spent in Staff o
Development Dumdng School Year (In Hours) by - "
Funding Source in the Union School District .
. 4
L]
l . District- ;
R Teachers' Number Total Hours i School-Based Wide Total Percentage
' Funding of . Salaried i Staff ° Staff Staff Staff ]
Source Teachers Work Time ! Development =~ Development Development | Development
!
i
District 3,980 5,850,600 1 152,958 14,945 166,904 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 e
Average* : (3.112)
.
) »
. .
- A
& ’
n -
[\
/ ) , .

-~ . >y N
*Computéd from total salaried work time and total staff . f
development time for all teachers. - -

) -

¢
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TABLE 21.--Cost of Teachers' Staff Development

Time in the Union School District

\
- Total Hours
Per Ye
Salaried Work Time- 191,818
Substitute Release
) Time* o 14,800
Stipend Time* . 4,500
. O
Total . 211,118
v

-
Il

[

Cost

$2,229,000
)

74,000

27,000

$2,330, 000

e

¢4
(

e

*Time and cost data were provided for all teachers in ¢

the school district by the central office,.

-
*
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TABLE 22 ,--Average Number of Hours per Teacher Spent in Staff
» Dj)elopment during the School Year in the Three School Districts

- A

Seaside ' Riverview ) Union

School School * ° School
District . District District

salaried York Tine 101.71 . 4 . -45.67
Substitute Released Time 5.92 . 3.52
.Stipend Time - .83 1.07

e 2

Totals 108.46 ) . 50.26




- while a Riverview teacher;spent 64 hours a“;a Union teacher spent 50
hours. Thus, Seaside teachers spent rqughly twice ii,mUCh time’ on

staff development as did teachers 'in Riverview and Union. !

ajor 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 developmeht,during salaried-work time.

Teachers in Riverview spent onlf 33 hou;; during salaried work time, and
teachers in Unton only 46 hoqts. However, Riverview paid for over 23

haurs per teacher in stiﬁend tihe 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.

t

- It should be noted that these three arrangements for staff development,
analyzed in Table 23, have differant cost implications for j&ﬁistrict
Theoretically, the sakaried work time that teachers spend in staff develop-
ment can be inereased within some limits without adding any additional

"cost" to the_sehhol district, becaﬁae the professional staff are given

fixed salaries for a contracte&'workday and work year. How much of this

time is spent in staff development is a matter of some &iscretion.' A

district is usually bound by state code to provide a certain number pf

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 tosts" to'a school district, which can be increased only by
allocating additional monies. '

From this perspective, Riverview and Union were using less of the
time available to them for staff development ?1thin the salaried work
time of teachers than was Seasid:. Also, Riverview was attempting to
generate more time for staff development by paying teachers stip:hds

whi ost the district $572,000, for time beyond the teachers' contract.

inplications of such policies will be examined in the discussio:)rf

incentives for particigatien in staff development in the neXt secti

- ’
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TABLE 23. Cost of Teachers' Time Spent in Staff Development

in the Three School Districts

Seaside
School
~ . District

Salaried Work Time $5,799,000

.

Substitute Released - .
Time* 157,000

Stipend Timéx* 27,000

'

Total $5,983,000

4

—— e e

-

572,005\ . 27,000

4

Riverview .Union
School 7 School
District, . District.

$1,492,000 " $2,229,000

1

132,000 *74,000

$2,496,000 $2,330,000

A

*Costs are based on salaries ang benefits paid to the substitute teachers hired

to release classroom teachers for staff development.

**Cofsts are.only for the actual stipends paid.

A
»
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Patterns of Teacher Participation in School-Based
vs. District-Wide Activities

The three school distéicts studied showed sngral differences
in the‘configuraﬁion of staff deveiépment activities in which teach-
ers participated. In Seaside t‘; large number of central office
staff members involved in staff development both initiated their
own activities and supported activities initiated at the sghool
lgvel. Riverview also had a'largé éroup of central office people
doing staff development, but their work wa efinitely not focused
on the local scﬂools.. }heir activity was pistfict-wide, fo%using
on topics and needs determined by these largely autonomous special-

ists. Virtually no school-based staff development existed in River-

.
.

viewt .
In Unidn, financial presgures had reduced much of the dis-
tFict-wiHe staff development activity for teachers, except for '
those invol&ed‘ip federal programé. A new initiative in desegre-
gation (supported by district funds during the year studied) did
" encourage some schobl-based staff development. In addition, the
reduction of centrdl'off&ce~sponsored stgff development activities’
seemed to have been "replaced" by some school-based écqivities‘gen—
erated by teachgrs and principals in the relatively small, geograph-
ically dispersed schools.
Reviewfng the patterns across all Fhree districts, we found
thgt the following factors either encouraged or discéuraged stagf

N

development inipiative at the school level:
. . - -
e District scheduling that ak}owed time for school-
initiated staff development stromgly encouraged }t.

e Structuring the jobs of .central office staff "so that ‘
they inclyded responding to needs identified by local
'schoolsae§éouraged school-initiated staff development ¢
) »
e Decentralization of bddgeting and planning decisions
to the school level encouraged school-initiated staff
development. :

S S S |




e The commitment to staff development of the building ‘prin-
cipal could greatly increase the level of school-initiated R
N staff development activity, but this effect was diminished &
if the central office did not’ encourage such staff develop? :
ment through its district-wide policies.

- “e The development of a belief among teachers that staff de- s
velopment was part of their professional responsibility
encouraged school-initiated staff development; the develop-
ment of a belief that teachers should be paid extra\for
staff development participation discouraged it.

e The existence of collegiality and a sense of special shared
k purpose at the’school-building level encouraged school~
| initiated §taff development. Given such commitment, the avail-
ability of such resources as substitute time and consultant
money influenced the extent of -the staff development parti—
cipation.

e The estence of ansextensive set of staff development ex-
periences devised independently by the central office staff
. . discouraged school-initiated staff development.

[
-
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SECTION 6. INCENTIVES FOR TEACHERS TO
PARTICIPATE -EN-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 "béring,? "irrelévant," "impraﬁ;ical," "busy work." Thus,
one possible avenue for increasing participatiqp is to improve the -
, quality of the experiences themselves and we frequently heard from
teachers that this could be accomplished by gibing teachers a larger'
role in designing them. The effect of various intrinsic incentives
for participating in staff development deservés 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 schoo% dis-
tricts we studied made fiffering uses of four major types of monetary

incentives:
\
N . e substitute release time: hiring a substitute teacher to
take a teacher's clase or classes while the teacher parti-
cipated in staff development

e stipend time: paying a teacher additional money beyond his
regular salary to attend a staff development session outside
of the salaried work time

¢ 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 ) -

e salary increase for educational attainment: moving a
teacher one (or several) Bteps up the educational attain-
ment index of the salary scale because he has completed -
course work, degrees, or educational experiences sanctiomed
by the school\district.

TN
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Thege four incentives are obviously qpite diffe;ent. The use
of substitute reléase time for staff’development qoes not compensate
the teacher monetariiy, but it does allow the teacher to particiﬁate
in staff developﬁent during time for which he/she is already being\//’/ '
paia. Stipend time requires that additional time beyond the worﬁhay-
be spent in staff development activities and does not reimburse the *
teacher at the same hourly rate as 'salaried wo;k'time. However,
stipend time gé;ﬂ\proviae gifra income and follows an often stated
guideline of teacher untonists, "extraleay for extra work." Sabbaticals
do not fully compensate the‘teacher for the time spent away from the .
c}aésrbom; usua%ly‘the teacher receives half pay or less. Ho&ever,
sabbaticals can provide time off from teaching with some financiwal
benefits to complete graduate degrees that lead to salary increases. ~

The incentives involved in sé}lary increaées for educational . ‘

14

attainment are complex to andlyze. They ate often linked to state

recertification standards to school district-university relution- -

ships. Also, they are of en by teachers as part of the school- r

district's "benefits" ré M ‘as an incen e or reward for im-

provement. Furthet,- salary
[ 4

costs to ¢he distrfbt. In the. school year immediately subsequent to

reases have both short- and'long-term

the teacher's qualifyidg for'an.educat{onal increase, the school d{f'

- * . uy *
trict must pay an additional amount in salary to the teacher (a short- .
term cost to the district). However, that additional amount of salary ‘ %

T e
will be paid to that teacher every year that he/sﬁz remains a teacher

in the district (a long-term cost to the district). ’ '
The costs of these four monetary fncentives for teachers in
Sea%iae, Riverview, and Uvion are showy in Table 24. The togaluigst
of each {ncentive to the district and the average cost per teacher
are presented. One can see that stipend time in Riverview and salary
inQreéses in Seaside were major expenditures, significantl& greater

than the other incentives. ,
'l .
Substitute release time was used to 4 lesser degrge in Union
than in the other two districts.- In previous years, substitute

release time had been more prevalent in Unien (comparable to Sea-

,éide and Riverview), but it was reduced during financial retrench-

-

< . ’
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TABLE 24

in Staff Development in the Three School Districts

[N

Irdfcentive

Substitute
Release Time

-

Stipend
Time

-

Sabbaticals

Salary
Increases

At

School
District

Seaside
Riverview

Union

Seaside
Riverview

Union

Seaside
Riverview
Qnion
Seaside
Riverview

Union

.

Staff Devel. -

Cost

$ 157,000
132,000

74,000

27,060

572,000
27,000

+ 86,000
158,000
138,000

870,000
205,000
199,000

$

\

>
Cost Per
Teagher

29.62
32.20
17.62

5.09
139.51
6.43

'16.23

38.54 -,

32.86

]

%

164.15
£0.00
47.38

CoM§ts of Incentives for Teachers to Participate

- ) /
Time per Number
Time Teacher . of
{In Hours) (In Hours) Teachers
L} ’
31,400 5.92 -
28,884 7.04 -
14,800 - 3.52 -
4,400 .83 -
95,333 23.25 -
4,500 1.07 -
- - 10
. - - 16
) = - 12
a
- - 902
- - 205
- - r .

250

Percentage
of Teachers
Involved

0.19%

0.39

0.28
17.02

5.00
5.95

1610
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ment. Riverview appears to have igvested somewhat more in substltute
release time than Seaside. - | .
. . St1pend time was a major 1ncent1»é for staff development in
Riverview but a minor one in the other two districts. Riverview
paid selected teachers $572,000 for se;eral weeks of summer cuYriculur
deveiopment a monthyof start-up plann1ng at magnet schools in the
summer, and numerous Saturday and after school workshops during the
'school'year for desegregation and human relations. fhe average
- teacher was reimbursed for 23.25 hours through stipends. Of course,
not all ‘of fhe district teachers participated in these programs.
The district estimated that less than a thira participated, which
would mean roughly 70 hours per participating teacher or over $500
in additional salary ‘
Sabbaticals affected very few teachers in the three d1str1cts
Each year, as Table.24 1nd1cate5 fewer than 17 of the teachers were‘
on sabbatical leave. - However as all of the salary that ;as paid to R N
teachers on Babbatical was a sta.ff developme‘t cost, significar’ ‘
—shms of meney were involved. < P
Seaside made major use of salary increases as an incentive) \ .
compared with-the other two districts. The $870 000 that Seaside
spent on short term salary 1ncreases for completion of education
credits was more than three times as much as the other two districts
spent. Also, as Table 24 " indicates, about four times as many teach-
ers in Seaside received ‘salary increases 'as in the other t;o dis-
tricts.. Further, the casts of salary increases shown in Table »w%
are only short-term casts for increases granted for the year—under
study. While it was not possible for us to accurately aa?lgze long-
germ costs of the;e increases, one should remember, for -example,
that if the average teacher in a district continues to teach for ten
years after receiGing an educational increase of $1,000 per year,
" the long-term cost of this increase to the district is $10,000.
' Below, we analyze‘the nature oftthe salary increase systems

it the three school districts in more detail.

-
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‘teachers by accepting student teachers from the universities. In .

‘of teachers at each longevity step and each educational attainment

] -
: \
3
. -
- <
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épélysis of Salary Increase Systems

Eech of the three school districts awarded salary increases . '
to teachers for completing éducational course work. Universities
and colleges in the three cjties offered courses and degree pro-
grams for teachers that counted towards these salary increéses. How-

ever, each district also had other important rapgements to encourage

teachers to complete educational credits. Sehside offeped an exten-
.-

. sive set of in-district courses, workshops, and:seminars whtich counted & :

‘towards salary increases. Riverview School District administered a ;

private endowment fund whigh 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 agre‘%ents with four nearby uni-

versitfes through-which the district earned tuition credits fer ifg/’-

.

" the feat studied, Union teachers used $287,000 in tuftion eredits.

Both the $184,000 in Scholarships in Riverview and the $287,000 in
tuitioh credits in Union were excludeq ftom the cost anal&sis Qf.in—
centives because they were.not part of the diStricts'Aexpenditures.‘
They do, however, represent sizable staff development incentives in J
the complex system for encoudraging salary increases.

Tables 25, 26, and 27 present the entire salary schedules
for the three districts. Each scheduld also indicates the number

level.lq ; !

of teachers on them were markedly dlfferent in ‘the three distrlcts

Both the structure of the salary schedules and the dlS&Kibutldn

Look1ng 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 Table2%).
However, Seaside's schedule did not place ér;at emphasis on atta?n-

ing graduate degrees. A teacher could attain four of the six leveI; _
in Seaside without getting a master's degree. Thus, throuéh the exL

tensive set of in-district staff development activ1ties, teachets

' ®

‘.
- »

' 85 . .
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TABLE 25. Teachers' Salary Schedule ,
. for the Seaside School District . A ) )- !
» //
[ - - -
CLASS A CLASS B CLASS C CLASS D CLASS E\ * CLASS F
i BA PLUS 4
” . 60 SEM, HOURS -
BA PLUS OR 'BA PLUS BA PLUS « BA PLUS
BACHELOR'S BA PLUS 36 SEM. HOURS 54 SEM. HOURS '.| 72 SEM. HOURS 90 SEM. HOURS
DEGREE 18 SEM. HOURS OR MA - WITH MA WITR MA WITH MA
- - - ’
STEP Amount No. Amount No. ‘Amount No-. Amount No: Ameunt No. Amount No.
1 - $ 9443 ‘21 . sroo§7 41 $10671 28 $11284 1 $11898 1 $12512 1
2 9821 25 10435 35 A 11048 79 11662 15. 12276 1 12890 ,
3 10214 ° 15 10827 42 11441 52 12055 12 12669 k] 13283 1
oA 19622 14 11236 25 11850 73 12464 - 31. 13QY8 4 13691 K]
5 11047 9 11661 36 12225 105 12889 55 13503 6 14116 7
6 11489 15 "12103 32 12717 126 13331 74 13944 20 14558 19
7 11949 8 12563 26 13177 123 13791 91 14404 17 15018 31
8 I 12527. 7 13041 31 13655 93 14268 . 11 14882 17 15496 43
9 +12924 11 13537. 23 14151. 68" |- 14765 72 15379 14 15993 44
10 13440 43 - 14054 23 14668 71 15282 82 15895 26 16509 Q9
11 ] 14591 131 15205 . 62 15819 56 16432 17 17047 64
12 ’ 4}576& 439, 16378, 56 16992 18 17606 53
13 16960 816 ‘17574 24 18187 . 62
14 N 18178 138 18792 127
15 19420 1299 -
. quiﬁon; ﬁ)g{(J.IZ) 168 ' (8.1%) 445 (24,1%) 1319 (ib.ll) 1432 (5.7%) \ 310 (32.97) 1801
. A
103 = @ _

~104




TABLE-26. Teachers' Salary Schedule ’ . ' ~, -
for the Riverview School District

'

‘ . . .
‘ g . . ; Master's Plus
" Bachelor's Degree Master's Degree 30 sem. hrs-. Ph.De Degree

STEP — AMOUNT ﬁgL AMOUNT  NO. éﬁéﬁﬁ; NO. | AMOUNT  NO.
1 $,250 25 10,250 1 $ 11,250 0 $12,250 0 0
2 9,750 393 10,750 13 11,750 7 12,750 1

. f 3 10,250 119 11,250 3f" 12,250 3 13,250 0

; 4 10;750 1o 11,750 27 " 12,750 6 13,750 0
5 11,250 ’ 165 12,250 93 13,250 9 14,250 1

6 11,750 200 12,750 81 13,750 22 14,850 1
7 15,250 278 13,250 75 14,250 10 15,350 1
. 8 |12,750 157 13,750 83 14,850 22 »| 15,850 2

. 9 13,280 . 82 14,250 47 15,350 22 16,350 0

10 13,750 149 . | 14,850 69 15,850 16 16,850 o [

o f1e,250 66 15,350 72 | 16,350 18 17,350 1
12 |14,850 64 14,850 20 16,850 19 17,850 1
13 15,350 71 . | 16,350 29 17,350 195 18,350 1
14 15,850 " 57 16,850 3 17,850 25 18,850 1

15 16,350 348 17,350 gjz 18,350 219 19,350 _ 11 °

| Total | (61.2%) 2,279 (27.0%) T,006 leap 47 0.62)° 21
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the .Union Sehool District

*

Bachelor's

¥

begreeo
STEP - AMOUNT  RO.
| 1 '_ 10,418 140
. 10,835 82
T3 11,272 80
4 11,720 94
5 12,189 - 108
6 12,679 137
7 f3,}79 126 .
8 13,710 95
P
9 14,262 108
10 14,825 78
11 15,419 80
12 16,044 47
13 16,679 . 58
14 17,346, 45
115' 18,044 387
| (39.2%) 1,665

Total

TABLE 27. Teachers'wSalary Schedule for

Bacﬁelpr's‘?lus

15 semi Hrs.
AMOUNT * "NO.
$10,7§0 37

11,147 .28
'II,SQS 40

12,054 41

iz,sia 52

i3,943 70

13,564 72

14,106 53

14,669 46
:15,252 56

15,867 40

16,502 = 35

17,158 45,

17,846 49
'183505 334

(23.5%) ~ 998

1

.

pe

Master's
Degree
AMOUNT  NO.
$11,554 17\
12,012 11
12,491 13
12,991 28
13,512 40
14,054 70
N14,616 . 105
' 15,200 67
15,804 116
16,440 115
17,096 97
17,784 76
18,492 66
19,232 62
20,063 479

(32.1%) 1,362,

Master's Plus ~Ph.D.

30 sem. Hrs. Degree
AMOUNT . 'NO. | AMOUNT
'$11,772 2 1$12,533
12,252 1 13,033
12,741 2 13,554

13,241 1 | 14,096
13,773 7 14,658
14,325 6 15,242
14,898 10 | 15,856
15,502 7 16,492
16,117 6 17,48

‘\ »
16,763 8 17,836
17,429 12 | 18,544
18,127 10 19,284
18,857 14 20,065
19,607 15 20,857
/
20,398 99 21,701
(4.7%) 200 (0.5%)
\ ~
[ 4
‘ -~
4

22
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~ TABLE 28. Salary Increase for Completing Educational Credits
Provided by the Bhree Pistricts for an Eighth-Year Teacher -
SEASIDE ‘ RIVERVIEW ‘"ynitown )
Steps - Salary " Steps ' Salary Steps Salary
\ (+ increase) (+ incrcaseg (+ increase)
over B.A,¥*)~ over B.A.*) over B.A.%)
~ ) ) . )
B.A. $12,427 B.A. $12,750. B.A. $12,555"
- L ($0) _ : 2($0) . ($0).
‘. : : . \
B.A, plus $13,041 -, - | B.A. plus $12,917
18 sem, hrs., (£ $614) | 15 sem. hrs, (+ $362)
| B.A, plus ’ $13,655 M.A. $13,750 M.A, $13,919 .
36 sem. hrs. | (+ $1,228) " |. & $1,000) (+ $1,364)
‘or M.A, 4
- ® . ’ ! Al
B.A, plus « $14,268 - - - . - -
60 sem, hrs, (+ $1,841)
of M.A. plus ’
24 sem, hrs.
- - M.A. plus $14,850 ~ | M.A. plus $14,196
e 30 sem, hrs. |, (+ $2,100) 30 sem. hrs, (+ $1,641)
[ M.A plus  J  \$14, 882 - - - -
42 sem. hrs. (+Y$2,455)
\ N ) ’
. MQ'A. P].US .($15, 1‘96 - - b -
60 sem, hrs. (+ $3,069) ' .
& ? . . . . . . T .
/ . ) - ' , Eh.D. $15’850 Ph.DQ &15,102.
(+ 3,100), J' (+ $2,547)
\' *
A . ) . . ‘\
* Figure in parentheses for each step indicates amount of addit{onal \
salary teachers who completed this step receive beyond the salary &
N they would receive if they were in the initial B.A. step. :
897 gy
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could earn semester hour credits and attain Class D on fhe scale

without"taking university courses. In addifion, the top level of
Seaside s schedu}e did not require obtaining a Ph. D ashin the other

two districts. . . -

.

In contrast “to Seaside, both Riverview and Union had structures

that strongly emphasfized graduate degrees. As Table 28 indicates, -

Union had only two steps,on its deale that did not require anothe;qdegree,

while Riverview had only one. =~ - - ! .
The amounts of sa1ary increases for particular stkps were also
qu1te d1fferent across the three districts ‘The steps (or classes)

in Sea51de increased by’ a fixed amount: $614 or 6.5% of a beginning

.
~

o

!
)
/

i

teacher s salary. The steps in Riverview increased $1,000-1,100 . k

(roughly 10% of a,beginning teacher's salary). Union, however, .
awarded greater increases for completing degrees than for®reaching
intermediate stéps. For example, .the ii@reases between the steps

for an eighth-yeaf teacher in Union were: .

e $1,007 additional for an M. A degree R ni
® $277 additional for 30 semest;er hours !beyond an M.A. degree
o $906.addit ionad for a Ph. D degree

Table28 highlights the difference in the salary schedules

of the three disfricts bj.%howing the basic steps in the schedule ./

and amount of money:paid to a typicaleighth—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,
without completing an M.A. However, in Union the same teacher
:muld have received only $362 and in Riverview nothing at all.
Similarly, a Seaside teacher with an M.A. who took additional
courses could obtain $3,0b9 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)Sl,641 respec-
tive]v).V In our view, the structure of this Seaside incentive

A3

system was a major reason that Seasidé had a higher percentagé

108
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o 35362 additional for 15 semestér hours beyond a B.A. degree ’
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. ’ ‘\ .
of teachers increasing their salaries by completing educatipnal
credits and consequentlv spent,foer times as much on these increases

as the other two districts.

Jl! ~ The distribution of ‘teachers on these salary scales also dif-

fers significantly among the districts. 1In Seaside 32.9% of the
teachérs had reached the'hignest step for educational increases,
while in Riverviéwaﬁnd Union only a small percentage of teachers
;had moved into the two highest steps. (11.8% in Riverqiew and 5.2%
in UnLOn).’ Seaside's salary schedule and arrangements for in-dis--
trict staff development appear to have acted as a strong incentive
for teachers te move all the way up the salary scale. And for the
nearly one-ttrird who had reached the highest level, the system does not
continue to be any.incentive. Also, as teachers stay longer in
the system, the long-term costs ot/ejg;ational increases paid in
the oast will prow significantly. ’ a

In Riverview a majority of the teachers had not received

master's degrees (61.2%)." While a salary increase of $1,000 a year
yould segpn 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 teachers' had never complketed
an.educational salary increase step (although many had taken courses)
They had remained at the same level at which they had entered the

-« System. For ‘the majority of Riverview's teachers, |including those

-

who may be most in need of staff development, the educational salary &
fncrease system provided little incentive for involvement.

" ’ The d1strib teachers on the\salary scale in Union is
.roughly similar to in Riverview The two districts had com-

' . parable percentages of teachers who had obtained M.A. degrees

v

¢/37 0% in Riverview versus 32 1% in Union)

Summary
It appears from these data that_Seaside and Riverview chose -
ta rely on oné of the four monetary incentives in their arrange- ' LN \
‘ A

‘ments for staff development, but financial retrenchmént in Union

91109 ' ’ ‘ !'
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had generally restricted use of any monetary incentives.
Seaside's n&ﬁerous in-diskrict alternatives to university course
"'work and a salary scale that de-emphaéizéd graduate degree§ was a
greater inducement to participation than the emphasis on university
courses and the deg}ee-oriented schedules of Riverview and Union.
Riverview emphasized the use of stipends as a monetary in- Vs
centive, at least during the period oé.school desegregation that we
://) . studiedsr It appeared that as a result, a strong norm was develop-
- ing that teachers should be paid e;tra for participating in any
staff déveloﬁﬁent experiences; voluntarism was on the decline.

. .Riverview may-have Qfob ms carrying out staff development programs -
after federal desegregation funding ends, unless they allocate  th-
Ereasingly tight district funds or Title I funds to pay teachers

" for staff development participation. d

. Union was ngt making extensive use of -any monetary incentive
for staff d;velopment. Severe financial crisis had made hegyy use

e,

of such inqantives impossible.
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SECTION 7. .ANALYSIS OF MAJOR STAFF DEVELOPMENT
EXPENDITURES .AND HEIR FUNDING SOURCES

~

" Ten Major Spiﬁ!‘Development Expenditures (/

The precgﬁing\§estgons of this report.have described different
t§ggs of staff devel#pment activities and programs in the three
school districts and ‘estimated the expenses associated with those
activities. In this';ection we will summarize these expenditures
in ten categories. " This analysis will highlight the major differences
in resource allocatioﬁ Emong the three districts that have been dis-
cussgd in the previgus s’.tf%ns. This summa;y analysis is presented
in Table 29. The first four major expenditure ca}egories presented
in Table 29 reflect the use of salaried work time for staff develop-
mé;t; we h;ve'determingplthe percentage of time within the regula&
work year that foyr groups of staff members sﬁent in teacher staff

. de%elopment and calqpyétedxthe gost of that part of their salaries.

;%
The four groups of staff members are:

-

e district stgff (central and subdistrict office leaders
» of staff development)

[ schoqI administrators (prinéipals,'vice principals,
assistant principals, and deans)

L

‘@ teachers (classroom teachers assigned to school buildings)

203

~ There are six r categories of staff development expenditures

. ° instrg;tioyal *aides (qssigned to classrooms in schools)

sumar}fed in Tablhe 29

e consultant fees for déveloping and leading staff develop-
ment-activities

¢ e substitute,costs free teache;s' time

e teacher 'stipend

\

® sabbaticals

»

e salary incredses for completing educational requirements

"~93
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TABRE 29. Total Staff Development Costs for the Three
School Districts by Major Cost Categories

[}

.~ Seaside Riverview Union

School School School
District Staff - District Percentage District \?ercentagg District Percentage
Salaries & Benefits  $1,638,000 17.5% $1,505,000 »32.7% $1,064,000 26.17
School Administrators i
Salaries & Benefits 484,000 .27 113,000 2.5% 193,000 4.7%
.Teachers ) . . ‘ ;
* Salaries & Benefits 5,799,000 61.97% 1,492,000 32.47% 2,229,000 564.8%
4 \ .
Instructional Aides . -
Salaries & Benefits 97,000 1.0% 43,900 0.9% 86,000 2.1%
»
Consultant Fees © " 158,000 1.7% 212,070 4,67 48,000 1.27
Substitute Costs 157,000 .77 » 132,000 2.97 74,000 1.87
Teacher Stipends 27,000 0.3 572,000 12.4%, . 27,000 . 0.7%
‘ Sabbaticals ' ‘85,000 0.9% 158,000 3.4% - . 138,000 3.47
Salary Increases 870,000 9,32 205,000 442 199,000  4.9%
Other Direct Costs 52,000 .67 175,000 3.87 11,000 0.3%
Total Staff Devélopment . t
Costs i $9,368,000 100.07 $4,607,000  100.0% $4,069,000 100. 0%
. -* - N —
’ )
-~
h )
-
- ‘ '
’
N
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»

- w112




}
S

e Other direct costs (e.g., conference’ fees, dues for member-
ship in professional organizations, publications and training
materials, workshop facilities rental, equipment, and postage)

3 . .

Table 29 arranges the total staff development costs for the .
/ three school districts in these ten categories. 1I1t:will be recalled

that Table 3 showed that 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
3 Seaside's reputation for an emphasis on staff development was re-

. flected in the way the district spent its money.

The patterns of expenditure for staff development across the

. three school districts (reflecged in the percentages of staff
' development funds allocated to various expense categories in Table 29)
31so varied significant{y. Seaside and Union spent‘fhe 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 fynds on teacher salaries and
benefits, while spending 32.7% of its funds on the district Rcentral
) office) staff who planned and led staff d35elopqgnt activities.

For all three districts, the costs of teacher salaries and
benefits and district salaries and benefits were the two largest
single items. Beyokd these two categories, there was npo cost cate-
gory in Union that accounted for more than gZ of the total expendi-
tu;e. However, as discussed eaélier, Seaside spent a substantial
amount (9-3%) on short-term salary increases and Riverview spent a
substantial am;unt on teacher stipends (12.4%).

Overall, Table 29 shows a striking difference in the pattern

o

of staff development resource allocation between Seaside and River- .
view. Seaside allocated almost 757 of its staff development funds

’ to teaghérs (in support of salaried work time fof staff development,
salary increases, substitutes, sabbaticals, hnd/stipends). In con-

| - trast; Riverview allocated only 55% of its monies to teachers, while

J N .
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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 27%, and Seaside .19%. (It should be noted,
however, that while Seaside has tﬁe lowest percentage of funds allo-
cated to these central office leaders and consultants,.the fact fhat
Seaside spent so much more money on staff development than the other
two districts stillimeans thaé its expenditure for central office
categories was large.)

4 v

\ Funding Sources for Staff :
Development Expenditures

‘ iable 30 indicateS how the total staff development costs iﬁ
fhe three districts were divided among the three fuhging sources:
g;neral«funds,"federal funds, and other funds. A sharp contraQ{ .
between Seaside and Riverview is onc€/égéin apparént. While the ma-)
jq;ity'of the fund5v{or staff develoﬂ@ent in each district came®from
the general.syﬁa, the proPortions variedﬁbonsiderably. Almost 92% .
of Seaside's staff development costs were paid by general fund moﬁ}es,
with relatively little coming from federal andlother funds. Union's
pattern is\similar to Seaside';, but wit; a somewhat higher percent-
age from federal and other funds. However, in Riverview, a much
higheé pércentagé of Etaff develdpment costs were paid from federal
funds (37.7%) than in the &sther two districts. Also, Rinrview drew
hiéher pergentage of 1ts s;aff development resources from other
’/:unds. and a substaﬁtially lower Ségceptage from general funds, com-
'pared with the other two districf¥
Havipg established the amounts an percentages of staff de-
velopmént mopey_goming ﬁ{Bm general, federal, and other funds, we
next asked how the usg_o; thése funds for §Eaff development by each
" school district éomparéd with: their overgll u;e of these three funds
to support the district's educa;ional program. We asked, for ex-
ample, whether'Riverviéw's substantial use of\federal funds to sup-
port sta;f development was merely a réflection of the fact that the
whole educational program of Riverview was %éavily supported by

"

federal funds. Ot )
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Seaside
School
District

Riverview.

Schogl
District

Union
- School
District

S

Total Staff Development Costs in the Three‘School Districts by Fund;i; Source\\

" Genera#) Funds

¢

Federal Fund¢

P i

:

~

Other Funds Total
Staff Dev. - Staff Dev. Staff Dev. . Staff Dev. .
Costs Percent Costs \ .Pefcent Costs Percent Costs Percent
- s
38,595,090 91.7%- $ 430,000 4.6%*"f " $343,000 3.7% $9,368,000 100.0%
I\ ‘
. ' . / “. .
2,567,000 55.7 -1,736,000 37.7 3p4,000 6.6 4,607,000 100.0
3,459,000 85.0 414,000 10.2 196,000 4.8 4,069,000 100:0

’
.
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The results of this analysis are presented in Table 31. In
(—- ' reviewing the table, one can compare the- percentage of(Th districtis
) current expense of education drawn from'a particulaf funding source
) #ith the percentage of staff development costs drawn}from that fund-
ing source. The most striking discrepancies in these percentages con-
cern Riverview. While Riverview draws 83.8% of its current expense
. of education 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 thak the other two districts), it draws 37.77% of its
, total dtaff development costs/from federal fuhds. Thus, Riverview
does support its current expense of education from federal funds\to
a greagter 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‘hov the ten categories of gtaff
developlent txpenditures were apportioned among(the three fundinag
sources. Because such a high percentage of Seaside 8 staff devélop-
ment money came from general funds, It 1s not surprising that Table 32
. shows that thé three largest staff development expenditures in Seaside
(teachers, district staff, and salary increases) came largely from
general funds. These large -expenditures reflect the emphasis that
Seaside placed .upon school-based staff development, ghe emphasis on
staff development involvement by many.central office 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
péid by general funds (27.8%--half that of Seasjde); however, the second
largest expenditure was for federally funded district staff, indicat-
ing the pronounced involvemenF-of federai program specialiéts in
staff development (particularly through Title I). The third largest
percentage in Riverview was for distr}ct staff paid from general
funds, followed by federally funded teacher stipends (primarily from
desegregation funds). . . -

The pattern in Union Tst]e 34) was like that offScaside. The
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TABLE 31. Staff Development Costs in the Three Districts by Funding . \\
Sources Compared with General District Reliance on These Funding Sources .
. (/ ) ?
v
Y ' .
. General Funds Federal Funds e Other Funds »
. Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount - Percent Amount Percent Amount /' Percent
Carrent Current ° Staff Staff Current Current Staff Staff Current Current Staff Staff
Expense Expense Development Dev't Expense Expense Developuent Dev't .Expense Expense Development Dev't
of Bduc'n of Educ'n Cost Cost of Bduc'n of Educ'n Cost ., Cost of Educ'n  of Educ'n Cost Cost
v —— i
' Seaside . ) b ‘
-] School $143,692,000 87.82 $8,595, 000 91.¥% $12,5024000 7.62 $ 430,000 4.6 $7,462,000 4.62 $343,00Q 3.7
° District - :
Riverview AR .
$chool 102,613,000 83.8 2,567,0Q0 55.7 15,749,000 12.9 1,736,000 37.7 4,0§7,009 3.3 304,000 6.6
_District . - ‘
Union ’ ) N ’
School 115,918,000 93.5 3,459,000 85.0 r 3,710,000 3.0 414,000 10.2 4,315,000 © 3.5 196,000 4.8
District v .
: .
'
/,
. ‘ . v
° .
FRIC | - g
\"" ’ ' . . -




TABLE 32. Total Staff‘Development.Costs.fo
Seaside School District by Funding Source

(In Thousands of Dollars)

Distriét Staff
Salaries & Benefifs

v

‘. School Administra%ors

Salaries & Benefits

Teachers
Salaries” & Benefits

» ‘Iqstructional Aides
Salaries & Benefits

Corisultant Fees

~ 00T

1] , .
Substitute Costs
Teacher Stipends

Sébbaticals

-

‘//////éalary Increases

bfher Direct Costls

Total Staff
.Development Costs

r the

Percéntage Percentage Percentage

of Total of Total of Total

General Staff Dev't Federal Staff Devft Other Staff Dev't

Funds Costs Funds Costs Funds Costs Total Percentage
- 1
$ 1,542 16.5% $ 53 0.6%, $ 43 0.5% $ 1,638 17.5%
-
484 5.2 - 0.0 - 0.0 ° 484 5.2
5,451 58.2 232 2.5 116 1.2 ",799 61.9
. . ,
- 0.0 49 0.5¢ 48 0.5 97 1.0
3 0,5 24 0.3 91 1.0 158 1.7
75 0.8 o4l 0.4 41 -7 0.4 157 1.7
- LY
- 0.0° 27 0.3 - 0.0 27 0.3
86 0.9 - 0.0 - 0.0 86 09
<
870 9.3 - 0.0 - 0.0 870 9.3
—~S ¥ - !
44 0.5 4 0.1 4 0.1 52 0.6
_ - — -

$ 8,595 ¢ 91.7% $ 430 N/ $ 343 3.7% .S 9,368 100.0%
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_ TABLE 33 . Total Staff Development Cests for the Y Q ' I
, #Riverview School District by.Funding Source . .
(In Thousands of Dpllars) . . .
: Percentage Percentage . Pércentage
’ of Total ‘ f Total of Total
‘ General Staff Dev't Fedetal aff Dev't Other Staff Dev't.
District Staff *  Funds _ Costs *Funds Costs Funds Costs | Total Percentage
Salaries & Benefits § 543 11.8% $ 794 17.2% + $ 168 3.6% $ 1,505 32.7%
W,
School Adm?gtrators ’ . - .
Salaries & Benefits 113 2.5 - 0.0 - 0.0 113 2.5 ¢
. f
Teachers : . .
Salaries & Benefits 1,279 27.8 . 213 . 4.6 - 0.0 1,492 32.4
Instructional Aides : ) - -
Salaries & Benefits 3 0.2 36 0.8 . - 0.0 43 . 0.9
- , -
Consultant Fees - 0.0 163 . 3.5 . 49 1.1 212 4.6
Lot R . - .
© Substitute Costs 57 ,.7: "1.2 . 24, , 0.5 " 51 1.1 132 2.9
. Teacher Stipends " 168 3.6 375 8.1 29 0.6 Cs12 1244
' Sabbaticals L 18 L3 . © 0.0 -, 0.0 . 158 3.4
“Salary Inéreases L 205 4fh - 0.0 - 0.0 205 4.4
Other D;ltect Costs 37 ‘0.8 . 131 2.8 - 7 0.2 # 175 3.8
[ hel . . .
Total Staff . " B .
Deve}opment Costs . $2,567 55.7% $ 1,736 37.7% $ 304 6.6% 3‘4,607 100.0%
. ) — ' % ‘ &
P v < ’
’ iy ' 5
12 . ‘ N © .
&2 ‘ ~ . 122
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TABLE 34, - Total Staff Development Costs for
the Union School District by Funding Source ,

- (In Thousands of Dollars)

I

L 4

District Staff
Salaries & Benefits

School Administrators
Salaries & Benefits

Teachers
Salaries & Benefits

Instructional Aides
Salaries & Benefits

Consultant Fees
Subst;%ute Costs
Teacher Stipends
Sabbaticals
- »

* Salary Increases

;“Uyher Direct Costs
/

Total Staff
Development Costs

123

Percentage Pekcentage
of Total of Total
General Staff Dev't Federal Staff Dev't Other
Funds Costs Funds Cogts Funds
$ 972 23.9% $ 66 1.62 $ 26
i
e )
193 . 4.7 - 0.0 -
1,874 46.1 270 , 6.6 85
6 0.1 13 0.3 67
.10 0.2 3 0.8 4
37 0.9 30 0.7 7
19 0.5 1 0.0 7°
’
138 3.4 - 0.0 -
199 %9 - 0.0 -
11 0.3 - 0.0 -
N <
$ 3,459 85.0% $ 414 10.2% $ 196

F

N

-2

-
Percentage
of Total
Staff Dev't
Costs Total Percentage
0.6% . $ 1,064 26.1%
0.0 » . 193 C4.7
2.1 2,229° 54.8
1.6 86 2.1
3
0.1 48 1.2
0[2 74 » - 1.8
0.2 27 0.7
0.0 138 3.4
0.0 199 4.9
0.0 11 0.3
4,87

$ 4,069 10?2




\\largest item was teachers' time paid for from general funds. Second
was district staff paid from general funds, largely attributable to-
the special desegregation effbrt of the staff development department.

N

A distant third was the expenditure for federally funded teachers.

« -
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SEGTION 8. INTERPRETATION AND IMPLICATIONS
- FOR POLICY AND RESEARCH

*

» As w; noted in Section !, 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 quif% limited.

From the school districts serving the 75 largest cities in the country,
we chose three that exhibited a high, ﬁodérate, and‘low level of staff
development activity. In“the preceding sections, we have anquzed

and compared gpe nature and costs of staff development activitﬁ‘in
these three districts: Seaside, Riverview, and Union. In gccompany-
ing tables, we have presented study data so that the readéz/can

fully judge our analysis ana 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
Qf'these/éattérns,’ag also point out some implications for policy
and for research. ’

In discussing\stze p;tterns and their implications, we a1§3
draw on our related research study entitled ''The Politics of Staff
Development:"20 In this stday, we visited three big-city school dis-
tricts to determine how members of variopys local interest groups who
influence Bchool disbfict:expenditureqc policies, and practices view
staff development's future in the light of major issues confronting
their school districts. We interviewed school board members, school
district administrators, repypesentatives of teacher organizations,'
and representatives of pareSi, citizen, and taxpayer groups in each.
city. In this companion study, we oncﬁ again studied éeaside, as
well as school districts that we called Elmwood and éummervilie.
Below, then, we reviéw a series of patterns in staff develop-

ment activity and their implications for policy and research, drawing

’ ' . -/f””i/

“
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primarily on the study presented in this report and se&ondarily on
thé companion study. First, we discuss some genera} characteristics -
of staff development activity that have important policy and Fesearch
implications. Second, we discugs in turn some key issues conéerning
the three components.of staff development on ‘hich'gur study was
focused:' district-wide staff development and its leaders, school-
iniiiated staff ‘development, and salary increase§ for'stafildevelop— /
ment participation. Third, we analyze the weak political position
of staff development anq related prospects for substantial refor;

of staff development in the near future.
» .

Some Important Characteristice of
Staff Development Activity

Staff development‘is a much different gnimal than most people
believe it is. ®elow,.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.

P

The Importance of Using a Functional

Definition of Staff Development . -~

In Section !, we argued that there were a Aumbgr of different
traditions of practice that clearly should be considered staff de-
velopment. We also hrgued that empirical res < abouf staff develop-
ment should‘be based on a definition that is broad e;Bugh 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 tréditions of staff -
developmeng practice existing sidq—by—gide. It would have been ex-
trembly misleadf%g to identify "staff development" with any one of i
these traditions of practice. It would also have been misleading to
ac;ept whatever definition of staff development was %n the mind of 3
the person being'qnterviewed: (Many people, for example, equated
staff development, with the activities of a staff development office.)

The importance of émploying)a functional definition wa; dr;matically

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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singie source of staff development activity: the %tudept services
division. g .

Both policy analysis ah{ 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 tha?
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

derg of staff development, a situétion stemming from several fac-
“ ’ )
tors: _
#

o Staff development was often carried out as an outgrowth
of other primary responsibilities, such as developing a
district-wide math curriculum or administering a schobdl.

e 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 maneuyering of
district administrators than by an overall plan for staff
development in the district,

e There was little supervision of 'staff development activi-
ties by those formally respongible for overseeing theifn.
-District a/ginistrators trustéd 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, .

2L ‘
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AN + @ With the excepticn 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

- time. Most of the staff development leaders in these dis-
' tricts spent less than 50% of their time in staff develop-

. ment activities.i’rhe part-time nature of involvement in

-~ . staff developient 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-
-

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 distrlct

resources were being devoted to the short-term and long~term cost

‘9
. 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 distrift, was not

3 subject on which most staff mémbers,reflected, These salary sgales,

stabilized by tradition and by political bargaining, had become” part
of the institutional woodwork. /They were considered by many Eo be a
fringe benefit for teachers, rather than a mechanism for encouraging
‘staff development. * ’
Those who wish to study or {o reform the dispersed and invisible
collection of activities that in fact fit a definition of staff develop-
ment should be aware that mést school districts";laff members do not

(/ perceive those activities as having any common staff development function,
L 4

butlrather see them as embedded in other activities.

The Substantial Cost of Staff Development Activity

-

The common conception of staff development in most school dig-
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 oistrict 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 ano muth more on supporting the central office leaders
of gtaff development. Such differences usually did not reflect a
conscious staff development pdlicy, but rather were the result of the
attempt .to cope with problems that were not'perceived primarily as
staff develophent 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 districts,. view these
patterns of expenditore as nstdral‘snd inevitable. '

Our findings gbout the large number of school district staff
vho are in fact doing staff development raises an important policy
consideration. Our own study and those of others have spotlighted
the army of central office administrators, state department staff,
and universitz,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 of ‘quality of staff development experiences
in this report, but we heard oany complaints onhthe subject. To the
extent that one i%1dissatisfied 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 a;o incentives could be used to improve the
way present resources are used or to insure that additional resources
will got be deployed in the same unsatisfaétory‘ways.

For researchers, these same questions should be of.great in-

terest. Under what conditions do resources deployed for staff de-

. 108
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velopment result in satisfacédfy experiences for teachers? Sub-
séquent regearch could also productively continue to explore the
nature of expenditures for staff development as we ha;e-done in
thiétstudy. As we had hoped, cost analysig 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 s

Contrary to popular belief, we found that a high percentage
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 direcfion of a much
greater dependence on gstate and federal categorical funding for
their‘dfzfz developme ctivities. Riverview represents a district
that has already g;ne'some way in this direction. And when we
returned to Seds#de to study the politics of staff development after
Proposition 13 had been passed in California, we found thaF’Seaside
was also becoming much more dependent on the state for staff devélop—
ment funds. ' Ve

In genegal, we found that when school districts experienced
gevere financial cutbacks that forced lérge reductions in adminis-
trative staff, staff d%velopment programs were cuﬁ\to the bone agd .
central office administrators greatly reduced. Those staff develop-
ment programg that continue& to have substantial ‘funding, including
funds to pay for such items as substitute teachers, materialgg 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 de@elppment e%periences, while others won't. Seconﬁ, 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 1s difficui%'to maintain continuity in

gstaff development from year to year.
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Of course, strong managemeﬁt and leadership withinlthe
school district canﬁprpvide 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
develdpment have increasingly come to define their jobs in terms of
i responding to the issues of financial é:;vibal and external pressure.
K‘ We are not suggesting that response to external mandates is necessari-
N ly aﬁ 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
vfocused on gpecific problems or mardates is much different from a
commitment to a general scheme for the improvement pf instruction.
The characteristics of staff development within categoriéal
//m/ programs and the tmpact of categorical funding on staff development
have not been widely analyzed. 1In view GPof t major importance of
this funding source, it seems important that these issues receive

&

attention.

Limits of Rational and Prescripq!be
Models of Staff Development

Much thinking in education has been dominated by a rational
model of organizatiomal functivoning -- what we referred to in
Section 1 as a gystems management model. This modeljassumes that
school districts behave rationally, ;ursuing goals and ,implementing
programs that are’ prescribed by district leadership. One manifesta-
tion of this mind set is the literature on staff development, ghich
tends to assﬁﬁe 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 findinéﬁ discussed
in this report indicate how far the functioning of school districts
deviates from the rational model. Thus, meaningful reforms in staff
developmeqt 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 difficul} 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 %ﬁ one looks at people's actions
and not their words is it clear that staff developmgnt is not a
very high priérity for many. From both a policy and a research
standpoint, it 1s essential to compare what people say wfzh what

they do and with other objective evidence (such as cost data).

[A

ha

Usefulness of Organizational Patterns

and Political Bargaining Models . L

As discussed in Section 1, we believed, from our preliminary
investigation, that the organizational patterns and political bargain-
ing models of organizations would pfove extremely useful in undér-
standing the dynamics of staff development. Data gathered during
the study confirmed this assumption. First, we did indeed find ’
that the cémplicated staff development activities in school districts
could be productively analyzed using the concept of "ofganizational
routines." Second, we found the concept of "discretion," which is
critical in the drganizationalhpatterns model, was repeatedly useful
in helping us understand the dispersed nature of staff development
activities. It helped us understand, for example, why supervisors
freguently did not understand the specific activities gheir 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
administrative 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 ln River-
view retained conflicting 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

A -

T11

) 133

o




N

" leadership of a superintendent committed to differentiated staff-

top leadership of the school district. Similarly the political
\thgaining 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 backing to survive
the internal political struggles within their school districts.

One implication of our research, then, is that policy makers
should beg}n to act on a different mental image of school districts
than the one that has doﬁinated their thinking in the past. When
‘they look at a school'ﬂiétrict, tﬁey should see an organization.
that resists change because it is constrained by existing bureau-

cratic routines, bgtause staff members at every level have consider-

able discretion
bilities day-to-da use political bargaining among
organizational units withfﬁ the school system and among interest
groups who are concerned about the functioning of the school
gsystem are much mére potent in -the shaping of organizational life
than rational plans about the way things ought to be. Similarly, -
resé&?chers shoulq make use of the orgamizational patterns and

political bargaining‘models as they seek to unde;stand how staff

develoi7ent programs actually function in school districts.

Variations in Local Cénditions Decisively
Influence the Nature of Staff Development

Since the web of activities that gonstituées'stéff develgb-
ment in a given district is shaped by a great numbe; of organiza~
tional characteristicé, political influences within the district,
and external mandates and funding opportunities, one FUSt be c?u-

tious of broad generaliZations about the character of staff develop-

ment and its future. The strength of a teachers' associafion, the

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 oo, &

112

134




- s ~

7
. B 3

strive to understand these local characteristics and should be cau- .
tious dbout accepting statements concerning national trends and
patterns, which arq.freqﬁently prescriétiong for what someone wants

< to happen rather‘than accurate descriptions of what-is actually

happening. ) \\\\\ -

A

. Three Important Components
N

ofgStaff Development Activity

4

. Below, we dis!tss{some issues arising in three important

AN 1
‘ components of staff development activity that we focused on in *
‘ . . - .

; . the study: district-wide staff development and its leaders, school- ~
initiated staff development, and lary increases for staff develop- ’
ment. ) . ’

-, \ hd ' ’ - -

‘ L] . ot - ’

District-Wide 'Staff Development and Its- Leaders
One reality of staff development activity that researchers
and policy makers should address 1is thét middie-level administrati
staff within school districts dominate decisions about staff de-
velopment ang.continue Qe#ﬁge a limited range of t i tional- didag-.
tic methng in providing staff develo-pment to tea
§ We entified five different approaches to decision making
) about staff development activities in the schopol districtd studied
) M Individual specialist and administ:ative priorities: act-
: ing with substantial autonomy,’ indivfd‘}xah specialists and
« admjnistrators deeide on staff development priorities.
= . n Thete is little coordimatipn among them. .

% ‘ o District-wide priorities:; the school trict defines an
overall priority or: orities and gives ope {ndividual -
or department ¢lear authority to carry out the priority,

> orchestrating the work of a number of other departments. ’e

. ? For example, the training.conducted in Union as part of
‘ 4 court-ordered school desegregation was organized in this
N way. . N . g

¢ Individual teacher priorittes; teachers choose from among
a variety of cotrses and other individual experiences the
ones that best fit their perceived needs. They may have
had a‘role in developing the available activities or they
may be asked to choosé from activities already developed.
' Frequengﬁz the philosophy behind this approach #s that
' the teather shou)ld be an autonomous professional. ¥or
exdmple, the mathematics teacher center in Seaside was
K organized around, this philosophy.

» ')
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_® . ® School priorities. The school staff, working as
. a unit or in smalley subgroups, defines school priorities
for staff improvement and participates in group and in-

) dividual learning experienceSxand school improvement pro-
jects in the light of these priorittes. For example, the
magnet school programs in Riverview emphasize such school-
based activity.

“ e School-community priorities. The school staff Works collab-
oratively with students and parents-to define school pri-
orities-and the staff works by itself and in cooperation
with parents and students in carrying outgrelated learning

\ - . experiences and school improvement projects. For example,
the state-funded Early Childhood Education program.in
, . Seaside was based on this approach.’ o

We found that all these approaches existed to some extemt
in each of the school districts that we &tudied 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 directqrs, 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 the nature of staff development that gave it a upity of direc-

N \\Eion. Such a method of operatingwas neither clearly centralized
to respond to district-wide priorities, norwas it clearky decentral-
ized to respond to school 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 stafﬁ)Sevelop-
__ment aetivities. . . '

Further, the most common format for these steff development
pctivities initiateg by middle-level admipistrators and specialists
was a formal course or workshep. Many we inggrviewed had not thought
much about alternatives to this format. They had an administrative

’ job--defining the math curriculum for the school district, for ex-
G;{ amble--aﬂd their job required that they instruct their subordinates

e -
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(the teachers) 1; the proper way to carry out the pYans they had
develoé;d: Perceiving themselves as managers, they adopted a di-
dactic approach to staff development'that reinforced their role as
experts ;hd people in charge. Other middle-level administrators
espoused more twacher involvement in planning staff development ex-
periences or more aétive formats for them, bug they had not taken
steps to see these desired chénges implemented.

Any significant change in staff development will be constrained
by the continuing domination of decision making about these experi-
ences by middle-levdl managers and by the continued use of a tradi-
tional didactic approach to carryin?-them out. A task of parti-
cular interest for staff development 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 documegts wide variations in the level of
school~-initiated sgaff development activities and suggests factors //
that account for these vagiations.

In Riverview, there was a virtual absence of school-level
staff development. In Seagide: however, thé ranée of activity in
the schools sampled was from 2.42% to 18.31% of teacher salaried
work time.

The first féctor controlling tLe*level of school-initiated
activity is the extent to which the school district eith;r en-
courages or discolrages such activity. A school district can en-
courage school-level activity, fdrvéxample, by building subport
{or schooi-level activity intoqcentral office roles and by’releaéing
children early on a4regular basis so that time can be set aside
for schooi-level inservice experiences. A school district caq,//
also discourage school-level activity by.placing a heavy emphasis i
on staff development activities controlled at the district
level. If the school district does encourage school-level activyﬁy,

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-baged activity, e;pe-
cially given the financial constraints under which school districts
are operating, is thiat 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 ‘
amoynt of additional staff development time that can be gleaned
frdm the regular workday by committed teachers and administrators
18 clearly dempnstrated. our study. Through early dismissal
policies, the creative u;of 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
scNools without dramatic cost increases. If the staff development
aspect of central poffice administrative roles is emphasized and these
administrators are trained to support school-based staff'development,
and if In addition schogl building administrator$ are trained td make
marimum use’ of non-instructional salaried work tipe, it appea s that
the resourées for staff development can be increased substantially
without addipé to.the school district budget.

An a ternative to the use of salafied work time fot teacher
participatien in® staff development is to pay teachers stipends for
attending these experiences. ,This practice has been introduced
through federal, s:at nd categorical programs and 'also has been
encouraged‘?y teaehetﬁséiociation demands that extra pay should ac-
company extra work. , From the standpoint of teacher involvement

in staff developmen&, this practice appears to present some clear

dangers fot the fdtﬁre As in Riverview, paying some teachers. for

. participatigg in staff development undercuts a norm of. voluntaricm

and leads people to expect extra pay for any participation in staff -
4 L.

development activities. However, the possibility of paying staff
L4

members for such participation from local funds in a period of
‘ ' ->

~
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declining resources becomes increasingly remote. Even ia the use

. of state and federal categorical:funds, districts are—bei;g forced
to cut 6ut 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 they .,
have céme to expect extrappay for participating in' staff development.
In addition, the quality of thé 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 stgff development was negatively correlated
with implementatioh of new programs.22

‘;:Our fesearch suggests then the need for further analysis of __

the factors that encourage or~constrain school-5;;\§ staff develop-
ment, the possibilities -for carrying out staff deve opmént during
teachers' salaried yé}k éime, and the impact of using stipends as
an incentive for teacher participation in staff development.

i

Salary Increases for Staff
Development Participation

¢ As noted earlier, school district staff seldom reflect(ah the
nature and impact of salary increase systems that are tied to the
completion of educational credits, Howevef, the short-term and the
long-term costs of these systehs 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 -- aé a

V fringe‘beq@fit. Yet, because theys are central to teacher: contracts,
any changé in them is viewed with great suspicion by teacher associa-

\ tions. Thus, one issue facing policy makers concerned about improvin

staff develoﬁment is whether such systems can be changed in ways that
will improve the quality of staff development and are politicall
feasible. "

Another reason that these systems merit re-examinafion is

that our research indicates that they do not act as an effective
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incentive for marny 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 éeaside), there will be a growing ngmber of teachers gor whom
these educational increases constitute no incentive to participate |
in staff developmgnt. And :ven in a district like‘ Riverview, which
\ 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 obtsined scademic credit seydhd 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 ‘
A!bpleting a master's degree is paid an additional $1,000 per year,
i’ the long-term cost of the degree will grow by that amount for every
year the teacher remains with the school disf&ict/l
Another reason for 8crutinizing the structure of salary in-
" crease systems is that the;.ssry substantially among sch001'dis—
tricts, although school district staff do not appear to be generally
.sware of the implications of these variations.. It appears parti-"
cularly important to understan@ 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 corresposding'figures for

fb E
Riverview and Union are only 5% and 6%.

{ / ‘ | ,
\ : - Limited Support for Substantial
Changes in Staff Development

'Declining enrollment and financial austerity hae meant that
3 ‘ 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 degélopment
constrain the possibility that staff development practices will

change substantially. . ;

r) .
When educators, schoql board members, and active parents (.

&
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and citizenétconcerned about theg schools are asked what they

think about staff development, they consistently affirm its

impoétance in general terms. However, a variety of evidence

makes us conclude that there is little support for substantial 4
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 d‘rection, especially in-a=
period of declining resources, would require that staff develop-
ment be a priority for-the superintendents of schools or other
top-line administrators in school districts. We found few
instances in which these administrators described staff develop-
mént as a top priorily or were Zctively trying to make changes
in staff development. In alm?st @wery school dig}rict, we
were told by those who supporfeq,some significant change in
staff development that‘there was little evidence of a commitment
frpm school gistrict leadership to imwest r?sources 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, 1In five of the six districts we examined,
these off#ices were positioned well down in the administrative’
hierarchy. They were operating with minimum sggffs 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 offices, the sixth office of staff development
was specifically set up to prepare teachers for court-ordered
desegregation. 1Its director reported directly to the superin-
tendent of schools and directed a substantial staff. By all -
accounts the 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 citizén

groups, we found man? people who were willing to fight for desegre-

b
-

gation, bilingual,educatiéﬁ, alternagivé schools, teacher power,
and tax limitation. We found ¥]most no one who expressed similar
strong sentiments about defending the existing~staff development
actiyities or pfésgiqg in new directions, except for directors

of staff development. Only a'fewlpf the people interviewed cited
a general need for staff develogmeht as one of the pressing issues
that their school district had to confront in thé.next Eeh 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
‘devefopment was defined as an enterprise controlled by teachers. '
It was almost always possible to predict a person's analysis of : -
staff development from thei;'analysis of the priority issues facing
the school district. ud

Further, a clear theme running through our interviews is that

priorities for staff deveiopment should be shaped by specific external
mandates‘ for.special education, bilingual education, desegregation,
minimum éompetency, and the llke. Even People who objectéd to the
existence of these mandates emphasfégd sgéff development priorities
responsive t; them. l

Ldck of Incentive for Staff Development Leaders to Change -
L4

. ‘ ]
Earlier we described the ways -in which middle-level admin-
istrators employing traditional didactic formats for staff develop-

ment constrain ppssibilities for substantial change. ‘
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Weak Incentives for Widespread Teacher Particiﬁation

When ofile examines the various incentives being used gb
induce teachers to both participaté in staff development and in-
cérpo;ate new ideas into t‘éir‘teaching, there ié none‘that holds .
"much immediate hope for‘inducing wideépread teacher commitment, Y
pérticularly among those teachers who are most in need of retraining.
Compulsory staff development gessions planned by central .
office staff are oné of the major irritants in the professional
life of teachers: Whenever/teachers' organiz;tions'have 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 thep, there is widespread
evidence that teachers do mot incorporate the practices ad&ocated
in these sessions into their regular teaching. , \ .
Using extra pay é; an incentive for attendance has similar
§esu1ts. As discussed earlier, it can induce attemdance but not
serious involvement or subsequent changes in behavior. Further,
the exéectation 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 1s another incentive to partitipate withoui cbmmitment
+ to try new practices or without support from others for doing so.
For many others, it does not even induce attendance, for reasons
discussed ear}iér. '

Some staff development reformers, including those in the

teacher center movement, argue that only voluntary incentives s

built on a philosophy of teacher profeSsionélism and autonomy (/

will engage teachers in meaningful staff development. However,

the evidence concerning attendance at teacher centers and the

effectiveness of school-based teacher advisoried indicates that

they only reach j{ﬁinority of teachers,- frequently those who are
23 !

already most predisposed to change.




Finall§, some emphasize the importance of Ehanged group

norms in a rejuvendted school or school-community setting as the
key to fostering meaningful staff develoeﬁent. Perhaps the most
impressive evidence for the effectiveness of this approach comes
from those inner;city schools that have been "turned arounﬁ" by a
charismetic principal.z4 However, it does not seem likely that
the skills to carry out such interventions will be wide}y avail-
able in public schools in the near future.

‘ In short, this study, as well as other research, high-
lights the drawbacks of coereion, extra pay, course credits; indivi-
dual voluntarism, and changed group norms as effective incentives
- for increasin§ 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
conseraints of teaehe; contracggl Teacher organizations frequemtly
see staff development dominated by insensitive central office staff.
School board members and parents don't-see themselves having any
substantial ebility to shape the realities of staff development.

Central office administrators and teacher associations have
) par}icularly divergent perceptions related to the control issue.
Certral office staff perceive 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 aseoeiation repreeenfetives view these central
office administrators as overpaid and largely ineffective -- .
robbing the classroom teacher of badly neéded resources.
Teachers feel overwhelmed by new responeibilitieﬂ/yithout ef-
fective aid in leernins how to meet them. Teachers argue

that the only meaningful basis for staff development is to

treat teachers as professionals and give them contrgl over




their own staff develogment activities. However, in pragtical
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 tradg unionism (teachers
should not do the extra work of staff development without getting
extra payl/ In part;'teachers are working to escape the arbitrary,
.boring experiences pf centrally controlled staff development, rather
than moving toward a new configuration for staff dévelopment.

Thus, the disagreement over staff development (in addition to
being a disagreement about educational philosophy) is also a dis-
agreement over jobs (will money Be spent for central office staff .
or for teachers?)and working congitionS'(what can a Eeachér 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 coﬁ}ract negoiiations

and by school district finance decisions in which little thought

is given to a new long-térm direction for staff development. <
Iép;ications of Limited Support for Substantial Change -
T .

Olr research suggests rather bleak praspects for substan- _"~-
tial change in staff development practices. Some may feel that
this conclusion is 6ve;ly pessimistic. One can at least agree,
however, that the political and bureaucratic constraints on staff
development that we have identified--deserve careful study. Research
about the politics of staff development has been particul;rly
neglected. Of particular interest for those who are committed
to improving staff deveibpment would be the anal?sio~of situations
in which these constEZ?:ts have been overéome and wiQesg;aad

participation in staff development appears to be a reality.
: ; ;

Some Short-Term Prospects

Given the characteristics of the present situation described
above, the near-term future financial support of staff development

seems generally predfctable. It seems unlikely that any new diréctions

o -~ '
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" costs before eliminating staff. o -

.tions 1t teaching‘stagf, school-based administrators, and loose

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 centf;l office staff will be generally
reduced as districts mgge budget cuts in response to declining
revenues. Staff development will neither be protected from these

cuts nor cut disproportionately. In general, cuts in central office

[ 3
~staff that affect staff development will not be perceived as cuts in

-

staff development. Local funds éor substitutes, teacher stipénds,
travel, and other direct costs associated with staff development will

be cut severely, as part of a general predisposition to cut direct

There will be:some exceptions to these patterns of reduction. .

Many categorical governﬁent programs that focus on staff development .
or mandate a staff develépmené component will probably.be sustained o~

at present levels, with funding for both staff and direct expenses.

Staff deveiopment focused .on specific issues where the school district

is under strong external mandates or where a well-organized external

interest groupeacts 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 chanée in the nature of
this building-level activity. As discussed earlier, we féund
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 encouragément exists, on the

initiative of the building principal. One would expect that reduc-

-

resources from the district might temper the efforts of this Ve
minority who emphasize sghool-based activity. However, we did find
in Union School District a modest increase in school-based activity

after a severe cutback,in district-level activity. This activity was

a

|
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“opportunities.

aided by a history of smalleneighbbrhood schools with close faculty

ties, In addition, there is some movement naiiéﬁally toward site-

based management of schools, as in the School Improvement Program

in California ¥%d some other states. Overall, then, we would expect -

no dramatic changes in school-based activity across the country, but rather
modest incredses or dectreases in this type of activity in response

to local conditions. \

The last major t&pe.of staff development activity we identified
is vourse 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
swon from the ,school district through hard bargainigg 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 seemd unlikely, except in school districts where teacher associa-
tions are extremely weak politically, that these salary increases
will be reduced. We speculated earlier that it may be pggsible for
interest 'groups in some school districts tp rearrange the salary
increase system so that it was more functional for prqmoting staff
ﬁevelgpgent without threatening basic economic interests. v
In addition to awardihg salary increases, some distriéts have
also paid part or all of teachers' tuitiom to tage the required
courses; they have generally begun to cut back on this expense:
Also, in ;:Lool districts that have initiated extensive in-district
programs for credit, cutbacks 1in ce&tral office staff reduce the
pool of people who have genérally taught these courses. In some
local situations where univer;ities are searching for ways to
offset declining preservice enrollment, university faculty may

collaborate with the school district to provide increased inservice

/
Given thej secondary status of staff development in

1}
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

*
»
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study, a widespread d;segregation program OT a moveﬁené towards
site-based management can prgvide an opportunity for staff degvelop-
‘ment to be changed or expanded because stiff development changes

are drawing from the energy associated with other programmatic
changes. Thus, from'both thg 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

" organization and practices occur.
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“REVIEWER: Dr. Larry Cuban, Superintendent of Schools, Arlington, Virginia

’
o

— Is the document clear and’to“the pointjElI‘am impressed with the

E. 3 .
clarity and directness in the writing. The‘a‘?ﬁors have done a decent

job of saying what they are going to say, doing it and then summarizing

. what they hdve said ' N :
% . ! y » -
: ' ‘ S
- Does the document capture the experience of staff development in ™
large urban gschool systems? I believe ghat it does. Eor two years I r

directed the Office of“Staff Development for the Washington, D. C. public
schools and the description of organiaational‘routines, lack of reflection

b¥ staff members on inservice, little coordination, and much bargaining

rang frue from my experiences: . .
~~ Is the conceptual framework useful for analyzing staff development
o in urban school systems? Yes. The broad definition of staff development

narnessed to, a sharp focus upon activities that are intentionally designed
to promote improved performance is practical yet, in my experience, it 1is
~ not a definition or focus that is embraced by most school administrators,
“~3‘ a point that the writérs concede. jNonetheless, 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 i(Ljhaﬁinigion and cost calculation, the framework
permits linkages between rhetoric of staff developqent and quantifiaole -
indicators of investment, i.e., are\the dollars where the words ate?
‘ The conceptual approach in a;:T}iis/élig_pould be used'easily
for administrators who wish to align closely rhetoric with investments
and provide improved coordination In other words, the writers have pre--
sented school planners and superintendents, if they-are so inclined, a

L
marvelous tool to assess their staff development program and make changes.

I only wish I had this in 19%0! .

Do the intgrpretations and policy implications flow logically

from the ahalysis? Yes. The issues raised by the authors come naturally

from- the data displayed earlier in the report. Conclusions drawn about

PR
130 *




the weakness and ineffectiveness of various incentives to attract
" teachers seem merited by the evidence presented, particularly the

datd on salary schedules and how they are perceived by teachers. This
. squaree 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 \ -
authors did a splendid job of detailing the extent and nature of staff ™%
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. 1 happen to be quite partial to
organizational explahations and their use of Dick Elmore's typology is
an especially appealing one. ' - ' .

) The problem I have is that the authors Etate what the models of
explanation are (pp . 10-13), intlude organizational charfs and occasional
references to routines, political bargaining and the like.. But there are .
no extended desefiptions, no cage studies of these processes at work.
Then, in the last section (pp.l111-112) ‘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'develépment." ’

. While pqrtial to this view wof the world, the basis for it is
lapkiné in the studyy In effect, the authors answered the basic question
- ' of what 1is happeningrid 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 but’ one beyond the task
the authors set for themselves =-- theyrmake assertionsfunsupported’by
facts. If they have sufficidnt data in their field notes tp document
the statements the?)make about large urb school districts:producing .
staff development configprations becagse~of'log-rolling, bargaining and
standard'operating procedures (this is crudely stated but the point shopld

” be clear) I would encourage them to do a follow-up study. That would

-

-
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. .
prove worthwhile, I'believe, although I am unfamiliar with tye recent

Miterature of staff development.

LIS .

Moore and Hyde have produced a thoughtful, useful analysis of
staff development costs in three urgan school systems. They have pro-
vided local policy makers aé& analysts witﬂ conceptual tools to plan
and assess iéservice programs, provided, of course, that school leaders
are interested in doing so -- a prob%gm that the authors rightfully
identify as crucial. Except for the ;ne reservation noted above I be-

lieve, that this is a most useful study. -

| ]
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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

L 8 \

This report, which is intended to present an analysis of staff
development programs amd an analysis of sthe costs of staff development
programs in three urban schooi districts 1is, in the main, an excellent
piece of scholarship. ,The data upon which‘the analysis is based are
primarily financial.data derived from estiiates of the amdunt of time and
resource school systems expend on various types of staffmgevelopment
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 thaﬁ are the data regarding finances:.
This is uéfortuﬂ%te, for some of the most provocative 1néights provided by
the authors have. to do with issues of power, authority and control in staff
develogment. Finances and time estimates help on? to understand how power,
authority and control are distributed. Such data even give some indications
regarding motives and goals. Yet, financial data are not adequate to support
the kinds of interpretations and conclusions the authors present. The
authors seem aware of this, for when 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 5;velopment is yet to
be published).
Probably the mostgsignificant con%ution this study makes to the

literature of staff development is the pé@#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 tﬁe organizational
aspects of staff development. Their study clearly demonstrates that an organi—
zational. perspective can provide.many useful insights. However, the reader

who seeks advice sn how to conduct workshops, or even descriptions of how work-
shops are co;ducted, wi‘ll find this study disappeinting. “nh the other hand,
the reader who wants to understand something of the financigl, 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 suffigce.

Put as directly as.possible, the Moore and Hyde study proceeds on the
basis of a fundamental conceptual error, angd that error is embedded in the '
= ; S

researchers definition of staff development. Their definitidn is as i .

«

foilows:

.

any school district activity that is intended partly

or primarily to prepare paid staff members for improved
performance in present orgggssible future roles in the
school district.

In itself, the definit}oﬁ.is not all that bad (one éight add maintain
as well as improve and drop possible future roles as a .part of the definitionf,
but the way the word intended becomes operationalized in the study greatés
major difficulties. “In effeét, the authors use the term %ptended as a synonym
for oppértunity or potential. For example, they.rputinely include saiaiy
increments for Eontinuing,education'crédit as a sgéff developmegt cost. If
such salary increments are intended to encourage participation in improveément
oriented .activity, they m;y be costs of staff development. The question is,
whose intentions are to to be taken into account?, Clearly, if it is the inten-
tions of teacﬁers, Moare and Hyde;s data suggesté that many teachbrs pursue
credit strictly because they see it as a'means of getting a "fringe benefit."
Whéther 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 g means of rewarding the cgmpliant as it is that
thgy use it to improve the.relatively incompetent (and improvement implies
relative incompetence). The intent, therefore, may be discipline and contrpl,
not impfovement. The fact is that neither Moere aﬁd Hyde nor anyoﬂé else can
know what people intend unlesé intentions ape'inquiggd fnto anq even then one
cannot be sure. Motives are ‘slippery and difficult to gét a hold on.

The readér may think this 4s simply a 3emantic quérrel. However, Moore
and Hyde's hefiﬁition has critical policy implications. First, given their
definition they discover 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)

- -
.
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‘ Any school board members who reéd.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 énq Hyde have regarding the financial fu}ure of
staff de pment (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, howevet, is she fact that if Moore
and Hyde had approached their analysis more from a discrepancy framework
(e.g., staff development opportunities vs. staff development inténtions) they
might have helped ﬁractitioners understand that, even with financial retrench-
ment, Fhere are many untapped resources in schools that could be used for
- staff development purposes. What is required.is that these resourtes are
recognized and schools become orgapized to taki advantage of.them.
In spite of-these critici@ms, 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 ideoiog;;
over ideas rather than feelings and over facts rather than personal preference.
This is a major contribution to a fie}d that has had too much polemic and too
little serious study.

. y . [% »
. .
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REVIEWER: Carol Richman, Trustee of the Citizens Edwtation Center
Northwest, Seattle, Washington and member of the Citizens
Budget Advisory Committee, Seattle Public Schools i .

-

In reading this report, I attempted to review it against seven criteria:

1. Is the topic relevamt?

2. Does the report say something new?

3. Is the research useful?

4. Is the material presented well? y

5. Is the research defensible? N

6. Are the findings applicable to Bther school districts” »
7 .

. Are there follow-up steps?

1. Is the tdpic 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‘legitiﬁate concern. One of the

more. destructive effects of declining enrollment coupled with contracting re-

v .
sources has been the loss of infusion of new staff, not just to introduce new

ideas but also to meet otherwise 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 paet. People who have been

concerned about staff development would surely have noted the-frégmentation 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 operatioen, and help

citizens to see where the money goes that is not in the classroom.

Dot

.

3. Is the research useful? Pointing out the haphazard and uncoordinated

nature of inservice should be a stimulus to reform.” The repo¥t should encourage

[y
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concerned decision makers to improve the plannlng and management of inservice.
Perhaps evé/’more valuabie, however, are the tools provided for administration
or community péople 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 qugstiannaires and other survey forms are a further aid. i

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 apd
how resources are being used -- given t%e usual 2omplexity of schosl district
budgets -~ is a necessary first step in being able to manage resources effec-

tively. . .

4. 1Is the material presented well? The clear and simple writing style

1s a pleasure to read in contrast to thé jargon-laden or unnecessarily com-
plex materials so frequently produced bv social researchers. It is easy to
follow, even though the task of following thorough research in its detail 1is
an onerous one. The tahles are readily comprehensible. The report is objec-
tive in that it lets the conclusions flow from the documented results of the

investigation. ’ .

~

.

* . 5. 1Is the research defensible? Certalnly 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 charged/to insetﬁice. However, any
challenges to-absolute accuracy would be %rrelevant because oflthe over-
whelming evidence to the faca,that large blocks of time and dollars are
spent and that there arZinot 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-
P € ‘
formed its own analysis. This would be particularly important in urban
districts or other districts experiencing changing demands, changing
¥
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populations, déclining enrollment, and contracting funds. Analysis of the

Seattle school district would corroborate the findings of the report: that
in inservice there is litt}ﬂ coordination and overall planning and no
knowledge of overall costs. 7

The method of cost accounting used is essential to get control of re-
source dispssition 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 analyaed in the same way.

Thfs may be an aside, but one of the negative fallouts of declining
enrollment is the disastrous affect of incremental contraction ofhadministra—
tive and support activities. When a sistrict is growing, expansion is in
fsirly clssr response to need. VWhen it sﬂntracts, 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 irrstional pattern,
with the objective outsider unable to undefstané th there is £o much of one

14

thing and so little of another. The organizational and-support structure -

could be completely dut,of kilter with the needs of the district. A method
of breaking down functi%ns into cost and time, to be measured against needs,

mdy be not only applicable, but may also be an important vehicle to reform
-
and revitalization.
1]

J. 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 puint for further

investigation into the effectiveness of inservice training in its various

forms. o\ ’.¥D

-

Comments: As indicated above, there is mfich more analysis and dis-
cussion of inservice needed. ~ There is a need to develop outcome measu;;s
to relate the cgst'and time to results. Although there was some mention
of teaching methods, much.more is required. The way in which most inservice
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 inﬁgeased effectiveness in the classroom in return for
s/
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stipends or salary increases. An intg}esting 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 formyof inservice and
thoge who don't. And what sort of a reward system would be devised if in-
gervice were more airectly focused on teacher need (indivfidualization) than

provided indiscriminatély?

Summary: The report on inservice is well done and extremely useful
as it .ds. It is paf;icularly relevant in this period of contracting resources

Pﬁd widespread doubt of the public schéols'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 obsetvations regarding lack of system and
non-directedness call for management review.

. 3. The calculation of the costs‘of inservice should
ingpire more serious attention to how those re-
sources are being used.

4. The cost accounting system developed in theﬂstud)
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. .Wlodarczyk, President of the Board of Trustees,
> National Staff Development Council, and Coordinator of Qtaff
Development, School District U-46, Elgin, Illinois

’ . : -

Sections 1 and 2. In the first two sections of the handbook, the

euthors 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 al honest'statement that sets the tone
for the remainder of the documen}.' Their assumption is that identifying .
patterns of expenditures is a "telling' way to understand the real priori-
v ties of an organization. Consequenfly their aim,is to help provide an
understanding of the overall configuration and context of staff development
. that wi}l 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 ap initial step toward under-
standing the overall configuration and context of
staff development to stimulate furthe{ 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 étaff development activities take place within school organi-
zations which are not exclusive to clhssrqpm teachers. The classroom
teather;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 Hlpdbooﬁ, f suspect this ‘was why

. teacher staff development programs 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 Eﬁncentrates on the organizational structures and the

:?ntribution of the'central office staffs of each of the three districts

o staff development. . ‘ . 0
~ - s

L] ) . *

/ : 4 e b

. Section 5. In the beginnng of Section 5, four: categories of

-

_teacher\\ime in staff develOpment are distinguished in order to "fix:
the cost of teacher participation *Section 3 reveals\:hﬁt*elementary
teachers in the three urban districts seem to spend more time in staff . s

a\ . development‘aEtivities compared to secondary teachers. Section 5 also |

Jillustrates that those»districts igewhich teacherg arg involved in

federally funded programs tend to spend a- ﬁ/éher pexcentage of their .

time in staff development activities compardd>to thoge who are not in-

volved in programs of that type. Out of&fhe t I number of hours that

the teachers gpent in the area of staff developnﬁp , over 90/ of these

hours were while they were being paid by the schood dlstrict in which

they were employed. Less than 10% of the staff develoﬁﬁent activ1t1es

- - Y
were engaged in on non-salaried time.

"
[

In Section 6, the incentives used by the three districts to en-

R 4 * N

courage teachers to participate.in staff development are reviewed. The R "
data focuses o6n mbnetary and excludesg other,creatiVe incentives. From

the evidence presented in Section.b6 it is implied that once staff .

become -accustomed to receiving stipends as an incentive to part1cipate
r in staff development activities, their expectation to receive stipends -
before participating in other staff development activiti® is at a o,
higher-level, than those who have not received stipends: . o 3
« e ‘) ~‘ﬂ “ . "‘. -~ B
Section 7 of the handbook sets forth the patterns of expenditure

for staff development in each of the three urban districts. It makes. -

/ some comparisons across the districts as to where eagh of the districts

~

. spend their staff development tonies.

-

M ’ ;
Section 8 summarizes thé study. In a review of this- natuyre,

1ﬂ Section 8 could serve as a document in and of itself. Based on the data

L 4
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pre;ented previously, this portion of the handbook brings together
some of the questions raised, as.well as some of the quesgzons that
the authers inject as a result of thei‘xgerie_nces in the three
districts. This is the most’tantaliz}ng porkion of the handbook.
This sectioq‘raises pertinenfnresearch questions. V '

\Sectiix 8 beglpns by reviewing the purpose of the handbook. The )
readers are remigihd of the importance of an accurate definition of staff

development before any \attempt to analyze staff development. One question

is regarding the staff development @xperiences for teachers. They say,

. "One must logically ask why the substantial resources presently devoted to

staff development are notlbeing translated into adequate experiences for

' The literature on staff development indicates that teachers

teachers.'
tend to view staff develop#enf';ctivities which relate directly to their
classroom as more important than information about a variety of topics.
Perhaps one reason that staff evelopﬁent 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 pJ}trayed as being viewed by
the three districts as a rather insignificant component of their total
educational pro~>ar. The'aﬁthors suggest several reasons to account for
the limited suppnrt fo; staff development activities. ‘The handbook
implie’s that staff devel;pment is not immune from extinction within a
schoolqaistrict. It is as vulnerable as any other type of externally
federaily funded program. By the authors' own admissions, they caution
F{ha_t their implications may seem overly pessimistic. Indeed the».dok
An.astute user of the ‘handbook should recognize the importance of imagi-

native and creative responsés to their conclusions.

»
L3

/e .
At the onset, thqgauthors Bqntended that the purpose of the hand;

book was to study and analyze the costs of three districts' staff v

development eipenditures. To this end, they have done an admirable job.

Y
The pervasiveness of staff development in every aspect of a teachers'
- A .
[}
. .
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school year may surpyise many. The’sttength of the document lies in
the identification of real school districts an'thelr development of a°
dialogue about staff development. The handbook does not attempt to
determine a ‘cost eﬁéﬂhiency ratio for the staff development activitiés
that were examined and uncovered.

While reflecting on the possible "next steps' for dsing the
document, it would beeremature to indicate how it would be used best.
-The important focug éhould be on its use and its éasy translation.

How it's used~best is: as always, a function of the purpose of ‘the user.
v The handbook is a practical model for school personnel to use
for the examination of theirastgff develbpment expenditugzé. The authors
propose that urban school districts could-benefit from the handbook.
However, it is in, this reviewer'’ s opinion that the expandable and flexii
ble format of the handbook suggests that school districts whose student
populations are.as low -as 205000 students, intermediate agencies who
serve sevefal school districts, and state departments of education may
also find the handbook useful. ;T}\e handbook did not attempt to ‘analvze .
the relationship of noncertificétgb personnel staff development costs
with the cost of teacher activities This is one area which, in a total
stydy of staff development expenditures, needs to be remembered by prac-

titioners. -
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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 schnols, teacher trainer, active parent,
and director of staff development) have found our analysis of staff
development programs and their costs noth'accurate and useful.

Our aim in this project was to provide a more realistic basts .
both for subsequent research concerning staff development nnd for
efforts to imprové staff development practice. Both research and
reform will benefit from understanding staff development in the con-
text of the organizational, political, and economic realities that
we have mapped out in thf% research. .

For researchers, the study suggests numerous intriguing questions.
‘ For example, we have documented the fragmented nature of most staff
development activity, but we have also noned some instancés in which
-staff development activities were being carried out in a coherent’
fashion that appeared to be chapging teaching practices for the better. (@é
§ubsequent research, for instance, should analyze the conditigns under
~which such coherent staff develqpment occurs.

For thnse working to improve staff development, we aldb bel}eve
that the study provides a realistig starting point, an accurate map
of the territory that will allow reformers to take more effecfive |
action.™A 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 éhelped” to become better reading teachers,
to identify the stfeng;hs 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 ofthe ;
Lo
varted staff development activities that enhance or constrain the ‘

‘péssibility that teachers can improve their performance. School

. -

superintendents who_wish tp make budget cuts in such a way that use-

fyl 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 actlvities now being carried out . ‘

We are gratified by Dr. Cuban's comment that "the writers h;ﬁi
presented school planners and superintendents, if they are so inclined,
a marvelous tool to assess théir staff development programs and make

changes." As noted earfier, we have prepaved a handbook that describes
exactly how concerned administrafbrs, teacher organiz;tions, or parent
organizations can carry out such an analysis.

Finally, we wish to respond to two Tssues raised by reviewers.
First, two reviewers felt Qhét, on some points, our interpretation of
results (as opposed to the results themselwes) was mnot justifieé
sufficiently. Since results and the analysis of results are clearly
éeparated in the text, readers can decide for themselves whether this
criticism is appropriate. Readérs interested in related research about
the process of scﬁgol 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-
ports from Designs for Chéné?. ) /

Second, Dr. Schlecty quegtions the usefulness of our basig defini-
iiondof staff development, which couu{s 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''emphasis added). He
argues that it is difficult to inquire into Fha personal intent of
individuals who eQ}ablish or carry out various school district activi-
ties alleged to.contribute to imbroved staff performance. We agree.
that it is extremely difficu}t :6 determine personal intent; however
personal: intent was not the focu;jEEJZhe research. 1In identifyﬁng
staff development activities, we were concerned with determining formal
intentions, as embodied in school board resolutlons, adﬁinisérative
plans, budgets, j9b descriptions, etc. These,stateﬁents of organiza-
tional, as oppdsed to personal: intent, are key linkg in e effort to
translate school district resources into gpproprfz;;*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

effort to weigh the formal intent of school district activities against
the realities of day-to-day practice seems both appropria:; and essential.
Weighing the stated intentions of various staff development activ}xies
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.

. ‘ ~
1 h . . />
1. Donald R. Moore, Arthur A, Hyde et al., Rethinking Staff Development:
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