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Past research and exper1ence have documented

is learned and applied in staff

inservice efforts, even for part1c1pants in the same workshop. For a

study which ,set. out to explain such variation, pre- and post-workshop
- questionnaires were completed by 349 staff (three- fourths of whom

were teachers) who part1c1pated in 36 teacher-initiated,

projects. Participants'

inservice -
ratings of five inservice outcomes were

regressed on, and correlated with, their background characteristics,

their psychological and professxonal traits; their school and

"community characteristics, their school climate; and. features of

their workshcps.

All varxabies combined account for 85 perceént of the

variance in the inservice outcome measures. - Approxxmatef§ half of

this variance is accounted for by the staff and school

characteristics, and the remaining half by the climate and worksﬁop

features, These results indicate, that complex interactions of many

staff;

ontextual

and workshop factors affect the outcomes of staff

inservice. Many. of these factors can be 1nf1uenced by workshop

designers:
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‘the same workshop: In this study, which set oot to explain such variation,
pre- and post-workshop questionnaires were completed by 343 sitaff (374 teashers)
who participated in 36 teacher-initiated, inservice projects. Participants’
ratings of five inservice outcomes were regressed on, and correlated with,
their background characteristics, their psychological and professional traits,
their school and community characteristics; their school climate; and features
of their workshops: All variables témbined account for 84% of the variance in
the inservice outcome measures: Approximately half of this variance is
accounted for by the staff and school characteristics; and the remaining half
by the climate and workshop features. These results indicate that complex
interactions of many staff, contextual, and workshop factors affect the outcomes
of staff inservice. Many of these factors can be influénced by workshop
. -oa
~ designers. , , : 7 .
9
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Staff, School, and Workspop Influences
on Knowledge Acquisition, Use, amd -mpact

. . from Staff Inservice Efforts

Staff inservice training in education has assumed increasing importance

in the past decade, and is especially ¢ritical in the present and immediate
future. For example:

e e e e e e e ,K\J’,,,,’, e
ggp;;gug}ly,decllnlng student achievement levels reguire
upgrading of standards; curriculum; and ihstrUctibh;

nmplementatlon, . L5,

S new technolog:es, such as computers and other forms of
automation, are being tried by schools, im part to stimulate
students'.interest and in part to prepare them for the
marketplace; school personnel must be equipped to manage
the use of these technologies;
568§ét tﬁts -and ﬁéiééﬁﬁél reductions héVé ”'deCEd éh bldér

teach newly assigned or changing subJects

Although the need for staff inservice has nncreased research on éfféttiVé

Y

1381; Hblly, 1962). A review of published evaluations and research on inservice
training indicates wide variation in participants' assessments of the need

. . 4
and usefulness of many of the training experiences provided .(Cruickshank, et al:,

1979: doyce and Showers; 1980). After compléting the same workshop, some

.__m_-parthnpants will rate_it as_necessary and highly useful, wh»le others assess

.
[]

it as unnecessary and ''a waste of time."
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The planners of inservice training often emplioy fou; strategies to
reduce such variation: First, they cénduct needs assessments to select
inservice topics of greatest concern to potential participants. Second,
they Structure the inservice experience and select the instructor carefully.
Third, they make participation voluntary rather than mandatory, to capitalize

pafticipants to design and control their own workshop, in part or whole. These

G'

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

strategies for providing successful inservice are also combined in various ways:

The' use of these strategies is, in fact, supported by very jitti; research '
on the factors and conditions which affect ihééfVété‘buftdmég. Wwhat 1ittle
research there is focuscs on éhéractérigtigs of the participants and of the
inservice experience iiSélé; }ﬁ the current study we éiéﬁiﬁé these féttéfé;‘- ‘
but we also report their interaction w;;& classroom, sahool, district,; and »
community contextual factors. ’ ’

We include é?§gtts of the larger organizational context because we
hypothesize that what is learned and gppiiéa from inservice W@fk by "participants
is need- and context-specific. For éxampigi pé}ticﬁpéhts typically vary.
according to. the strength of t%éif individual psychajbgicai needs (e.g.; for
schieverent and/or power); and with respect to the demands of the specific
jobs they hold. They also differ in how alterable and supportive their job
situations are. Thus, participants in situations that are high on such factors .
are likely to learn and to apply more than those with less Intense perscnal

needs; Tess exactingjobs—and—tess—fiexible-wok—assignments. I/ this research

we examine the effects of such contextual factors on inservice outcomes.
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The research reporxed in this articie involves staff inservice workshops
in Hé}éééﬁﬁéétié, acn of which incorporated one or more of ééch of -the | '

approaches described above. The Commonwéal th *inservice Institute (Cil) of “the:
Massachusetts Depariment of Educatidn awards small grants {range; $200 to $2,000)

to lucal sch001 dlstrzcts that subm|t inservice proposals which give evrdence
: : $

of being: | o | ]
' _ initiated and developed by the intended participantss .

* based on documented need and approved by local officials;

, ! ! , ‘ .

: voluntary, _ ; ! y s

sound in design and chonce of |nstructor, and -

v,

llkely to have contnnued nmpact

The research is bgsed on the second phase of a 2 1/2 year study conducted
by TOR Associates, Inc. of Newton, Massachusetts, supported by a grant from
the National Instatute of Education. The first phase of the study involved

mai led, post-workshop dUéétibnnaires to h67 partlclpants in 78 Cll-sponsored
inservice projects. ﬁnésé Two, involved responses to mailed, pre- and post-
workshop questionnaires received from 460 participants in 36 (new) CIl pro
(yiéidihgliﬁé matched, pre/post quégiibnnéires);
re Fevised for Phase Two, after on-site interviews with Bl Phase One partici-

-

The Phase One auestiahhaifes

pants in 14 Phese One projects: Set*n of these pro;ects were "selected as having
higﬁér-lmpact workshops than Orlglna]ly predicted and seven as haV|ng.Jower-|mpaCt
—“———‘——**“QOTkénbb%—thén«pred¢tted;:bﬁsgd on Phase One participants’ raiings. |
o ] ; . )6
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Results of the Phase One study are reported in detail in a prior-article:

£

“gtéff— écﬁdoi and Workshop Influences on Knowledge Use in Educatlonal lmprovenent

Efforts,“ by Herbert. J Walbery and Wiiliam J: Gen0va, IhegdcuLnal of Educational |

Research Volume 76 November/December 1982 Nurber 2, pages 69 -80, which is .

summarized below: The Phase Two study s bOth a replicatuon and ref:nement of

the previous effort.:

The first phase of this.rngifch was ‘guided by an a priori cahcéptuai;mbdéi—
derived from a literature review and the authors® experiences with school climate -
¥

.

measurement and nmprovement. This model is depicted in Flgure 1 as a path

diagram of possible influences on knowledge use in staff inservice ‘workshops:

‘ Insert Figure 1 about here .

»

- H :

and caUéal]y prnor to the More Aiterable Variables. For éxémplé, é;tééchér'g

sex; years of ékbéfiéhté; and bé?%éhél tféité; and the théféttéfiétité of his/

Y: - ——

Similarly, school clnmate seems more Inkely to be lnfluenced by; than to.

5€ a school that can be-

fod

influence these prior variables, but it Is an aspect

-

significantly altered by intelligént planning: In the/ regression analyses, the

Less Alterable Variables were therefore treated as cdntrols.

=

",
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T3ble 1 Shows the multiple correlations of these sets of control, climate,
and workshop variables With tﬁréé meazures of knowledge use and impact:

level, the Wﬁdie_schooi; etc:);.and "tétél” |h§ébt (e.gq., 'classroom” plus . .

“other'" plus participants’ estimates” of new information; skills, or ideas gained

from various aspects of the wotishop, whether employed in practice or not):
S -

. . [7sert Table 1 about here

Table 1 shows that of the control va-iables, participants’ sphere of concern
. . '

and persoﬁal traits, ang the characteristics of their schools; are modestly

related to the threé measures of knowledge use. Table 1 éi§6 shows that adding

the school climate varlabﬂes to the control variables raises the mult:ple

correlations from about .40 to about :50, and that adding the workshop to the

control variables raises the correlations from about .40 to 5 the range of ;BBhté

.77: iaaiag both ci:mate and workshop features raises the multiple correlations

IS

to the,;?b to .80 ranga, WhICh is just about equal to the reliabilities of the

‘ independent variables: The complete equations containing the climate and work-

/. many of the specific

. shop variables are sxgntfgcant at the .01 level

Eéitial correlations that_control for individual and school characteristics are
substantially more highly correlated with impact than the control variables’

are separately. L - .
] . ’
H

3 ’ . .
*
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“ Phase Two Design : .

As stated earlier, interviews were conducted with 42 participants in 7
“higher impact; Phase One projects;”and L2 participants in 7 lower-impact, -
Phase One projects. These projects wére also selectzd on the basis - )

"of-iﬁeir high discrepancy between predicted impact (based on the model): and

¥

o 7 o 7 S R
observed impact (as measured by the guestionnaire).  The results of these
interviews suggested extensive refinements of the Phase One questionnaire.

Separate pre- and post-workshop instruments were developed for Phase Twé. The

sets of variables in these refined instruments are shown in the remaining
tables, along with the resolts”of the Eé??éﬁéiiaaéi”éﬁéiyéés conducted on them:.
' I <_- L : R e D
The subjects for the Phase Two study .were 460 participants in 36 new

ki
'

Cll projects. Copies of & 17-page, 222-item q{e~worksﬁbp questionnaire were
mailed to project conveners; who distributed theam to and collected ‘them from

participants as the workshops began. A 13-page, 153-item post-workshop question-

1

haire was mailed directly to‘individual participants shortly after the workshops
concluded. This yielded 349 matched; pre/post questionnaires: Project conveners
éhdlpériicipahts were paid small ﬁééb?é?ié_?é?viéﬁﬁiéiiﬁé and returning the
lengthy questionnaires. ; .

Phase Two Results and Discussion

Inservice Outcomes | ;

. R R ~ ., o R _ _ o R
Table 2 presents the five inservicue outcome (dependent) variables discussed

L3

in this,article. These variables ave defined in Table 2, alony with frequency
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distributions, means, and standard devnatnons for the items used to measure them.

! They aféﬂbréééntéd in the -form of a proposed tichain reactnon" among various

levels of inservice impact. For example, Wé hypothesired that :
A Ui
D part:cupants overall rating of the~|nservnce pro;ect,
would affect the amount and type of new knowledge whiich

.

Z they acquirad; ‘ ) S
) . ’
7 . the app]lgggaon of the new knowledge acquired woold affe¢t
: o participants' estimates of the impact of the inservice on
7 - thexr own work per?gggggce. and on the_ behav:or of other
. snd|v1duals in the school and. school dxstrlct,—,
" |mpact on work wou’ d nnfluence partlc1pants estlmates of , .

their overall’ capac1t|es ‘to perform their jobs effectively.

it can be seen in Table 2 that, overall, participants ra;ed their inservice
. Insert Table 2 about here

-~ -«

LYl

4

'wcrkshops as moderately successful. The type of knowledge fost often acquired
.was new information (ldeas), whereas new bEHaviGrs were least éftéh écquiféd.

New |nformat|on (ideas) and skills (technlques).ﬁere applled (tr:ed out) 'most

-

~frequently, new activities (worksheets) were least frequently tested. Par tlt
.

<&

pants Judged that thelr own teaching and that of close fe!low staff members were

“most. affe ted by the inservice; the activities ﬁf their professuonal association

or union Fea%i afFected They felt that the workshops had most powerfu?!y enhanced

- their abilities to create challenging and effective learning experié'ces for
5 ' R 7 S oo 7 .
. " students, and least noticeably increased their skills at influencing fél]dﬂ

teachers and administrators conferning important school matters.

e , . . N
P .
o ottt . .

14 sixth outcome variable, predicted future use, will be examined in a

forthcoming article on a follow-up study, in which preancted future use is, 5

compared Wlth reported use six months later:

t
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less Alterabie Variable Sets ;

Staff Background C.aracteristics - 27 -

<&l S —-——t. - o o e ol . P ’\
Table 3 shows that about 772 of the sample are women with & wide range of
age, edocation, and experience. Three-fourths are classroom te&achers, including |
. 2 - 5 . ek
insert Table 3 about here Q

- . 1

,,,,,,,,,

'47% elementary teachers; 18.1% junior high school teachers; and 12.3%

7

high school teachers: _ 5
Table 3 also shows varied correlations among participant characteristics

L ) 7 \, ey — — [ N ) I -\
and the five inservice outcome variables. Women appear to apply (try out)

.

what they acgu?re from indervice more than, men da. Older participants tend

t6 rate their inservice moré negatively, but alsc tend to, report more knowledge .
scquired; and greater impact on their job performance and professionsl ~capabilitiés.
Highest degree attained doesn't seem to matter, but the more years in education, |

in present school district, and in present school; the higher the overall

on capacities.
-

Specialists appear to acquire the least new knowledge; aides or permanent
Substitutes the most; as well as experiencing positive impact on their job

performance and capacities: Elementary teachers appear to gain most, junior

.

high teachers appear to gain least; from the £l workshops: The number of credit .

only to knowledge applied.. In contrast, the total wmumber of days of inservice
aftended during the past=fwo years is strongly and positively correlated with
all five outcome variables: e ‘ :

< : . . ' "

11
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:Siéli_Ps¥cno}og|cal .nd Professional Traits
Table L shows that the four Iearn:ng sryles in the Kolb lInventory
{Kolb, 376) are- correlated significantly with few of the five outcome variables:

This may be dué to the low scale reliabllltnes oBtanned from this particular

. -

Sahﬁié‘(Albha = .52 to .59). Significant correlations appear; however , between* &

- -~

Insert Table " about here

, & Ll : i -
those expressing a preference for learning by concrete expeérieice, and work
performanice and professional capabilities. ¢ =
ii- ' .

- . [ Sehere of concern and sphere of involyement show simular patgéigf. Begree

of concern for and involvement with own stld
is related to knOMIedge applied (and to lmpact on work, for concern \\ Concern
for ahd in volvement ‘with fallow staff and whole School are both related to JOb

performance; concern and Enééieéﬁéﬁt with tdmmua;ty ‘and district are more

strongly related to knowledge applied; impact on work, and impact on capacities.

!

Participants' report psychological needs more orlented‘to students than

to peers and supervisors: The strength of their need to create successful
] v ) p ;
lezrning experiences for students (need achievement) i5 correlated with the
jevel of knowledge applied, iﬁbééf on work; and impact oh capacities. Need

" achievement with peers ang supervisors is related only to ﬁkaféégibhéi capabilities.
Participants; need for power (influence) over students s not significantly

related to any of the five inservice outcomes. The'l r aff:iié’ibﬁ {(social

- i ; : 1:2
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acceptance) needs with all three groups aré, however, related to the effect
'of the inservice experience on their work performance. Additionally, their
affiliation need with supervisors is related to perceived gains in their

‘/‘ F . )

professional capacitiess vl

Topics that pacticipants eipfe?ééd thg'greéteSi desire to learn more ;

about ihciudga their own méthods and style; motivating students to learn, and

new or varied téachih§ methods. ?ﬁéy expressed least interest in learning
about how to use worksheets or learning éi%ktiéés; encouraging studer- career/
vocstional awareness; and enhancing students' social relationships. Of the
correlations among inservice desires and inservice outcomes Shown in Table ;
M strongest associations with all five outcome variables involve learning to
better use community resources, and providing guidance and counseling to
students. Seven of the remaining inservice preferences are significadtly
correiated with impact on performance. | ) ,
Table b also shows that several of the participants’ reasons for Bttending
the ﬁérticuiar inservice experience correlate with iﬁééFViEé-éﬁttéhéé.*'Khbwiédgé
“acquired, knowledge applied, impact on work; and impact on capacities are all
_moderately to stfongly related to participants' interest in the topic, the
reputation of th% consultant, the needs of their students/classes, their interest
in sharing {dess. with fel low staff members, and the content/skill needs of their
- job. Convenient time/location is related to knowledge acquired and job per®
formance, and desire to please a colleague or.supervisor is related tof professional

capacities. K

13

El{l(j | L o I é

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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intergiiiﬁéiy; Eﬁé strongest correlation reported so far is a highly
negative one (-:57) between the overall quality of EBé’W&?kshbp and being
required or pressured to attend. All of these workshops were supposed to be
voluntary, but apparently a minority (less than 5%) of p%ftiéiﬁéﬁfé experieaced

some form of pressure, with apparently negative conseguences. The most fre-

quent reasons for attendance were interest in the topic and the:needs of

. students/classes, both of which are associated with positive outcomes.
_ o ) - . o 77777'7” ' . ,
Participants were asked to record ‘the number of times the current inservice

: "i\égsi'c had been .saa'ressea (if at 511} ih inservice programs during the preceding
two years:  The mean response was .81 times, wii§ most of the aiéiFiBuéidh
falling between none to two times: As expested, the more often the topic had
been covered in the past; the less knowledge acquired by psrt}cibéﬁfE in iké
cu}réht workshop: . -

We also anticipated that the nature of participants' expectations for
the upcoming inservice would a?%'e'ct the outcomes of that inservice. As shown
e SR i ii e seroos iiss These
in Table %, such expectations are related to all five outcome measures. These

“correlations emerge despite the fact that participants had relatively lower
expectations for the upcoming insérvice than they had in gereral for iﬁsékvité~
programs offered by universities/colleges, teacher centers, and the Cll: ©Only

: inservice training offered by the district/central administration elicited lower

. -

expectations than those reported for the upcoming program.
Various methiods of presentation and learning are the final subjects on
which data are presented i Table 4: The Highest rated methods are "hands-on*

- s . . T 14

bl
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activities, and putting the information into practicé in class(es). However,

these most favored methods corrélate only with knowledge acquired; and knowlédge

applied; respectively. Correlations with all five insefvice outcomes appear for

colleagues, and having the consultant work with participants in their classes.
This siggests that inservice participants are not always the best judges of
which presentation methods will work best for them. The remaining, scattertd

associations also suggest that a variety of presentation methods will yield

-

AN

Table 5 shows that certain (less alterable) classroom and commanii ty

characteristics are related to particular inservice outcomes. For example,
participants who characterize their class(es) as high ability show significant -

v

=

“Insert Table 5 about here

concerning knowledge acquired and job ﬁé?féiﬁéﬁéé; and they rate the 6Vékalf

inservice experience negatively. Consistent with these results, the five out-

N -

2

comes correlated positively with communities described by respondents as

supportive, friendly, prosperous, residential, and unified. In contrast,
a B
participants from communities designated as urban tend- to give the workshops

- ' - F3 - R -
positive overall ratings,;-but do not report significant impacts on the other

four scales:

I 15
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: The final set of véFiéBiéé‘iﬁéWﬁ ih Table 5 concern possible external

partlcupants permesve as hé"!ng effected unservnce outcomes TWO'thlrdS

ﬂ

of the possible relatucnsh:ps are :ngnsf:cant and” positlve. “All;twéIVéiEVEhtfffiii

chéngeiareas are correlated Wi th capacnty for work and these associations are

on the whole the strongest in the set. "We do not know from this data what
the events/changes were, but apparently the dynamncs of the external envircnment

I L N
of_participants (from their students to thevr personal llfes) all have some

affect on what they gann from inservice experiences.
\Ta summarize, the variable sets discussed above and shown in Tables 3

: ¢ )
through 5 are treated in this study as less alterable variables; with respect
't the design and conduct of inservice training (see Figure 1). The aaffélatiahs
reported so far are all simple Pearson’correlations, ‘We turn now to variable

T e

sets that we régérd‘és more alterable, specnf:caily school climate and workshop
features: The relatlon§hlps reported among these variables are partial correla-
tions, using the less alterablg Variables as controls:

. More Alterable Variable Sets

]

School Climate

As a set; the eight school climate vartables do not correlate S|gn|?iééﬁi19;

with the inservice outcomes. Expectation'for teachers to keep up profegsiéﬁéiiy

- 2

- g Trsert Table G abouthere——— ~ .~~~

is s@ﬁﬁifi'antly related to knowlédge applned whlch seems reasonable: Puzzling,

e
R Sl o T T
© however, is the negatlve ‘relationship between Expressiveness and participants'

-

_a_

16 "
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overall inservite rating. In the Phase One study Expressiveness, as well as

-

Learning Orientation, Goal .Direction, and Equal Treatment were all moderately

related (.12 to..31) to workshop outcomes measured similarly but not identically

. a

to how they were assessed in Phase Two: In Table 6, Expectation, Leadership, .
- . - ”

and Support are newly added variables which do not correlate significantly

with the workshop outcomes: ' ,

Table 6 also shows several classroom and school characteristics presented
in the questionnaire in a semantic differential formgt. Again, using the less

alterable variables as controls, the partial correlatjons are small and ~

v

tatistically significant in only 12 of 7§ possible relationships. Impact on
work is most strongly related to democratic classrooms, and to schools which -

: : i
are described as active, interesting, and democratic. Professional capabilities’

schools. This set of relationships seems confused, and is difficult to interpret.
¢ e

Suffice to say that the school climate variables are not as clearly and strongly

related to the Phase Jwo outcome variables as they were to the Phase One outcomes.

Ho:kshopgfeaquﬁs v B - | -

a

n basic skills (24%), students with special needs (18:9%), and/or computer

O

assisted instruction (35.4%). The computer workshops are interesting in that

=3

A ) Insert Table 7 about here =~ -

-y |
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xbé?ii&?ﬁéﬁié rate them overall Kigh (.17 partial correlation), but rate
~ knowledge applied and impact on capactiy low (=.14 and -.10 partial correla-

. tion, respectively): In follow-up interviews with a sample of these partici-

pants; we discovered that post-workshop shortages of hardware, saftWéréi and :
VéHETEEStPétiversﬁﬁbdrt were typical, negating the positive effects of the
workshop traan:ng In contrast; the workshops on:basic°skills do aet*&eteave

hlgh overail ratnngs, but achieve respectable correlations w;th part:Enpants

- v

7 iﬁprbved bek capactiy- wOrkshops on students with spec.al ‘needs correlate R
‘hegaﬁiveiy“ﬁigﬁ jbb perfcrmence;VWIth no explanqt;onlfor this ﬁpparent in -
this data. | ﬂ |
The major reasons gtven for attending tbe inservice workshops were
“Vélunteered oet of interest' (54.1%), and YSaw lt advertised" (13. 8%)

However, reither of these reasons correlates with the five inservice outcomes.

Participants who |n|t|ated the workshop idea rate it positively, and report
behe?iciéi effects on their JOb performance and 3oq capac:ty. in:fontrast,
ﬁaititibaﬁté asked to attend by a colleague réﬁeit'hegéiiVé iﬁpétt on the same

two outcomes, plus Rnow!edge acqu:red Similarly,; part:c:pants ardered to

attend rate .the workshop negatively, overalf.
Apbrcxiﬁéiéiv 60% of the ideas for the workshops came from a fellow teacher 5
{25.4%), group of teachers (26.3%), or superv:sor/chalrperscn (15:7%): The

_only s:gnlficant correlatIOn is negatuve between fe]low teacher as source

-of the idea, and knowledge applled Overall, it appears ‘that the source of the .

inservice idea does not affect inservice outcomes.

=1

18
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Table 7 also shows that degree of importance placed on inéervicé
{in genéral) by participants’ adm:nnstrators does not appear to affect ih-

" service aaieaaé;. This is coﬁiiéieﬁi with the Fiﬁaiﬁé that negative ratiﬁgs

a

rétfhg itﬁé more ééééiohs, the lower the ratnng) however, the more sessions
participants attended, the higher :the impact on work rating. The iérger the
number of partnclpants the lower the rating for Rnowledge acquns:tnon, but

the hlgher the rating for job performance capaclty.

Workshops with people from different schools or different aiéiriéts are

rated lower overall, and have less impact ‘on knowledge acquired, than workshops

with people attending from only one school or district: The larger the nomber
of consultants; the more negative the overall ihsérv}cé rating, and the more

negative the impact on job performance and JOb capaC|ty " The impéct of tﬁe

affiliation of the consultant is particularly lnterestnng. Positive lnseerce

, e R
ocutcomes are asscciated with a consultant from the part'capants own schoo]
elsewhers in the same System, and another school system: Negative outcomes X

derive from a consultant from 3 college or unnversuty, an lndependent consultang

group; ahd a business or lhdUétry. ‘ i

Consul tant characteristics; methods of instruction, and practical (versus
theoret:cai) or|entat|on, show many moderate to strong posntave correlations WIth

inservice outcomes. Of the 200 relationships shown in this part of Table 7

134 are significant. The extent to which the consultant's style of presentation



R ]
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matched the part|C|pants' style of learning is correlated posntnvely with

v 1

éll five inservice outcomest The consultant s general effectiveness

correlates positively with the 695?311 rating of the program, knowledge acquiréa;
and khOWlédgé'épﬁlled; but not with impact on work or impact on _upabilities.

The ¢ onsultent" éffectxveness in relating to participants, understénalﬁé

- teachers concerns; etc.; is related to most of the inservice outcomes (57 of

65 possible Félétldﬁ§ﬁibsg with partial corr fations from .10 to .h6). Similarly,

the consultant's methods ofi;;ftruction and practical orientation are positively
4

- -
related to most (albeit feﬁg of the inservice outccme§ Negatlve effects

appear for consultants who 1ectured or used audio visual presentations or films

. too ﬁdéﬁ. :

The last set of variables shown in.Table 7 concerns associations between
the theoretical versus practical orientation of .various workshop methodslﬁééa;

and the five Inservice outcomes. Of 60 possible relationships; 34 are statisticall
significant using partial correlations. In general, they indicate that the more
‘practical the experience the more 56§ithé the inservice outcomes. This is con= .

sistent with the result reported above that teachers see themselves as concrete;

experiential learners. Further confirmation appears in the findine that-all =

&‘.‘

five Q‘Séohe measures are S|gn|f|cantly related to ""applying the skills,

techniques; or behaviors in your class{es).'

lntermedlate Wo:kshqngffects ) ‘ ’ :

The sets of varlables discussed here focus on what partlcnpants learned
about in the workshops; and how they learned it. As seen in Table B, partici-

pants Féﬁéitéa learning most’ about new or varled teaching methods/technology and
20




those reported in Table 4, concerning participants' major interests:

o ‘ | . Knowledge Use
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motivating stodents to learn; and least about (nterracnal attitudes or .

relationships and career/vocational awareness for students 0f 70. possible

relationships, 55 are significant statistically: Tﬁééé results complement \

i1

\

) o ’

Insert Table B about here

The final variables shown in Table 8 relate to participants' subsequent
use of the knowledge gaired through the inservice experience. Particinants’

interest in the topic, the nature of the workshop itself,; and the needs of

students/class(es) are cited as most important; administrator, supervisor, and.
R
colieague support or expectation emerge as least influential. Thirty-foor .
of 35 possible associations with the five ihsérvicé outcome variables are

v,
w
31
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correlation with inservice outcomes: InteFéiixﬁ§i§, improvement in participants’

work capacatues is most Strongly associated with administrator, sdpervnsor,

Eombined Effects of All Varxables

Table 9 shows’ the multlple corr@latuons of the flve meas ures of inservice

- T e

‘workshop (mcre alterable) variables. ParttC|pants' background characteristics

Insert Table S about here

) n\

»
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. A : ' ;
re weakly to.moderately related to these inservice outcomes. Significant
correlations appear only with knowledge applied and impact on work: As Table 3
;SHOWS, lnserVIce outcomes are most ﬁééitiVé fbi;bariitipéhté who Hé&é eipeéieﬁted
'Eprior jriservice programs; and who indicate high overall satisfaction with their

jobs. | I, - .

. Q
— 3

Table 9 also shows that adding tﬁe’praféggiaaaigggyaﬁaia§;aai traits of
Eé?ii&iﬁéﬁis to.their Sétkgrduhd théfétterigtics rajses the multiple correlations
from about .he to :55. Among these trants./partnc:pants jdb-reiated (pfd?éééiéﬁéij
needs/concerns/de5|res are more posntnvely related to. the :nsérvnce outcomes |

than are their psychological traits (see Table h);

Adding Sthédi district, and community characterastlcs to partlcapants

Bééké?éﬁﬁa characteristics éctuatly lowers the mult:ple,correlatnons; except @

A

élterable);variables show multiple correlations of .69 go .71 with the inservice

outcome variables: o . .

Tébig 9 h;ws that adding the school climate varlables to the contro!
Véiiéﬁiés idﬁéré the multiple ;orre}ataons; Adding the amservnce workshop
features raises the multiple cor:elatloﬁg ‘from about :70 to .80 fbt §Véréii

inservice rating and knowledge acquired. Adding the intermediate workshop
i ' , N
effects raises knowledge acquired from .7t to .81. Adding all the climate and

- A .
workshop varlables to the control variables 'a s's the multiple correlations

from about .70 to .92, which |s approachnhg the limits of the reliabilities of

the scales used to measure these_lndependent yarsables (see Tables 6-8).

B3

22
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‘and conditions. Between bL% to 85% of the variance in inservice outcomes Is

O

accounted for in this study by individual participant, classroom, school, and

Know ledge Use
21

When &11 of these less aiterable and more alterable variables are combined,
Srca s AT Ta & P T PR '.,,,.,,.,;;,, L Jr iy g "
their mgltiple correlation with the five inservice outcome variables is

approximately .92. This accounts- for about B5% of the variance in the inservice

outcomes. In the first phase of the study, the combined contro} and independent

measures (moltiple correlation equaled :80): .PFéidﬁéBi7; the Phase Two moge|
accounts for more of the variance because it includes move variables, derived

- y
- -

from the case site interviews.

Concliusions ' ) °
Despite their differences; both the Phase One and Phase Two models; using

varied instruments and different subjects; lead to similar overall conclusions:
The outcomes of inservice training appear to be affected by muitiple factors

v

7

district characteristics. i
Participants' psychological needs and job demiands are individual character-

istics that are strongly correiated with inservice outcomes. For the designess

of staff inservice, the following findings of the present study seem particalarly -

salient: o

e

. Teachers tend to be practical (versus theoretical) learners.
- B i o : ,
i . They report high reeds to: .
. .acKieve (be successful with students; and
. be appreciated (fétﬁgdiiéd as successful) by
superiors. )
< =

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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They want and will use information on: ~
new Gr varied teaching methods; .
: motivating studeénts to learn/achieve; and ;
. thenr own teachlng style or behavior. : “

;e

They prefer to learn:
through hands-on activl ities:
by putting information into p
The att:tudes. expectatlons, and support

¢ichc}ol systems differ gignlfa

to promote and develop effecti

. Blue collar communities often

3 \lmpacts, in contrast te white

generally experience p05|t|ve

iﬁ Communlty attitudes toward ed
sttitudes toward inservice tr

. Elementary schools are more s
fg% staff development than se

R school‘s or school system's
training is strongly related

any current inservice program

. Changes at the school level---

compogition, or administratio
development and impact of effe

. &
-

School climate apneené to play a modest;
sole in inservice outcomes. In Phase One of t
outcomes were éigﬁi?iééﬁily felated to Leafn

Goal Direction, and Equal Treatment. in the
variables as a set did not correlate signifi

N
and

ractice in their classes

of people around inse ervice
For example,

cantly in their ability \,’i

J
experlence negatlve inservice
collar communities which
inservice impacts. ’

- *

ive inservice training. . \i::
, 3

ucation influence teacher
aining.

upportive environments

condary schools are.

“track record" of |nserV|?e «
Y ’

to the likely lmpa;t of

-=in student populatngnj7§taff

n---—can-often inhibit the
ective staff inservice:

aibent potentiéily important

ng Orientation, Expressiveness; -

Phase Two study, the climate .

¥ CIRNE
AN

cantly with the |nservuce out comes.

2
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Classrooms "and’schools described as- democratic (as opposed to authoritatian)
are related to positive outcomes. However, the lack of consistency between our
two sets of ,data leaves ‘unresolved the question of the role of climate in
affecting the outcomes of inservice training for participants..
Finally, beyond the control variables the largest and most consistent 7}i§

effect on inservice outcomes appears to be exercised by features of the work-

. ¥ , P . - T U P e T TIE T S
. :shops themsq*ves; As in Phase One, the present data indicate that the guality

Ehé;théféttesiétité of the workshop itself are significantly related to

participants' ratings of effective-inservice, particularly in .the following Z::,

areas:

Methods of recruitment:

:  when respondents attend voluntarily; associations

; are positive; o1 the other hand, .

;. when the respondent was obliged to attend the
. - association was -significantly negative.

+ . Methods of presentation: educators prefer to acquire practical

skills and information, and they prefer instructional methods that
are interesting and waried. Specific instructional.techniques :

which were rated as more effective for insefvice programs are:
. small growp discussions,
™
4 . observirig other participants or tonsultants in practice, and

practicing new techniques in the work setting while the
training program continues. '

L9

{
T NI
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1 - :
On the other hand, the followrng methods have negative effects:

0y

lecturing by an |nstructor or consultant; and : ’ .

the use of information packages’ (packe;s) as the héfﬁf

vehicle for presenting wcrkshop content:

- . v
Organizational characteristics of “the workéhdps: the following

chavacteristics are likely to produce positive ratings of inservice
training: - :
. duration: the optumal range ;fgmast workshops
is between 12 and 32 hours . One- day workshops

have m:n:mal impact.

. size: @n optimal range for the number of partucnpants
is 8 to 20

"

. rébréseﬁtatiéﬁg single school workshops tend to have .

positive impact, molti-school workshops tend to have
negative impact.

school ievel ) elementary school teachers/admlnnstrators
are more likely to rate their inservice expertence

positively than middle school and secondary ‘teachers/

administrators. . . 5

Workshops and long-term us&: the structare 6? the inservice. workshop
expernence ‘and the characternstlcs of the ccnsnltant/préééhtér have

sighifitéht impact on what part|C1pants acquire and use, both

immediately after the workshop and over a longer period of time

{six months or more). ‘Short and long-term use is associated with
v . $ ’ .

workshop §iFétégiés that: °

%
ers to try out. and report

requure teach
ruences wuth new skllis, |nformat|on, etc.

prOVIﬁE teachers wath |n clasq technical assastance,

. supply teachers with resources, |nformat|on, and é&t_"itié?

a5|]y adaptable to the classroom setting; and

26 y )
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require teachers to develop projects; activities

or curricula for their classes:

0f all of these factors and conditions, the various features of the
B ) .~ ) 7 ) N ,'7 o R 7 ) o
workshop itself are under greatest degree of control by its designers. Their
goal should be & plan.of action that permits them to: L

“ -

--:  identify and recruit those participants who will
. potentially profit most from the workshop;

# . allocate generously time and means to assist
participants in planning and applying what they- -
learn in the workshop in their normal teaching f
settings; and . ;
develop administrator support for knowledge application
during and subsequent to the workshop.

According to the research reported in this article, the more that ﬁh‘ééé provisos are
"
attended to in the workshop design, the more likely the inservice experience

will produce positive outcomes.

—
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Tabie 1

Multiple Correlations of Impacts With

Sets of Control and Independent Variables

Multiple Correlation With Impact

Variables Entered in Equation Classroom . Other  Total
Control Variables -
‘ﬁ&éﬁéﬁéﬁﬁ&,£ﬁ&féé£éfisiiiés ?> -
of participants ", ' ‘ .17 .21 /.56
Sphere of Concern of Participants .22% .22% - L26%*

Personal Traits S 13

A1 Control Variables Above ' .39 J42%% L43%%
All Control Variables and School Climate. Lagr* .48 .51%*
All Control Variables and Workshop Features  .73%%  _6B%%  _77#%%

All Control Variables; School Climate, and

* |

.B0**

*|

Workshop Features . . . .76* .70*
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' Inservice Outcome Variables
Standard
Mean .,  Deviation
Uverall Inservice Rating ; ,
L]

‘ i”articipéhté; overall rating of the inservice project

they completed (scored from 1 = a-total failure to

3

.63

W
.

[y
[y

4 = a huge success)
A total faiiuig . 2.6%
. Moderately unsuccessful 6.6%

Moderately successful 67.3%

° -activities, or attitudes participants acquired

from their recent inservice project (coded from 0 =

none at all to & = an extraordinary amount)

(reliability = .86) - . SR | Bl
1. Information (ideas) : 2.66 .88
2. Skills (techniques)
3. Behaviors f'q}' | 1.3  1.10
§. Activities (worksheets, etc.)

5. Attitudes 2.08 1.56

".05 sig.
.01 sig: i

wiw
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: _ ~ Table 2 (continued)
Standard
Mean peviation

Know ledge Applied

. Frequency of use—(appTieds tried-out)-of knowledge
acquired through the inservice experience (coded 0 = not
st all to 4 = continually) (reliability = .82) 2.20 i.i8

1. Information (ideas) | - 2.17 ©1.40

2. Skills (techniques) - B 2% Y 1.46 ~

‘3. Behaviors | . g ’ 1:67 1.51 .

L. Activities (worksheets; etc:) 1.55 1.48

5. Attitudes | ‘ B o - 1.82 1.57
Work Effect , - 5

The level of impact (effect) tﬁeqrécent inservice project
had on each of the fdiiswihé. (coded from 0 = none at
all to 5 = extremely high) (iéiié&%iity = .91) B . 1:87 1.03
1. Gertatn students within your class(es) |
2. Your own ciaééiéaﬁiéiissfégi
Thé:ci$§§rdbms and students of other teachers

in your_school

‘f«

- the work of a few of your closest fellow staff
members : 4 - 2:13 1.34
All teachers in your school ~ ' 1.54 1:18

P ]

_Your department or grade level unit 1.74 1:38

1.30

oy W

Your school building as a whole 1.77
Your schiool district as a whole , 161 1.27

r professional association or union’ © ;80 1.04

~J |
g
o
[
2]

[o o NI
!
o)
o
L2}
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Tzble 7 {continued)
I . , : o
. - Stanaard
Mean peviation

g. The parents 6f students that you teach | 1.14; 1:26

T0 . THe Ccommanity  iil SATICITyour—schoor—is—10cat
11. Your persondl life

The effect which the inservice project had on participants’

perception of their ability (capacity) to do the following.

(coded from T = very negative impact f67§7='very pdsitiVé

|
2

impact) (reliability = .88)

1. Create challenging and effective learning

N

experiences for studsnts . .72 1.41
2. Command Eégﬁééf: and/or be ééiﬁaﬁiéaééa by fellow

teachers for professional achievement and skill i;é% .59
3. Gain recognition for superior teaching from

1.61

W
N

supervisors or administrators

- 1.60

N~y
o
o

4. Relate vell to students in classrooms

¢ 5. Get along well with other teachers in the school 713 1.5%

o

6. ' Relate effectively and comfortably to supervisors
or administrators , 1:35 1.61
7. Control class{es) and students' behavior 1.21 1.61
' 8. Influence fellow teachers in things that are |
important o | .99, 1.24
‘9. Influence supervisor/administrator in things that

are important 1.07 1.52
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Backgrour * Chiazacteristics of Inservice Participants afid Correlations WLEh Inservice Dutcomes

" (orrelation with Inservice Outcomes

Variable, Mear, and Standard Overal] iﬁip’étt

Deviation | Percentage  Inservice Kiow. FKnow.  on

Ipact

on

e . Responses—Foring g, RplTed  Work

"

Fenale (coded sequentially) S 05 G5 09
hale . 2318
Pemale 7.9

Age range in yeats.

03

Capacities

N

T S B 11— -.15 33! .00 ?ﬁi

Meani 9.8
20 - 25 . LN

N uw
=3 W |
36 - 40 0

81~ 50 . .

51 ot oldet B

1

n4
vy



—

Varlable, Nean, and Standard

Deviation

Highest Dégree attained (coded
seqsentially 1 2 3 ete.]
Mean: i;?ﬁ;;é.ﬁ.: 0.85
. Bichelos
Masters
Masters piusvib hotirs
Certificats of adisicad tuly
ALl biit d1ssertation

Doctorate

" Reaponses
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P

Table § (Contlnued)

Inservlce Outcomes

overall - Impact  Inpact
Percentage .- Inservice Know,  Kiow. on on

il Ag. Mplled Vork  Capacltles

020 -6 .01 01

18.64

el
oL

REE TR

2%

5

3
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o Table ) {Continued)

« torrelatlon wlth Inservice utcones
lﬁéiiébie, Hean, and Standard o Overal| | iﬁpatt Impa;t
peviation ercntage  mservlee kv Wow. w o
ﬁiiﬁéiiii | ﬁatiﬂg Ag.  Moplled  Vork . Eapatltleslj
Meari: 1367 8:D.: 6:9 | 2B S0l A2 IR}
1% 5 S | 4
6= 10 | 20,00
-1 R
3 - 2 - o |
RETERT B
2 of ot e e
it schiool district
'Pééh:’.ll.l).i 5063 | A S0  .11 o
Years in present school |
PP RO BN | DU . M & 0%
-3 o ma - | Y-
PR B A | |
TR o am f

W Wit



I
correlation wlth Inservice Outcomes
Varlable, hean, and Stendard | Overal Clmpact  Impact o,
Geviation ) Percentage  liservlce Kioh:  Know.  on o -

o  nepenies  Mathg A, Aplled  Work  Capacitles
Role in Scliool.

Classroon teacher | TRV .06 om0 s s -0
speéiai needs teacher 6.3V S5m0 090 R
gectalist S TS SR S VR |
Teichier with adninistrative role  2:48 =06 =05 04 0 -0k

Aide or pernanent ‘sibstitate 4.8 YRS RN B [ 0
pajorty of tine as o edicator | | o
. Hlementary clavsroon teicher 4724 TR R SRS IR
Jor high sl elasstosn — |

teacher L Y R | R B -:bi

figh schoot classtoon teacher  12:90 S am

b

Elefeftary s\'geciaiigt 7.3 01 =00 i 03 02
Secondary sée[\‘c‘_iansz - 4,54 -.06 -6 !~;"o’é -02 05
oty specal éeds R I TR B -102 .,
econdary gecal eods 280 6 Al S0 S0 -
Mninistrator | X SRR RN S R I
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Table 3 (ContInued)

Correlatlon lth 1

Varlable; Hean; and Standard el Impact iﬁpaci
Deviation 7 ercentage Inservice Knows  Kaow, on on "
Regonet  Ratlhg R Mplled  Work  Copclties

Nunber of credit hours 4aken at

a college or niversity over the

p’fist tio years
pean: 475 §.0.: 7.1 B 5 =0 01

e b 910 | : |

3‘qrvless, - 0.2 oW
-6 179
T - -
10 - 12 IR 5|

Over 12 N BCE o

& X
|
9
k 3
41
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) | |  Table 3 {Contlnued) - 7 (

[}

| Gorrelatlon wlth fisiilea Bitcoes
Varlable, Nean, and Standard berall Impact Iy
Deif aton bercentage  Inserilee Mo Row o . o

Nurber of i*"': E:i' . ; o - j
gra_xgiﬁ received over the
past tio jears
Nean: 8:7; §.D: 10:6 | I.ll 17 2 N .ls_ A1
None - | 22,58 . o p
S :  an |
T g
Betas il B
© 19 or rore days | I’li.as | £
Residence (00 you reside where
*you teeck)
EP BT T T R .

No

oy
(ol
-

(=21
|

06 . -0l -0l 17 .05

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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Table 3 (Cont!nued)

S

Varlable, Nean, and Standard Overal! - Impact et
eiatio Percentage - Inservice Kiod, KW oo on
n 5 Rmponses  fating  Acg.  Mplled  Vork  Capacltles

Job statys for next year

1

Safe job 9.4y o1 S0t 4. .06 -0}
teaving ny job S amb a6 w02 -0 0 -03

Don't know 608 0l 00 =02 S0 02

oietall job aatistiction 25 1 BN
fe .78 0.t 191 o
Very high | 0.6
" High | | .80
derste wn S
o i |

ety low ,_ EXT

e

G: '
ERIC - -~ e e

il
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Table 4

psychologteal & profasiional Tralts of Insarvice Participants and Correlation with Ingervice Inpacts

o | torfelatlon Wl th iseriles ﬁUttbméi
verall et Impact
r’ Standerd Inservlce oo . o o 0
{ ﬁﬁ&aTﬁné ke Destatlo iR Aeq  Milled ok ~ Capacltles
,Iﬁdiﬁiaﬁal.héﬁtﬁihg Style: |
vith reliabilities ()
eflctive () LD LB 0 M 2 e -
Expertaental [.43)- B L -0 L -0 el -
I N (S - S SR S R B
pemct () B A® W @ B % -

(1) Using Davld Kolb's tearning Style lnventor‘y (1376) particlpants were asked to |dent|fy themseves -

as either: reflectuve learners, experimental Iearners,~cvncert expenenced learsers or abstract

-

conceptual learers. Learmng style scales are presen_led with relisbilities ().

48




S . Knowledge Use
Table 4 {contlnved) | g

Correlatlon with Insarvlca Bitcoms.

Overall « iﬁﬁiéf impéct
stmdard  Insetlee Know  Kooh, gy -
Personal Traits Hean Bm&u'aﬁ C Matlng Ry Aolled Work Capaclles

Sshiete Gf Personal Concetni: "

with reliabilities () | o,

“For your own students ;'
ciass and grade
“level or dept. (.61) 446 ' .57 06 05l S U
For your Eéﬁﬁﬁ staff, |
wischoolssasiele (7030 4 ot 4 % L
For yout community mi

 diserict (.66) . b 06 06 M 1l

{2)How much Xoncérn participants have for what happens regarding (coded from 1'= none or Iittle to 5 = high)
smple items and relisbilities () given. :




Standard

Personal Tralts

Sphere of Involvement i |

with reliahilities (|
Wit i ovn students,
ot g et
or it (.60) 4.27 L6
With Tellow staff and
n choot a8 &
 vhole (,74) £ 19} G
With the school district
ad comunity (,73) 3,35

‘

Mean  Deviation

s s

B IR R A A R AL L)

Correlatlon with Inservice Outcomes
6v§rai%-f° e Inpct
Inservice. Know,  Know,

Impact
R
Rating  “Aems* Agpiled Work * Capatiiies

LAl

02«03 0 - w00

05 -0 .07 o .06

W15

(3Mow much participants tend to get dnvolved with vhat happens regarding {coded from 1 = not at at

T A T A
to 5 = very high) sample itens and scale rellabilities { ) glven;

51
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, - | Knowledge Use
Table 4 {continued) 4

i et 4

Correlation wlth [nservice Qutcomes

Joenall 0 et fgace
Standard  Cnservice Kiow, Knows - o | on
persanal Taits R Devlatlon  Rating Ky Apiied  Work  Capseliler

Psychological Needs Paii(&j N , g

with reliabilities ()

Ketifeveneiit | R -
.. with Students: |
Creating éé&ééééfﬁi

learning experiences’
oeswdmts () L 0 @ @ A A
+o.with Peers: | |
"ﬁm@ﬁﬁﬂﬁd |
| they learn fron | o | : | '
joi {,78) 8 8 TR gt
.. vith Supervisors: | "
Being regarded as
~ superdor by
! .
i) stigervisors (.76) 3.68 o 'l 0 08 408 15

EPiC’ (eoded from } = very low or none 40 5 = very high) vith sanple itens and scale reliabilities ( ).
B 1 ) C . Co o

IToxt Provided by ERI \

» ,
B

. . . ey ' .
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Table ! {contlnued) SR %

orrelatlon with inservice futcones
dverall Clmact It

-
v

Standard . Inservice Know. Know.  on on
Personal Tralts CMean  Deviation  Rating-  Acg.  Applied  Work . Capabilities
Pover o : R

.2:0ver students:

ta

Stiidents fdiibﬁ jioiit

digections {.77). (T X A N BN

++:0ver Peers:

Fellow staff follow

' your suggestibns (.80) .05 64 -0l -02 .05 .02 07
....0ver Supervisors:

. Persuade supervisors
to do things your

way 1.76) 3.02 65 - 01 w06 02 02 08




; R
Table b {eontlrued) faowledge e
| b3

Corralatlon with Inservice Outcomes

. Overall ~Impact  Impact
Standard . Inservlce Kok, Kiw. o on
Personal Traits Rean Deviation  Ratlng  Acg.  Mpplled  -Work Eaﬁééiiifiéé

Social Acceptance : .

...by. Students: ; :
For your éfﬁ&éﬁfé to oy
like you (.65) . 3.55 57 -06 -0l i 08

L. by Peers:

%d#heﬂmfﬂmw

faculty (:76) 300 .63 0 .0 .0 .1 02
...by Supervisors:

iV §lpervisors

enjoyed talking with

you {:64) - 3,10 85 08 =0 .0 12 1

-




Personal Traits

I, New subject matter or
topics to teach

2. New or varied teaching

nethods

'3, Motivating students to

learn/achieve

k. yse of worksheets or

learning exercises
5. Dealing With disruptive

students

. Working nore effectively

with special needs

(Chapter 766) students

Hean

375

.05

.38

3.20

3.8

3.63

Standard

Deviation

.19

76

1,04

1,00

1,03

b

Lorrelation with Inserilce Dutcomes

Overall © Impact  Impact

Inservice Know.  Know. on on

Rating  MAeg.  ‘oplied  Work Capabillties

N T I | 0

I £ B 10 05

03 .01 .03 09~ 05

08 .04 .07 13 08

(5jifow mich interest participaits Have in learning more about::. (Coded from 1 = little ot no to 5 = extremely high)




g | 7 o | Knigwledge Use
Table & {cont!nued) ' 145 :

torrelation with Inservice Ditcones

Overall - Ipact  Inpact

' « Standard | Inservice Know.  Know. o ¢ on
‘personal Traits Mear Deviatlon  Rating  Aq.  Applied  Work  Capabilities
S, o | | e

]. Enhancing social

iélatibhéhipg Ao

smm'-7 3,27 1,05 0005 .0 1 09
B: Workingmore effectively

with gifted and te.llen’tegi\

students s .98 TR TR R .06
3: Careee/vocational

.aWareness for studente 3,26 1.09 o 05 0 .09 .08
0. mproving interracial

stitrltionhips 32 L0 00 =06 0 L, 0
11, Learning to better use

comiunity resources  3.42 .98 BT LI A
12, proving quidance and | o

counseling to students 3.4l 1,03 J0 Ll 6 19 1




THIMTIT w ¥ dY veow
14

Correlatlon With Inservice Outcomes

faole % {continued)

Overall I mpact Impact
Standard inservice Ko Kiow, @
Personal Traits Hemn 'uuumm Rating ‘mm Aplied  VWork  Capabllitles
13 Incressing your avareness S

of your o teaching - | /

-3

style/behavior 165 LB SRS VRS | 18 05
14, Improving statt

communication or mrale .64 9 02 .09 .09 A1 .07

%eason(s) for Attending
i. W interest i the topic 4,07 R T TR 17 12
2; Reputation ot onsattant 3:0 1:45 6 9 . 28+ 12
j Comvenlent tim/location 1.6 LB 01 12 8 % 08
b, Nezd for ifigarvice

increments LS LA .03 0 .0 03 =07
5. Low/no cost course |

credits ' 24 L6 06 ..o -.03 -.07
(6) e maéh reason(s) for attending the inservice training Sessions, coded 1 = very Iow o fone

{0 § = extrenely important. . i

63




Tabie b {eontinued] Kooulede ts
’ 47

torrelation with Inservice Outcomes

T we . ma met
| it i bon ko o o
ool Taits Ben Deation  Rating kg, Mplled Wk Capbiliie
. Needs of # students/
classes B N B TR R
J. Interest in sharing ideas | |
Vith follow staff menbers 278 1.3 S R I | 21
8. Content/sLL peds of
o 3 T N S R U TR
9; Desire to please 2 | |
olleagee or spervisor L33 L -85 -2 (.05 09 L2
A T O B I T
Previous Experierice with the  Percentage ;
Inservice Tl responses L
te . ne |
N 52,64
I o't kiiow 13,68 }

g

[ar oo B
[anb oo}



Table & {continued)

- Standard . Inservice Kow.

) ;

Nuber of times the topic has

geen ééd{éséed by pre?isus

ingervice programs in the
past two years: - B % -.09
Exggctations:(7) | |

Of the upcoming inservice

Ya

progran . 4.02 e 29
0f iﬁééiﬁifé training offered .
-aat universities/colleges 4:52 1:30 07
. by iniversitiss/colleses |
at your Sﬁﬁdéi/aiéttiét 4.41 1.38 A2

...at teachers centers or
L4 ' N

regional cooperatives  4.54 1:47 .09

(7) coded 1 = very low/negative to 5 = very high/positive -

b7

48

~.10

ol

09

09

- M Deilation  Rating g Applled  Work  Capabilities

.04

.08

.06

lpact  Imct

on ol

-0 .0

25 21
01 =08
.08 .00

0L | .09

s
.. G
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Table & {continued) S ' nowhg g Use

o el Impact Impact
Standard _ Inservice Know.  Know. on on
Personal Traits Mean Deviation  Ratlng  Acg. Appiled  Work  Capabllltles -

.+:by teachers centers or : B -
reqiohial cooperatives
at your school/district 4,35 1,47 TR RN SR
+asbi Comonvealth Tiservice
Institate 508 L& -0 02 =00 . -0 03
..by jout district/central
adnifistration L SRS BN /SN 1

Presentation Nethods and

syles of teaning:
A consultant lecturing 3.3 96 Q5 2 0 0 T 06
ﬁbihq it howok 260 ¢ o9 10 )
Reading IR I TSR B

Ve
1

65 18) Prticipints' ratings of the effectiveness of various presentation nethods in terms of their own leaming 0

- styles, coded 1 = yaty ifeffective to 5 = very effective,

O




overall . Ipact . Impact

Standard | inser#ice Know,  Know, on on
¢

Personal Traits ,Meﬁn Deviation  Rating  Acg:  Applled  Work Capabilitles
Pron other colleagues in | | | -
mall grop dlscissions 373 2 S AR TR | 0 1
ands-on activities - 1,2 .8 S A | N 01 .03
teveloping profects or, - | ;
prograns ML 05 a1 .03 .08 20
iA:v;presentati'oﬁs; slides; |
sinilations ot ganes (RN 1S | SERR 7 B | At S
tbserving othets do it e |
(pracﬁice,‘appiy) 35 | BRI | 06 01 00
Practicing the ltét:ﬁiji’q’iiéé,
skills, and behaviors at the
sessions . 3;?9 | 91 .05 | H -.03 - 10 -,02
ntting the informationnte | - ;
practice in your clags(es) 4,25 NE 0 00 12 =0 | 03
favifg the consultant vork |

dith you in jour classles] 350  Lo0 M .8 .3 .5 Lt




Variable/Characteristic

School § Community Characteristics Correlated with Inservice Workshop Ipact

Classroon: ;.
(1)

Large-Small

Liw ability-High ability
\

Crowded-Spacious

Community:

White ccllar-Blue collar

Non-Supportive-Support ive

Rural-Uthan

tnfriendiy-Friendly

Depressed-Prosperous

Cormercial-Residential

" Fragented-tnifled

Mean

3.78

3,80 -

3,72

4,40
286

3.29

Standard

Deviation

1.72
1.25

1.64

1,77
1,63
1.67

128

[—.
»

«re
Rad

1.36

1.40

Table 5

Overall

. Inservice Kaow;

Hating

-.06

15

.05

213
.15
.23

20

04 -

A1

Knowledge Use

§

51

Correlation with Inservice 0 'u"ic’olmg; §

/

Aeq.

-.02
11

-:00

-.10

¢ L1

09

St

.10

-.00

Know:

Appiled

.05

.08

.07

08
q0 -
.08
;li37
15

-.02

03

o (1) senantic differentials coded 1 to 7, left to right, below; b = neutral.

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

i-

ERIC

y.10 = .05 §id.

Inpact

on

Work
.01
09
.03

=12

.05
13

.16

15

Al

Impact

on

-~ Capablitles

01

.10

-
.08
05

10

.03

’;6&

7
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0 52

Correlation with |nservice Outcomes

, Overall Impact Impact
Stndard . Ingervice Know  Keow.  on on
Vitisle/haracteriatic e Devlation Ratlig  Ped.  Applled  Work Capabilltles

Events:

(2)
- cortaln students vithl
fodr class (es) ‘ Lﬁ' 1:32 IS VR 10 .ﬁ
: YO}:} on classtoo/
class e TR R Y .
;. fﬁé ciéssrowms and,stu&enté |
of other teachers in your ,
sehol. L3 1.19’_ o B s s 20
. The work of a few of your |
closest fellow staff
nenbers 1.49 1.2 0 R IS V. 2 24
. A1l teachers in your
shool LY L9 a0 .2 i )
. Your departrent ot grade |
level wit 143 1.21 7S S S U n .28
(3)The effect that any external events or changes in the past year (other than your %nserviée) have had on each

of the variables,  coded 0 = o effect; L = very negative effect to 4 = very positive efféct;

»

5 S T




\ A
S Knowledge Use
Table 5 {contInued) 53

Correlation with Inservice Outcones

Overal! 4 ~ Inmpact Impact

stndard  Insetvice fnoh koo on on
il /crctetatle  Ten  delatlon  Rathg A Aplled Kok Capablllitles
* Your school Buslding a8 |
siole e R S SRS TR
. Your school district as
a vhote T R I R 19
. Yoiit professional |
association ot widon.  L.10 L0 <00 .05 .l 09 15
 he parents of sEulents |
that. you teich | £:29 '1.3'2' ‘ 2 VR S SO £
: The community in which | | |
Couradiool ds located 128 LW =0 .® 212 2

. Your personal Jife L4 L3, .08 2 M0 21




 School Climate Characteriaticsianﬁ éorréiations Rith Inservica tmpacts

School Climte Varlable Hean

Expectation: Teachers are expected to keep up L1
profesaionally (,81)

Leathing Orientation: Teachers value avquiring 2.82

new professtonal skills (.77
Bxpressiveness: Creative work is respectel mm
here {.59) |
Leadership: Adninistrators here nakd you feel  2.58
enthusiastlc about teaching (,86) L

Goal Dxrection The qoaly of this schoot are 2}65

clearly iiiderstood by rost techers (.72)
Supﬁort; Teachers ﬁéfé are éhcburagéﬁ to try
new,approachéé to thetr work (.85 |
Eéﬁéi Treatment: Some teachers qef'special
seivileges (0 |
Ué&iing With Problems:
K t§lk£b§nly shout schooi prcles (76

_tRp

AN P

beviation

2.56 -

. Teachers here are able 3.6

|
t
|

!

|

|

.-‘ { - - R
tem scales score | = strongly disagree to 4 = strongly. agree, sample itens and scale reliahilities given) |

Overal|

Inservice Know;

Impact

torrelatton wltﬁ lnsetrlce_ﬁutcames ,

Impact

Keowi - on o

Rating  Acg.  fpplted  Work  CamabiNtie

0 0 -0 08

-0
o -l
-10 -109 | =00, oM e

.05

05 =00 .01 .04

o o L

.04 i S T IR .04
IR R I
0 .0 03 ok .06

P



Classroon chatactezistics_(Z)
Traditional = Non-Traditional

3

Unstrctured - Structured
Passlve - Active
ﬁorinq - Challenging
tnruly - biscipiined
Democrati; - Authoritarian
[
Scliool Characteristics

| Fragmented - tnified
Thatfective ~ Effective
Borlng - fnteresting
Unfriendly « Warm
Democratic - Authoritarian

Conpatitive - Cooperatiie

Mean

3,03
4,713
5.42
5,41

5,24

el
-

LTE|
(W, {]

4;03

5,17

3.90

4.78

Table 6 {contined)

Standatd

Beviation

1,51
1,62
1,28
116
1,14
119

1:44

Dverall

Knowledge Use
: 5
forrelatlon with Inservice Oitcones

| mpact Impact

mervics oo kiR, o ;
Rting g Wplled Wk ¢ Gapbi e
%% .0 3 0
0 0 . 106 08
PR | T, SN | A I
SR S S R
03 S0 -0 ) - 140
05 00 a6t 00 =09
<030y 3 10
B m 0 0L
@ A o
S
08 10 -8

S PLY,T B TESE X LN [
R S o
I S B R

o (1) Senantic differenticls coded 1 to 7, left to right, below; 4 = neutral.

== 0= 05 54,
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Inservice Workshop Features and Parital Correlations with Use/Impact

Workshop Features

Focus_of Inservice Workshop

(could indicate one or more)

Basic Skiits

SE&&%ﬁfé with Special Needs

Career Needs of Students

Gifted and Talented Students
Discipline and ﬁéﬁéviéf of Students
Computer Assisted Instruction

Other

P 0= 60 sia.

C = s,

QoD
s

Correlatica with Inservice Dutcones

Overall
Percentage
ReSPOMSS  pating  Acq.
24,08 -05 =03
BH 0 -0
1.0 04 11

L0

9,48 -.14 07
% Y] 02

, Insarvice ¥now,

1
.08
.09
06
14
-4

03

Impact Impact
on on

Work Capabllitles

.01 12
-.15\ -.01
10 07
2,07 =03
06 13
% -l
-.06 0.08



Table 7 (continued)  oiledae e

T .

¢

| ¥ - lorrelation with Inservice Outcones
Workshop Features Overall o Imact Impact

Reason for At:siding the Percentage Inservice Know.  Know. oo on

Inservice Workshop (would Responses  Rating  Acq.  Applled  Work capabiltt!és

indicate one)

Participant initiated the idea 3.6 14 05 .05 12 12

Volunteered out of interest 7S U BN - B IRy B 7 B

Sw it advertised L8 07 08 05 00 -0

Asked by colleagiie | .78 =02 TR BT Rt

it L B0 03 Gl 0 4l e

Ask to do 5o by a supervisor/ |

sininstrator R e B R

Ve ordered o attend T S ST T B 07

Source of the idea for the

irservice workshep (would indicate o,

o) .
Participint 2.8 O =0 .M 03 00
Fellow teacher 25.4% 02 -.02 w1 02 -.09

Group of teachers 20, 3% 02 . -0 L0l - .03

(& a8
ol Ik 4
T

Supervisor/Chaitperson 5% =05 .03 .01 =02 -.03

ey

D



Workshop Features
Building Principal
District Adninistrator
Ouside Eansui;ant
Sefiool ConiLtteePatents

Neecds Ascessment

PRV

Niwiedhe Use

Table 7 {contlnued) 5

Overall Impact.  Impact

Perceritage  Inservice Know:  Know: on on
msponses  Rating  Aeqs Applled W Capabl!1ties
.

5.3 -0 -0 .0l =01 .09

LI .08 -.02 -.04 .06 .64
0.5¢ -.01 .05 .06 .09 .09
2.9 04 =02 .0 05 01

2.9@ '000 .03 004 ”102 003

iSi?? -.02 -.01 .04 -.03 .02

88



Table / {continued) T
~ 59

Correlation with Inservice Outcames

;. | o Owrall Ipact ~ Impact
Standard  lnservice fKiow.  Kaow. o o

Workshop Features Nean  Deviatlon  fating . Acg. Applled  Work  Capahilitles

Tnpotkance placed on

Inservice by Administration
(coded 1 = little to 4 =
ver; highl 3.01 1.18 R B B IR i

Nifber of sessions held

“in the inservice workshop  %.78 339 L -0 03 06 -.02

Number of sessions attended

by participants S LI 01 .08 .08 10 -,00

Anount of time devoted to

the inservice {coded I =
rijch to short to 4 = too |

Tong) .39 70 Lo -0l 0 .05

Niinber of participants in-the \J / }

 inservice workshop 20,25 8.76 =08 -Ib .09

Where participants came

{ron (coded 1 = my school | . S

. , . : “n
o i Ju
k') to§ = different schols

;003 ';65 . -;66

o diffoTent distiists)  a5b Ly s ads

O




¢ : ' 60
| Correlation with Inservice Outcomies

Overal] . mpact Impact

Standita lisérvice Know:  Know: o o

Workshop Featores | mm pevlatien Rating  Acq.  Moplled , Work  Capabilities
Nurber of consultaits .
involved i the inservice 205 178 o U R RS TR

Where the consultants came ' é

~

From (percentage response inicated)
Patticipants' own school  16:6% L 08 g 0 - -0l
Elsortiere in the same
systen 18.9% S U R 0t
wather schol systen 0,7 B T R R S
hollgormivesity W L gk, B
A public agency or i
collaborati!on 1.7 | <03 .02 R S0 , 05
i ihaépehaéﬁt consilting
i ol | 0L =0T -;08 .15 -.06

Business or industry 8.9% T I R 503 - 15

2




, Knowledge Use

Table 7 {continued) "
| correlation. with fnservice Outcomes
Dol Impact  Inpact
Standard © Inservice Wiov Koo on o

Warkihiop Featirts N Devistion  Ratlig  Acd iplled  Work géﬁaszlltiés
Extent 5 Which consultant's
style matched participants'
{eod” - © - not at ail to
4 - a great deal 3;.25 _;’ﬁ “.43 9,33 12 12 14 ;
Overall effectivensss of
the consultant {coded 1 = -
very ineffective to 4 = very |
effective) e L0 SR TR | S TR
Participant's rating of | |
consultant s effectiveness |
Rlth spe;ific behaviots
(coid 1 = vaty ineEEactive
to 5 = highly effective)

Rei:iing to the

oarticipants 00 .05 I S

Understanding teact ers' 4 |

LolFy
Ty
(S ANy

coriceii” B NN S S - B 1 10




6

Correlatizn with Inservice Dutcomes

oerall - imack . lmpact
Standard  Inservice Know. Know.  on on

orkchop Features W eviatlon  Rathng A Mpplled  Nork  Capabilitles

Encouraging participation 4:10 .89 %I "R IR} 03

the topic(s) . 3.94 94 36 .8 .1 A5 e

Haking food use of your

time together 1.81 .99 43 Y I BY 15 ;
Deroristratisg kioiledse | )

t the topicla) RV Aom w0
responing to participants' |

questions and concerns 4,24 88 S E VR 06
Cleitly exglaining things 4,08 90 K TR R 08
Using naterials and | .
Tesources | 4,03 T L I | 06 ? 14 "57‘
comleting th

chieitiies of te

wrkhop TR T R RSP

; ,

Ty



Snssbind

o * Knowledge Use

Table 7 (continyed) " 68 ge e
' 3

Correlation with Inservice Dutcones

| ' ‘ | Berall oo st Inpact |
étaﬂa‘aré Inservice Know,  Know. on o
Yorkshop Featurcs ‘Mean Deviation  jRating  Acq, | fplled  Vork C Lapabilitles
Lead;nq/directiﬁg;*: o |
discussion and
interactions among
participants 3.86' 90 A B d
| Providing participants | |
Gth e matien B @ 4 @ ..
' HMeeting par;icipgnﬁsi , | | - C
needs and expectations  3.81 1.0 R S R B 17
S

-




L K 1 - ~ PN
- " m N T . . TOWIL 7 AWiitinues) o ‘_ L. . Eh

, A
{ . ‘7 X )

 Correlation with Inserilce Oiteones
Dveral] mpact  dmpact
» K :
. Standard Ingervice Rigw. Kiow. ©  on o
lorkshop Features ~ Vean  Devlatlon  Rating Ko Mplled  ork  Capabilicies

)

’

The extest to which the o /

’E@éﬁiéaﬁﬂéj used specific
v ¢

methods of instriction/ o

leamning (coded fron 0= | | . "
not at all to 3 = a great | |
7 - B

_@mmmM ﬁ;ﬁ nmmﬁuu 100 06
Leckig by e |
st R B B S TR R
Doing written
welgieits 0 Ll 3% BRI 8 -
Reading infornation
ki o IR B IRTRR 8 -0l
Discussions with other |
pa'rti‘ciﬁ'aiﬁt@ | 2'.2"5;‘ T ST 12 16 A
Hands=on activities 1 197 .. I S 1 m;

~

I




 Knowledge Use

Table 7 {contInied) ”

" A

Correlation with Inservice Dutcones ;

Overall Clmact  Impact
Standard josgrvice Giow, koW, o o
dorkshop Features Men Deviatlon  patiig  Aea. fopiled  Work  Capabilities

Developing activities,

s o 18 10 & w6 4,

"viewi'nq KV, ; | - ' Z'
presemtations or files % 9 AU R R
participating in .

Csimiosorgms L4 L6 . w0 w ow e
Observing the {nstrictor |

( or ofh'erslappiy skills 1,48 LS STRRT Q1 | \ R

Practicing the skitis; |
Eechniques, or behaviors | n

it the inservice sessidng 1.7 1,09 A6 0 .0 ‘.jj 15
ALy the kills, . e o

techniques; or behaviors

-
-5

inyour classles) . 165,  L.04 SIN ERE L R
} ' \ )
Having the instrictor/
16 consultant assist you in . - . | 102
applying skills, etc. with L :

) e el il C_ oo, S __ . . - o _
'El{lCtiE ovn students/class(es).13- -~ 110 W2l .25 .01 19 16

IToxt Provided by ERI



3
, '

\5‘ Correlation with Inservica Oitcones .

-

lmpact * tpact
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