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Chapter One
Research Problem and Objectives

Statement of Purpose

The purpose of this study was to investigate instructional leadership
functions and school policy factors that affected the extent to which
teachers implemented instructional strategies presented in a research-based
staff development program ior secondary school mathematics teachers, The
instructional leadership functions studied included the amount and sources of
support teachers received in their efforts to improve instruction., School
policy factors that were considered included the workload assigned to
teachers and the school”s instructional supervision and evaluation
procedures. Our study examined the relationship between variations in these
factors and the extent of implementation of the recommended teaching
strategies contained in the staff development program. i )

A gecond objéctive was Co test the effectiveness of the training
provided in the staff development program designed for the project. The
content of the training program was based on findings from research on
instructional practices related to classroom management functions and on
elements of instructional design. Moreover, the training activities provided

in thke staff development program were also research-based, and their design

reflected research-bared staff development practices known to be effective in

terms of the extent to which they were implemented.

The model”s effectiveness was assessed by analyzing the extent to

which the participating teachers who participated applied the teaching

strategies recommended in the program, the differences in the distribution of

class time across various instructional functions, and the degree of the

students” engagement in the learuning process.
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The research project was conducted under the auspices of the Center
for Educational Policy and Management (CEPM) at the University of Oregon. It
was designed to address areas of study outlined in CEPM”“s Program on
Secondary School Organization and the Program on Staff Development. The
focus of our project was directly related to the central issues in both
programs, namely, the relationship of imstructional leaderehip functions and
school policies to the implementation of staff development programs in

secondary schools,

The Problem

Since the release of A Nation at Risk (National Commission on

Excellence in Education 1983), education analysts have delivered & "rising
tide of reform reporis" (Cross 1984) to the education community. These
analysts based their reports on research studies that employed varied
approaches to investigating the schooling process, and their recommendations
have led to a unanimous call for strengthening the quality of the education
our schools provide.

Perhaps the most troubling of the concerns these reports cited were
those related to the teaching and learning processes that prevail in high
schools. For example, Theodore Sizer (1984), in his study of American
secondary schools, .._ports that the vast majority of high school students
appear to be content with satisfying minimum expectations for their academic
performance, Furthermore, he characterizes most high school students”
classroom behavior as passive and docile and notes that ztudents are rarely
engaged in any instructional activities that require more than rote
memorization,

Recent studies have also indicated that high school teaching methode
often do not resemble those that research on teaching effectiveness has
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1dentified as contributing most to improved student achievement. Writing of

the status of the effective schools movement im high schools, Farrar,
Neufield, and Miles (1984) make this assessment:

Program developers report that secondary teachers use

teaching and management methods that are more traditionai

than those used by elementary teachers-—either because

secondary teachers have not been exposed to the innovative

practices of the last decade or because they have not found

these practices useful. For example, mastery learning is a

rare approach in high schools. . . . To implement effective

school programs, high school teachers will have to learn new

approaches, not fine-tvune familiar practices.

Based on his observations in a nationwide sample of more than 1,000
classroous, Goodlad (1983) aiso describes a kind of "bland sameness" in the
instructional strategies teachers employ. He noted that the teachers he
observed had a limited repertoire of pedagogical alternatives and,
specifically, that feedback and corrective learning activities designed to

help students understand and correct their learning errors were almost

nonexistent in most of the teachers” instructional designs. Furthermore, he

-

found little evidence of any collaborative efforts among veachers and
administrators to improve instruction.
In light of these findings, Goodlad argues that the school”s culture

must encourage and support alternative imstructional ideas. He believes that

schools can achieve this Zoal by providing more opportunities for teachers to
become involved in research-based staff development programs. In addition,
he stresses the critical tunction that instructional leadership can play in
creating conditions that foster and facilitate successful staff development
efforts. Goodlad notes that when the school establishes these conditions and
provides staff development programs targeted at improving instruction,
teachers often respond eagerly to alternative teaching methods.

Yet, despite the promige of improved instruction that effective staff
development programs offer, it appears that most schools have not

3
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enthusiastically embraced this method for achieving school improvement. In
the Gall et al. (1982) review of the literature on effective inservice
practices and their subsequent analysis of existing staff development
programs, they found widespread discrepancies between those programs
currently offered as professional growth activitiee for teachers and the
kinds of programs that research has shown to be effective ian promoting staff
development. Tiey report that "current inservice education appears to
consist largely of unintrusive, comfortable experiences that reinforce
prevailing patterns of school work. Experiences that seek to improve school
work against measured criteria are uncommon" (p. 122).

During the past decade, research on instruction and the research on
effective staff development practices have significantly advanced efforts to
strengtaen the instructional improvement process. Yet research findings in
these two areas have not been meaningfully linked or consistently applied in
any systematic fashion to most staff development programs currently offered
to secondary school teachers. OQur study hypothesized that teaching and
learning performance in high schools could be improved 1if teachers were
offered a staff development program that combined the findings from both
these areas of research. Moreover, the study hypothesized that the
effectiveness of staff development programs is strengthened when teachers are
provided with support from their colleagues and the instructional leaders of
the school, and when school policies enhance, rather than hinder, the
instructional improvement process.

We tested these hypotheses by assessing the effects of a staff
development model for secondary school mathematics teachers that wes based on
the findings from csearch on teaching and on effective inservice practices.
The program”s effectiveness was tested by measuring the degree to which
teachers {mplemented the research-based instructional strategies the program

4
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contained. In addition, our investigation explored the relationships between

the extent of implementation and several other factors related to the school
environment. Specifically, we sought to answer the following questions:
1. Did the teachers who participated in the staff development program

implement the recommended teaching behaviors to a greater extent
than did the nonparticipating teachers?

2. Did a relationship exist between the extent to which the
participating teachers implemented the recommended {nstructional
strategies and a) the amount and sources of collegial and
administrative support the teachers reported receiving in their
efforts to improve instruction, b) the instructional supervision
and evaluation practices their schools employed, and c) the
teachers” workload?




Chapter Two

Review of the Literature

This chapter reviews research on imstruction and on staff development
practices. Findings from these areas of research are discussed in terms of
their relaticnship to the staff developmeat model designed for and
field-tested in this study. In addition, the chapter surveys the research on
instructional leadership and on school policies concerning teacher evaluation

procedures and teacher workloads.

Research‘gg Instruction

According to Bloom (198l), a major revolution in educational research
has taken place during the past decade. He considers the central feature of
this revolution to be the shift in research away from the elements that are
stetic in the teaching and learning process toward those elements that can be
altered.

One of the alterable elements Bloom identifies 18 the amount of time
students spend engaged in their learning, as opposed to the fixed amount of
time allocated for instruction. Research on teacher effectiveness indicates
that when teachers employ certain classroom management and organizational
strategies, their students spend more time engaged in their learning
(Anderson, Evertson, and Brophy 1978; Berliner, Fisher, Filby, and Marilave
1978; Emmer and Evertson 1980; Fitzpatrick 1982; Good and Grouws 1977;
Stallings 1980). These findings suggest that teachers” managerial decisions
can have a direct impact on the amount of time devoted to teaching and
learning. Consequently, if teachers use effective management techniques the
amount of learning time that occurs in classrooms can be positively altered
regardless of the amount of time allocated to instruction.

6

10



A second alterable instructional component Blcom (1968) jidentifies is

the use of formative testing and corrective procedures within the
instructional design. The use of formative tests that provide students with
feedback on their learning progress and that specify corrective procedures
they should €ollow for remediation of their learning errors is, perhaps, the
chief characteristic that distinguishes mastery learning instruction from
conventional instruction. When the teacher incorporates formative testing
and corrective feedback into the instructional plan, the gains in student
learning are considerable. Over the past decade, research and development
efforts in mastery learning have provided compelling evidence of the positive
impact that the mastery learning process has on student achievement (Block
1974, 1979; Block and Anderson 1975; Bloom 1968, 1976, 1981, 1984; Guskey
1980, 1981, 1984; Guskey and Gates 1985). Recent analyses of the effects of
mastery learning indicate that the mean achievement score of students
receiving corrective feedback falls at the 83rd percentile on control group
distributions (Walberg and Lysakowski 1982),

In addition to these findings, recent reviews of findings from
teacher effectiveness research (i.e., Rosenshine 1983, Walberg and Lysakowski
1982) also emphasize the fmportance of the instructional principles of
mastery learning, particularly the use of feedback and corrective stategies.
Yet, despite this abundance of evidence, these instructicnal strategies are
iafrequently employed in most classrooms. For example, the classroom
observation data that Goodlad and his associates (1983) reported indicate
that less than 2 percent of instructional time in secondary classrooms is
devoted to providing students with feedback related to their progress in
learning and to the correction of their learning errors.

The reason that teachers rarely apply instructional principles of

mastery learning in high school instruction may be that they are pressured ioc

7
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"cover" content, a requirement ihat often conflicts with the goal of
assisting students to attain mastery of their learning. In most high school
classrooms, teachers resolve this conflict by letting content crverage take
precedence over content mastery. Slow‘ng down the pace or diminishing the
scope of instruction by setting aside class time for feedback and corrective
activities is considered to be too great a price to pay for implementing
mastery learning.

The staff development program developed and tested in this study was
specifically designed to minimize the time costs of mastery learning by
maximizing the use of instructional time to the fullest advantage. The
program focused on the positive alteration of both instructional time and
formative testing practices. The intent of the program was to enable
teachers to capitalize on the amount of time available for learning irn two
ways: first, by employing research-based classroom managemeat and
organizational strategies that increase the proportion of time actually used ;é
for instructional purposes and, second, by incorporating the instructional
principles of mastery learning within this additional amount of time %
available for learning. In short, the program”s content combined
instructional practices drawn from research findings on clagsroom management

ard mastery learning.

|
I
I
I
|
Research on Staff Development ‘

Most research on effective inservice practices has examined two major
components related to the design of staff development models: first, the
selection >f the curriculum or content of the program and, second, the design
of training activities the program provides. With respect to the content of
staff development programs, it is clear thet the findings from the teacher
effectiveness research can contribute to improved programs, However,

12




findings from the research on staff development {i.e., Colaradarci and Gage

1984) have consisteutly indicated that simply providing teachers with access
to research-based instructional strategies is not sufficient to alter
existing patterns of the teaching/learning process. These findings suggest
that the uesign of the training sctivities included in staff dev~lopment
programs mst provide teachers with both intensive and extensive
opportunities to incorporate the desired instructional strategies into their
teaching repertoires.

Lawrence and Harrison“s (1980) mei i~analysis cf inservice practices
indicated that effective staff development programs incorporate opportunities
for teachers to receive guided practice and feedback within intensive
training programs, Similarly, in their review of research on implementation
of effective teaching strategies, Fullan and Pomfret (1977) reported that
guided practice and feedback are essential components of successful staff
development programs. Furthermore, the research findings of Jo)y e : .d
Showers (i981) underscore the effectiveness of extensive staff development
traiuing programs that consistently provide support and follow-up activities.
They recommend that staff development programs include inteusive training in
and demonstrations of the desired instructional strategies, as well as guided
practice, feedback, and coaching in the application ot the strategies.

Providing the opportunity for teachers to discuss the application of
effective teaching practices recommended in training sessions is also an
important component of successful staff development programs. In the I/D/E/A
study of school change, Bentzen {1974) reported that greater improvements in
performanca occurred when teachers discussed their instructional concerns and
engaged in problemsolving activities. The training programs Evertson,
Emmer, Sanford, and Clements (1982) designed include time for teachers to
discuss the application of the effective managerial strategies; and these

9
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programs, too, have been found to help teachers improve their classroom
management and organization. Finally, the Effective Use of Time Program
designed by Stallings (1980) provides extensive opporturities for teachers to
exchange ideas and to consider in a collegial setting the solutions to
teaching/learning pr-oblems.

Effective staff development models should also provide teachers with
the cpportunity to observe each others” classrooms. Re3earch has shown that
peer observation is highly effective in helping teachers to become more aware
of their own instructiona). behavior and to improve their ability to analyze
the teaching process. In their study of collegial evaluation, Roper, Deal,
and Dornbusch (1976) reported a significant improvement in teaching
performance for those teachers who were given the opportunity to observe each
other. JBerman and McLzughlin (1978) also cited peer observation as a
requisite component for successful change efforts.

Further evidence on the importance of peer observation is provided by
Sparks (1983). Her comparison of Eﬁree staff development models indicated
ctat the greatest improvements in teacking performance occurred in a group
that attended workshops and participated peer obsetvations; as compared to
a group that participated orly in thc . - ops and a group that attended the
workshops and receive ' individual coaching from a trainer. In discussing he-
findinge, Sparks noted that the peer observ. tion process provided teachers
with object.ve feedback on their instructional performance. This information
was then analyzed, and appropriate changes or modifications were suggested,
based upon the effective teaching practices contained in the training
programe In addition, teachers also benefited from observing one another
because it gave them the opportunity to view another teacher in action,
which, in turn, provided them with new ideas and strategies for implemeating

effective teaching practices in their own classrooms.

10 ]gd
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Despite the fact that the number of experimental studies on staff
development is still relatively small, the findings from these studies are
most encouraging. In his review of the literature on the effects of
inservice education, Gall et al. (1982) noted that those studies that have
employed an experimental design have clearly demonstrated the positive
effects of inservice education on the capacity of teachers to improve their
students” achievement. The experimental studies they cited in their review
include these conducted by Stallings (1980); Anderson, Evertson, and Brophy
(1978); Good and Grouws (1977); and Crawford et al. (1978). In each of these
studies one group of teachers participated in a training program. Following
the training period, program effects were measured by assessing the extent to
which teachers” implemented the teaching strategies recommended in the
training program and by measuring the improvement in their students”
performance. Each of these programs was designed to encourage teachers to
use strategies that previous research had found to correlate positively with
improvement in student achievement. The outcomes of these studies indicated
that teachers in the treatment group employed the recommended instructional
strategies to a far greater extent than teachers not so trained, and the rate
of academic engaged time and level of achievement of students whose teachers
received training was significantly higher than it was in the control
classroons.

In summary, research on inservice practices has begun to provide a
framework for instructional improvement through staff development. Findings
from inservice rescarch have yielded a set of guidelines for the design of
effective staff development programs. These guidelines were applied to the
selection of the content and to the design of the staff development program
conducted in thie study. A couplete description of the program is given in

Chapter 3.

115
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Instruciional Leadership Support Functions

The importance of the relationship between instructional leadership

and the quality of instruction has been underscored in numerous school
effectivness studies (i.e., Purkey and Smith 1982, Edmonds 1979, Rutter et
al. 1979). Some of these studies have described imstructional leadership as
the process of carrying out a set of furctions that facilitate instructional
improvement. This research perspective, which does not restrict leadership
analysis to the personal and stylistic characteristics that distinguish
successful instructional leaders from lecs effective ones, is similar to the
recent shift iu emphasis in research on teacher effectiveness from an
analysis of the characteristics of effiective teachers to the study of the
components of the instructional process, These new lines of inquiry, in both
the research on instructional leadership and on teaching, appear to hold a
greater promise of identifying the key ingredients that lead to instructional
improvement,

Research on dissemination efforts supporting school improvement

_highlights the importance of effective instructional leadershfp. Berman and

McLaughlin®s (1978) study of the implemeatation of federally funded
instructional improvement projects strongly suggests that these improvement
prograws were relatively successful because they received substantial
administrative support. Similarly, Stallings and Mohlman (1981) indicated
that, in their study, the greatest improvements in instructional behavior
occurred in those schools where the principals provided assistance and
support to the teachers. Likewise, in their synthesis of the research on
improving schools, Lieberman and Miller (1981) emphasized the importance of
the principal”s role in providing instructional support that facilitates

improved teaching performance.
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Despite the fact that a clearer definition of instructional
leadership could be obtained if research in this area focused on the
behaviors and functions of effective principals, to date only a few studies
have done so. Martinko, Yukl, and Marshall“s (1983) research review revealed
that little attention has been given to the behaviors or characteristics that
distinguish effective secondary principals from less effective principals in
terms of their roles as instructional leaders. Similarly, Daresh and Liu
(1985) found only a limited amount of research that investigates the specific
behaviors of instructional leaders at any level.

Despite the pcucity of such research, recent studies on instructional
leadership have identified certain distinc¢t support functions that are
essential to improved instruction. In De Bevoise”s (1983) review of the
research on the priacipal as instructional leader, she highlighted a set of
leadership functions that consistently appz2ar in the research literature,
Among the functions that principals should emphasize are: communicating a
vision of the school’s purposes and standards, monitoring student and teacher
performance, recognizing and rewarding good work, and providing effective
steff development programs.

In a related area, Russell, White, and Maurer (1984) studied the
functions of instructional leadership by using the "critical incident"
technique to link the behaviors and activities of secondary schcool principals
to scnool effectiveness. After completing a lengthy and rigorous
verificaticn process, they narrowed the number of identified behaviors from
1,038 to 337. They ther classified the behaviors according to their
relationship to eight characteristics derived from a review of effective
schools literature. Both effective and ineffective principal behaviors were

identified fer s=ach characteristic. Figure 2-]1 summarizes their findings.
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Figure 2-A
Jnstructional Leadership for Teachers

Effective Behaviors

A. Takes an active role in planning, conducting,
implementing, and evaluating inservice training

B. Provides direction and support for individual
teachers to eliminate poor instructional performance

C. Provides direct instructional leadership in one-on-one
interactions yith individual teachers

D. Makes sure specifics of each teacher”s classroom

performance are evaluated
E. Hires an effective staff

Ineffective Behaviors

A. Does not provide effective feedback on instructional

skills

B. Denies importance of inservice programs

C. Does not provide adequate classroom avaluation

D. Hires teachers without an emphasis on teaching

performance
E. Does not require teacher improvement
(Source: Russell et al. 1985, p. 8)

Bauchner and Loucks” (1982) study on the role of building
administrators in the instructional improvement process has &lso provided
some clues to effective instructional behavior. Their study indicated that
the amount of assistance teachers reported receiving from principals when
implementing new practices was related to three conditions: 1) the perceived
benefits teachers attribute to the use of the practices, 2) mastery of the
reiated instructional strategies, and 3) fidelity in applying the practices.
Cox (1983) has categorized the types and conditions of support teachers in
his study reported receiving from their principals. She found that teachers
felt they were receiving support when:

- all instructional staff were aware that the successful
implementation of the practice was a top priority

- requisite materials were avajlable

- teacners had ready access to personnel within or
outside the district who knew about and we:re
experienced with the practice

14



= teachers were given time to actually use the practice
through help with classroom scheduling and through
facilitating schoolwide scheduling

= the schoolwide climate was coanducive to continuous,
systematic problewm solving

= teachers understood the expectation that all the
components of the practice were to be implemented

|
= teachers had the freedom to determine the means they
would employ to meet the expectations
|
\
|

- teachers, parents, and central administrators were

working in a realistic time frame and did not feel
pressured by premature evaluations,

Gersten and Carnine (1981) have further articulated the notion of
instructional support functions. They identified six instructional
leadership functions that promote instructional improvement. They believe
instructional leaders should:

= use programs of known effectiveness

- demonstrate visible commitment to the program )

= provide emotional support and incentives to teachers
implementing the program

- =aonitor student achievement
- wmonitor instructional performance

- provide teachers with specific, concrete techanical
feedback and assistance.

|

i Gersten and Carnine argue that it is essential that these functions

’ are fulfilled; however, principals need not be the only instructional leaders

} in the schools. Rather, they found that supervisors and teachers can perform

| this set of support funccions just as well or better than principals. In

; another study of principal behaviors, Pitner and Charters (1984) also argued

| that the functions of instructional leadership need not he carried out solely
by the principal,

Little (1982) has advanced a similar perspective on the issue of

19




suppcrt for instructional improvement. She also believes that teachers and
adminigtrators should share responsibility for fulfilling instructional
leadership functions and that this sharing may be the best means of realizing
and sustaining significant improvement of instructional performance.

Although the result: of studies on instructional leadership have
consistentiy indicated a strong and positive relationship between
instructional leadership functions and school effectiveness, most research
has used descriptive and correlational designs. However, Gall and his
associates (1984) recently carried out an experimental investigation of the
impact of instructional leadership skills on instructional improvement and
fourd that involving principals in a staff development program increased
implementation of the program”s objectives. The researchers concluded that
if principals assume a more active instructional leadership role, they can
selectively direct teachers” attention to particular instructional
improvement objectives and can help teachers maintain improvement ovcr time.

Our study provided a further investigation into the relationship
between instructional support functions anu teachers” efforts to improve
their instructional practices. Our research is similar to the research of
Gall and his associates in that they both provided principals and other
administrators with training in effective ways to fulfill their role as
instructional leaders. The present study is also similar to the research of
Bauchner and Loucks (1982). The teachers participating in their study were
asked to report on the support they had received from their principals while
they implemented the teaching strategies presented in the staff development
programe OQOur study also asked teachers to supply such information. However,
rather than limiting teachers” responses to the amount and types of support
they had received from their principals, as in the Bauchner and Loucks study,
we explored a broad range of supportive behaviors and added several other
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potential sources of support. Both the administrators” training program and
a description of the measures employed to assess the amount and sources of
support that the teachers received when implementing the research-based
instructional strategies included in the staff development program are

described in Chapter 3.

Instructional Supervision and Evaluatinn Procedures

Previous research on instructiona  supervision and teacher evaluaticn
has provided evidence that a relationshij exists between certain dimensions
of the supervisory process . 'd teacher internalization of the process.
Because our study investigated similar relationships, a brief review of the
literature on this topic is useful.

Natriello”s (1984) revie#s of research on instructional supervision
examired the relationship between teachers” internalization of the evaluation
process and two factors related to the process, namely, the frequency of
evaluations they received and the amount of influence they had over the
supervisory process. In his analysis, Natriello included two important
indicators of teacher internalization of evaluation processes: 1) the extent
to which teachers believed the supervisory process helped improve their
performance and 2) the amount of leverage they reported having over their own
performance. Leverage, as Natriello defines it, refers to "the relationship
between the effort put forth by a performer and the outcomes that result from
that effort." Thus, in the case of assessing leverage over instructional
2erformance, teachers were requested to assess the impact of their efforts to
improve instruction on their students” learnirng achievements. Natriello
found that both indicators of teacher internalization of the evaluation
process—~helpfulness of the supervisory procedures and leverage-—were based
upon teachers” perceptions of their own instructional performance. Earlier
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studies by Thompson (1981), Nat_iello and Rowe (1981), and Natriello and Cohn

(1983) focrused exclusively on teachers” reports concerning the helpfulness of

the supervisory procedures.

Data collected from all these studies indicated a positive

relationsaip between the two indicators of teacher interralization of the
cvaluation process (helpfulness in . .oving instruction and increased
leverage over performance) and the two dimensions of the supervisory process
(the frequency of evaluation and the amount of influence teachers have over
the process).

Our study also examined the relationship between various dimensions
of the supervisory process and instructional improvement. In our research,
however, we analyzed additional elements of the evaluation process. In
addition to exanining the frequency of evaluations and the amount of
influence the teachers had over it, we also examined the following
dimensions: the :eachers” perceptions of the responeiveness of the
evaluation process to individual teaching circumstances, the clarity of the
feedback the supervisory process provided, the extent to which the
evaluations were based on objective data concerning instructional
performance, and the extent to which the evaluation process assisted teachers
in improving their instruction,

In contrast to Natriello”s study, in which teachers” perceptions of
instructional improvement were assessed, we assessed the teachers”
instructional behaviors directly, that is, we measured how frequently the
participating teachers applied the strategies recommended in the staff
developuent program. Thus, our study provides a descriptive analysis of the
instructional supervision procedures and processes used in the participating
secondary schools and investigates whether there was a relatisnship between

these characteristics and the improvement of instruction, as measured by the
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extent to which the teachers implemented the recommended instructional

strategies.

Teacher Workload

Another policy issue included in our study involved the teachers”
workload. Other than studies focusing on class size, there has been little
research on the amcunt of work assigned to teachers. Research has not fully
addressed the relationship between teachers” efforts to improve instruction
and such factors as the number of classes taught, the number of different
lesson preparations, the amount of time available during the school day to
prepare lessons, and the amou-.t of school-related respongsibilities in
addition to teaching (i.e., hall duties and extracurricular activities).
Even though research on teaching has begun to identify instructional
practices that appear to make an important difference in student learning, it
i8 not yet clear whether those teachers who are assigned heavier workloads
can apply these teaching strategies to the same extent or as effectively as
t 2achers who have lighter workloads.

Desnite the paucity of research on the effects of teacher workloads
on the quality of imstruction, recent studies have suggested that a heavy
workload is cone condition that severely limits teachers in the effectiveness
of their instruction in secondary schools. For ingtance, in his study for
the Coalition of Essential Schools, Sizer (1984) recommends the following set
of principles:

-~ Teaching and learning should be personalized to the maximum

fearible extent. Efforts should be directed toward a goal that no
teacher have direct responsibility for more than eighty students.

= Ultimate administrative and budget targets should include, in
addition to total student loads per teacher of 80 or fewer pupils,
substantial time for collective planning by teachers. (pp.
226-27)




In order to investigate the impact of teachers” workloads oam
instructional performance, we examined the relationship between the extent to
which participants in the staff development program implemented the
Chapter 3

recommended instructional strategies and their assigned workload.

describes how this relationship was examined.
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Chapter ‘fhree

Regsearch Methodology

Research Design
The first research question posed in Chapter 1 was answered by using

a pretraining/post’raining, experimental-group/control-group design. The
question focused on the extent to which participants and nonparticipants in
the gtaff development program implemented the recommended research-based
instructional strategies. Schools were assigned to the treatment and control
conditions in March 1984. One class of each of the participating teachers in
the control and treatment schools was observed for five consecutive days in
May 1984, before the staff development program was presented. Two five~day
observation periods were conducted in October 1984 and November 1984, after
the program was administered. Classroom observers collected data on the
instructional strategies the teschers employed and on the number of students
engaged in off-task behaviors.

A static-group comparison (conditional) design, using only teachers
in the treatment group, was employed to determine the answer to the second
research question. This question asked whether there was a relationship
between the extent of implementation of the imstructional strategies and the
amount of support the teachers received, their workloads, and the
instructional supervision and teacher evaluation procedures used at their
schools. Surveys were administered in Februar, 1985 to tF . treatment-group
teachers. The survey asked these teachers to assess the level of support
they had received for improving instruction and to describe the level of
their workload and their schools” instructional supervision and evaluation

procedures.
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Recruitment of Sample

Recruitment of Districts. Six school districts im the suburban

Chicago, Illinois area were invited to participate in the study. The
districts were selected on the basis of the comparability of the comminities
they served and om the size of their schools. In addition, each district
involved in the study had initiated efforts during the 1983-84 academic year
to improve their imstructional programs. These ~fforts consisted primarily
of appointing a district task force to review existing curriculum and
instructional practices and to develop a set of recommendations for targeting
their school improvement plans. Thus, when these districts were invited to
participate in the study they considered their involvement with the project
to be complementary to the objectives of their instructional improvement
plans; and, consequently, they responded enthusiastically to the invitation
to participate.

Three districts were assigned to the treatment condition and the '
other three to che control condition. The training components of the project
vere administered to teachers in the treatment districts beginning in May
1984; the control districts were offered the opportunity to participate in
the program the following year.

Recruitment of Schools and Teachers. The districts were informed

that the project would focus on applications of research-based instructional
principles within high school mathematics courses. Hence, the teacher
training components of the project were provided exclusively to secondary
school mathematics teachers. Since a major emphasis of the teacher training
program was to foster collegial teamwork, we decided that each school within
the participating districts should be represented by at least three teachers.
Thus, the selection of the participating schools was dependent upon the
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number of teachers willing to participate in the program.

The teacher training component of the project required participants
to attend a five-day seminar in the summer, in addition tc three foilww—up
seasions gcheduled during the first semester of the following academic year.
Since the staff development program required a time commitment beyund the
teachers” contractual responsibilities, it was necessary to rely upoa the
teachers” voluntary participation in the program, However, patticipa;ts vere
also given incentives to participate. ’vrangements were made to award three
hours of graduate credit from the University of Oregon to program
participants., Participants had the option to receive up to $250 as a stipend
in lieu of course credit, depending on the level of support each district
provided to teachers who participated in district-sponsored summer workshops.

In March 1984, program announceme 'ts were forwarded to wa.hematics
teachers at each school within the participating districts. The
announcements briefly described the program, the incentives for
participatic.a, and the time commitmert raoquired. The announcements also )
requested teachers to permit observations of one of their classes for five
consecutive days in the spring of 1984 and for two five-day observation
periods in the fall of 1984. In addition, the announcements sent to
treatment-group teachers specified the dates for the program activities in
1984, whereas the arnouncement gsent to control-group teachers notified them
that the program would be offered the following ye.r. Teachers were given a
deadline of April 30, 1984 to decide if they .cre interested in
participating.

Forty teachers from ten schools decided o pa~*icipate. The original
guidelines allowed a particular school to be involved in the program only if
at least three teachers from the school volunteered to participate. However,
after the initial responses had been received, there were a few teachers in
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two treatment schoole who decided to withdraw from the program or who
requested to participate in the program after the registration deadline. In
each of these instances their change of plans involved personal reasons
(1.e., change in summer vacation plans) rather than school-related ones, so
those two schools were allowed to participate even though they were
represented by less than three teachers. Eac' of the remaining eight schools
were represented by at least three teachers.

The total number of schools within the treatment districts was 7, and
21 teachers from these schools participated. The coatrol districts were
represented by 19 teachers from 3 schools. Table 3-1 provides information on
the numbers of schocls and teachergs in the treatment and control groups.

Table 3-1
Treatment-Group and Control-Group Composition

TreatTent Group Schools Teachers
District 1 4 9
District 2 2 9
District 3 A 3
Subtotal 7 21

Control Group

District 4 1 10
District 5 1 4
District 6 A -3
Subtotal 3 19
Total JO 40

Description of Districts and Schools

Each of the six participating districts were located in suburban

Chicago, Illinois. The districts served middle-class communities and were
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located within 15 miles of each other. The number of high schools within
each district ranged from two to four.

All the participating high schools provided instruction for grades
9-12, and the student enrollment at the participating schools ranged from
1,500 to 2,100 students. Students were allowed to enroll in classes
according to their completion of any specified prerequisites or, in the
instance of entry-level classes, on the basis of teachers” recommendations.
The schools” mathematics instructional programs were similar in terms of the
courses offered (from general mathematics to calculus) and in terms of the

grade level at which students could take the courses.

Description of Teachers

The teaching experience of participating teachers ranged from 3 years
to 23 years. Approximately half the teachers held master”s degrees.
Although the extent of the teachers” training and experience varied
considerably, their past involvement in district-sponsored staff development
activities was quite similar. The staff development programs that the
districts provided tynically included full-day inservice workshops (1i.e.,
Teachers” Institute Days) held at the beginning of the school ‘year, and three
or four two~hour inservice gessions scheduled periuvdically throughout the
. - The full-day workshops offered a range of topics: learning to
adainister CPR, identifying suicidal tendencies in adolescents, planning for
retirement, and using teaching strategies from Hunter”s (1976) "Tastructional
Theory into Practice'" model. Most of the two-hour inservice sessions were
not related to the workshop topics. Instead, these sessions were usually
devoted to individual department meetings at which curriculum-related issues,
such as the selection of new textbooks, were discussed. Occasionally, a
formal program was planned for the two~hour inservice sessions. However, the
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agenda for these programs often included school-related issues, such as
policy revisions, or procedures concerning student grade cusrds, progress
reports, or attendance lists. In a few instances the program for the shorter
inservice sessions included presentations by community agencies. For
example, the Chamber of Commerce had conducted a program on deweloping
partnerships between schools and local businesses, and local health agencies
had presented sessions that provided strategies to help prevenmt drug and

alcohol abuse by adolescents.

Staff Development Program Description

The staff development program developed for this project was designed
to help secondary school teachers minimize the time costs of mastery learning
by maximizing the use of imstructional time. As no%ed earlier, both the
selection of the program”s conten* and the design of program activities were
research-based. Specifically, the content of the program was drawn from the
research on classroom management and mastery learning, and the training
activities incorporated practices that staff development research had
identified as effective.

The program included three major sets of activities. -The activities
were designed to provide teachers with direct support and assistance in their
efforts to apply the research-based instructional strategies in their
classrooms, These activities include a five-day summer seminar, three
one-day follow-up sessions scheduled approximately one month apart during the
first semester of the following academic year, and peer observations and

coaching. These program components are described in the following sections.
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Sumper Seminar

The first set of program activities was a five~-day summer seminar
that iotroduced the teachers to classroom management aad organiisational
strategies and the principles of mastery learning. A researcli-based
rationale fcr these instructional strategies was presented, and evideunce that
links classroom management strategies with student academic engagemeut and
that demonstrates the effects of corrective feedback on gstudent achievement
was highlighted. In addition, teachers received sample lessons that
incorporated these instructional design components. Although the sample
lessons were offered as examples of how the research-based principles could
be applied, we emphasized that there was no one "correct" way to apply the
strategies and that the lessons were not intended to be a formula or recipe
for effective ingtruction.

The classroom management and organizational strategies in the staff
development program were divided into two categories: those that help to
establish an effective classroom management rystem and those that help to
sustain it. Briefly, the management strategies that can foster a productive
learning environment include establishing clear expectations and consequences
for student academic and behavioral performance, eliminating or minimizing
interruptions of instructional time, and maintaining an academic focus.
Those sirategies that can serve to sustain an effective management system
include monitoring student behavior, planning for smooth transitions between
instructional activities, holding students accountable, and establishing a
positive classroom climate.

The presentation emphasized that perhaps the key underlying factor
that accounts for the effectiveness of these classroom management strategies

is that they ere preventative measures as opposed to reactive steps taken in
response to discipline problems. Thus, one of the aims of the staff
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development program was to provide teachers with am opportunity to formulate
some of their instructional decisions from a proactive, rather than a
reactive, stance. During the summer seminar the teachers were presented with
a series of guiding questions regarding the management and organization of
their classrooms (e.g., How will teachers communicate their expectations for
student academic and behavioral performance? How can teachers climinate or
at least minimize interruptions of instructional time?) These questions were
posed to help seminar participants consider how they could most appropriately
apply the research-based managerial strategies in their classrooms.

The presentation on the instructional principles of mas'ery learning
recommended that teachers include formative testing and corrective procedures
within the instructional design. Teachers were informed that formative tests
can provide students with feedback on their learning progress aad can specify
corrective procedures for them to f£-liow for remediation of their learning
errors. TezChers were discouraged frcm relying solely on summative tests,
which simply rank students according to how well they have learned the
content and objectives of the course. Instead, teachers were encouraged to
administer formative tests, which provide students with feedback and require
them to complete corrective learning activities if their test-performances
are not adequate.

To help teachers plan for incorporating the principles of mastery
learaing within their instructional design, the following components of
instructional planning were discussed: identifying unit objectives,
sequencing learning objectives, dividing learning objectives into meaningful
units of instruction, and determining mastery standards. The design and use
of formative tests for diagnostic purposes, the development of corrective
procedures to remedy identified learning problems, and enrichment
opportunities for students who initially demonstrate a mastery level of
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achievement were also discussed. Seminar participants were reminded that
including corrective feedback within the instructional design can prevent
students from wasting time repeating their previous errors and can help
teachers use instructional time more effectively because corrective feedback
helps them to identify and remediete students” learning problems.
Furthermore, the feedback-corrective funcéion provides greater assurance that
students understand the coancepts or skills contained in one unit before they
move to more difficult units. Thus the continuity of the learning process
can proceed smoothly because students are prepared for each successive stage
of learning. Annther virtue of this technique is that it allows students in
need of z2ssistance to follow corrective procedures, while those students who
have achieved a mastery level of performance have the opportunity to extend
their understanding of the skills or concepts by completing additional
learning activities that challenge them.

Throughout the seminar, the importance of the congruence of these
instructional design components was stressed. It was emphasized that
teachers should take care to ensure that learning objectives are clearly and
precisely stated, that the lesson is focused on mastery of these objectives,
and that the tests administered to assess student performance relate directly
to these specific objectives.

Following the discussion on instructional design components, the
seminar addressed the implications of mastery learning on the students” role
in the learning process. Teachers were introduced to a basic principle of
mastery learning: students are not allowed to move from one unit to the next
until they have shown sufficient understanding of prior instructional units.
In some cases, the fact that corrective procedures will be admiristered if
the student does not achieve a mastery level of performance on the formative
assessment of progress may require the student to develop attitudes different
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from those he or she has had in previous courses. Thus, the training program
stressed the need for teachers to inform students of the standards they are
expected to achieve and of the responsibilities they need to assume for their
own performance.

In the seminar a discussioa was also held on the implications of
nastery learning on the pacing of imstruction and the grading of studemt
performance. The program director suggested ways that teachers could adjust
the pace of instruction appropriately by employing the principles of mastery
learning. It was also suggested that the formative assessment tests be used
only for diagnosing the students” level of understanding and for specifying
corrective activities to remediate learning errors; thus, summative tests
could be used exclusively for grading purposes. Throughout the training
program, time was allotted for clarifying and resolving any concerns the
teachers had about these issues.

During the seminar, teachers wev- 'ivided into content area teams.
Eacl. team developed lesson plans for instructional units they planned to
teach in the fall. By working together in teams, the teachers not only
completed some advance planning tut also had the opportunity to receive
feedback on their plans from both the program director and their collesgues.
Furthermore, the team planning sessions gave the teachers an opportunity to
broaden their instructional repertoires by drawing from the strengths of the
various teaching styles of the team members. At the conclusion of the
seminar the teachers were requested to prepare an additional get of lesson
plans that incorporated the research-based instructional principles.

Lastly, the teachers were asked to prepare for the first follow—up
session a one- or two-page written overview of their use of the classroom
management and mastery learning principles within the lesson designs for
material they would be teaching during the first two weeks of the school
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year. They were directed to include both a description and an analysis of

their experience in introduciag their students were introduced to mastery
learning instruction, the formative &assessment process, alternative
corrective and enrichment learning activities, and strategies they found to

be effective for implementing the classroom management principles.

Follow-Up Sessions and Peer Observations

The purpose of the three one-day follow-up sessions, each scheduled
approximately one month apart during the first semester following the summer
seminar, was to provide teachers with ongoing assistance in their initial
classroon application of the research-based instructional strategies. These
sessions gave the teachers an opportunity to share with one another both
their difficulties and their successes in using these ideas. Like the team
planning sessions, this exchange of ideas helped increase the number of
options the teachers had for managing their classrooms and for applying the
principles of mastery learning.

During the first follow-up session, teachers exchanged additional
lesson plans they had designed. Also, they were giver. the opportunity to
share their concerns about the use of the research-based instructional
strategies. In these problemsolving sessions, the teachers discussed
alternative ways to deal with these concerns, as well as considered ways to
troubleshoot other potential obstacles in implementing the strategies.

At the first follow-up session, the teachers were also given training
in peer observation techniques. The trainer emphasized that the purpose of
the observations was to provide objective, descriptive, nonjudgmental
feedback to each other. It was noted that the peer observation process
allowed teachers to act as mirrors for each other because they were
collecting descriptive observational data that reflected the extent to which
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their actual iunstructional practice matched their intended application of the
research~based instructional strategies. Moreover, by serving as observers,
they could discover alternative approaches to applying these instructional
practices, which in turn could provide them with additional ideas for using
these strategies effectively in their own classrooms.

During the first semester after training, each teacher was involved
in a minimum of two observation cycles. Consequently, one of their
colleagues observed ther twice, 21d they observed one of their colleagues at
least twice. The teachers were given the opportunity to choose which of
their colleagues they wanted to observe their class. Substitute teachers
were used to cover classes for teachers scheduled to observe during their
usual class times.

At the second follow-up session, the lesson plans the teachers had
submitted at the first session were returned. Suggestions were based upon
the feedback received at the first session and upon the program director’s
individual recommendations. The teachers were then requested to prepare at
least one additional set of lesson plans to be shared at the next session.
In addition, at the second follow-up session the teachers discussed their
experiences as peer observers and as coaches and shared teaching ideas they
had gained from observing each other, An additional observation cycle was
then scheduled to follow this session,

The teachers reconvened about one month later, In this final
fullow-up session, teachers shared their concerns and suggestions, discussed
effective instructional strategies they had observed in each other’s
clagsrooms, exchanged the lesson plans they had designed, and considered
their future applications of the research~based principles in other courses.

During each of the three follow—up sessions the teachers were offered

additional research-based information that could reinforce their applicatiors
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of the strategies presented in the summer seminar. Specifically, an overview
of the research on problem-solving, student learning styles, and cooperative
learning environments was given. This information was intended to help the
teachers consider the multiple dimensions of their instructional decisions
and to enhance their appreciation of the impact that those decisions have on
their students” achievement,

Overall, the staff development program provided the teachers with a
summer seminar that gave them intensive training in research-based
instructional strategies and with follow-up sessions that provided them with
an extensive support system. The follow-up sessions also strengthened the
teachers” efforts to implement these strategies by allowing them to observe

and coach one another,

Administrators” Training Program

In addition to the teacher training components of the staff
development program, the program included a two-hour seminar for the
adainistrators of the participating schools. The seminar was held in May
1984, prior to the teachers” training program. Although efforts were made to
schedule the seminar on a date convenient for everyone, a few administrators
wvere nevertheless unable to attend the May seminar. Thus, the seminar was
of fered again in September 1984 for those who did not attend the first
session.

Seminar participants included all district-level and building
administrators, as well as instructional supervisors (i.e., department
chairpersons). The seminar gave particiraiing adaoinistrators an overview of
the research-based instructional principles included in the teachers”
training program, and a discussion of their implications was held. Issues

discussed included the role of the student in the learning process, classroom

33




A T

management concerns, the pacing of instruction, and the grading of student
performance.

The program director also suggested ways for administrators to
support the teachers in their efforts to implement the recommended
instructional strategies. These support strategies, drawn from the research
on effective schools, included administrative support functions (Gersten and
Carnine 1981), the instructional leadership behaviors linked to the
characteristics of effective schools (Russell and White 1980), administrative
behaviors related to instructional improvement (Bauchner and Loucks 1982),
and the leadership functions that facilitate the implementation and
effectiveness of staff development programs (Gall et al. 1984).

Administrative strategies for strengthening the teachers”
instructional improvement efforts included:

- advocating the commitment to help students achieve a
mastery level of performance

-~ helping teachers overcome obstacles to implementing
mastery learning strategies

- monitoring instructional performance and providing
feedback

- understanding that teachers” initial efforts to
implement the recommended instructicnal strategies may
be somewhat awkward at first

- providing teachers with encouragement by recognizing
their accomplishments

- providing teachers with opportunities to share
instructional ideas with each other by scheduling peer
observations and collegial planning sessions.
The administrators were also encouraged to attend the summer seminar
and follow-up sessions offered to participating teachers. Administrators
were notified of the date and location of each session three weeks in

advance, Although none of the administrators attended all of the sessions,

at least one administrator represented each district durin_ each portion of
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the teacher training program. The administrators who attended these sessions

included both building-level and district-level administrators.

Observational Measures of Classroom Instruction

The first research objective was to compare the instructional
behaviors of those teachers who participated in the staff development
training program--the treatment group--to the teaching behaviors of those who
had not been involved in _he program--the control group. A classroom
observation instrument developed for this purpose was used throughout the
observation process. Observation data were used to determine the extent to
which participating teachers implemented the research-based instructional
behaviors presented in the staff development program and to assess the number
of students engaged in off-task behaviors in the treatment and control
classrooms,

Teachers in both the treatment and control groups were observed on a
pretraining/posttraining basis. During the spring of 1984, prior to the
sunmer seminar, each teacher was observed for five consecutive days. The
same class was observed each day. Observations were repeated twice during
the first semester of the 1984-85 academic year. The first posttraining
observation occurred in October, between the first and second follo;—up
sessions; and the second posttraining observation was conducted in November,
two weeks after the second follow-up session. Observations were scheduled so
that they occurred at the beginning of an instructional unit.

The observation instrument was designed so that it could also be used
to assess the amount of imstructional time allocated to several instructional
functions beyond those recommended in the staff development program. This
made it possible to determine not only whether the treatment-group teachers

applied the recommended instructional strategies after training, but whether
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they redistributed class time across various instr—-:>tional functions in order
to accommodate the implementation of the recommended teaching strategies.

Consequently, the classroom observation instrument was designed to assess the

amouat of class time the teacher allocated to the following instructional

functions: reviewing and correcting homework, presenting new concepts and
skills, providing opportunities for students to practice new skills and
concepts, conducting formative assessments of students” progress, helping

students complete corrective and enrichment learning activities, directing

students to complete prectice exercises independently, and administering
quizzes. In addition, the instrument was used to record the amount of class
time spent in transition between instructional activities and in nonacademic
interaction. Observers coded tne occurrence of these events at one-minute
intervals throughout the instructional period. At five-minute intervals they
recorded the number of students who were off-task.

The observation instrument, entitled "Instructional Functions Time
Allocation Observation Instrument," is presented in Appendix A. The
instructions give the classroom observer guidelines to follow while observing
the tcachers. The guidelines also provide an explanation of the coding
procedures and definitions of the terms related to each instructional
function. The cover sheet of the observation instrument was used to record
the name of the observer and teacher, the date of the observation, the name
of the school, the title of the course, the number of students attending
class, and the time class began and ended. The classroom observers were
informed verbally and in writing that the information being collected was for
the sole purpose of educational research and that the names of individual
observers, teachers, and schools would mot be included in any subsequent
reports concerning the classroom observations. The teachers and
administrators of the participating schools also received assurances of

36

40




=

confidentiality.
The instrument contains two pages of coding shests to be completed

during the observation. It has supace to record data throughout a one-hour

instructional period. The first 17 rows of the instrumeut give the

observation variables, and the columns represent each minute of imstructional
time. Observers use a stopwatch to determine each one—minute interval. At

the end of each interval the observer simply circles the code letter that

represents the teacher”s instructional behavior. If more than one
instructional bel.:vier occurs during the one-minute interval, the observ :-
circles the code for cach behavior. In such cases, fractional values are
assigned to the specific behaviors.

With one .:xception, the rows contain variables concerning teachers”
instructicnal behaviors. Tae exception is the row that refers to the number
of students off-task. At five-minute intervals, the ob: .rvers record the

number of students off-task during that ‘me-minute interval.

Training the Classroom 0 - .rvers

The classroom observers were certified secondary school teachers who
usually worked as substitute teachers. The participating achool districts
recommended specific individuals to serve as observers. During the
pretraining teacher observations four observers were employsed. Another
observer was added for the posttraining observations in Octaober and Nuvember
1984, because transportation difficulties limited one of the original
observer”s ability to travel between schools.

A two-day observer training program was conducted during the first
week of April 1984, prior to the pretraining teacher observationa. 7%he
training program introduced the observers to the obser'ation instrument and
provided them with an explanation of the coding process. The observers the
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practiced observing secondary school mathematics classes in a

nonparticipating school district that was located in a community similar to
the commnities served Ly the participsting districts. Fortunately, some of
the teachers being observed during this obsesver training period had
participated the previous year in a gtaff development program on the
instructional principles of mastery learning. This gave the observers an
opportunity to observe the strategies being used in the classroom and
improved their ability to distinguish smong the various types of behaviors to
b2 recnrded.

After each of the three practice observations held on the first day
of training, the observers met to discuss their experiences and to clarify
any difficulties they had when coding the observed instructional behaviors.
On the following day, they observed two classes and then held a discussion.
Since the observers did not raise any questions or concerns at this time, the
principal investigator decided to measure the extent of agreement among the
observers. This measurement was to be based on the observers” coded i
responses from the next three observations.

The reliability measurement for the observations was determined by
calculating the extent to whick the observers” coded responses agreed with
those of the principal investigator, who observed and coded the same classes
as the trainees. Thus, a criterion-related agreement score was computed for
each obseiver. The agreement scores ranged frum 85 percent to 93 percent.

The observer training program was repeated ‘a September 1984, prior
to the posttraining teacher observations. The training activities were
identical to those described above. Following the second observer training
period, exten.—of-agreement scores were again calculated, using the same
method as before The agreement scores at this time ranged between 83
percent and 91 percent. Table 3~2 summar.zes these agreement data,
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Table 3-2
Criterion-Related Agreement of Classroom Observers

Apr.. 1984 (First training period) September 1984 (Second training period)

Observer 1 932 Observer 1 912
Observer 2 85% Observer 2 852
Observer 3 90X Observer 3 832
Observer 4 912 Observer 4 82X

Observer 5 852

Throughout tbe entire study, the principal investigator monitored the
observation process by asking observers about their concerns related to the
observations. The only problem was related to rescheduling observations if
either the observer or teacher was 1ll. No concerns or questions directly

related to coding instructional behaviors were raised.

Survey Measures

Another objective of this study was to explore the relationships
between program implementation and certain conditions that existed in the
schools. These conditions included the support teachers received while
implementing the research-based strategies, their workload, anc the teacher
evaluation procedures at their schools. The following sectioﬁs describe the

survey instruments designed to assess these factors.

Instruc*ional Leadership Support Functions

One of the survey instruments in this study asked teachers to
describe the amount and sources of instructional support they received in
their effcrts to implement the research-bac 'd instructional strategies
contained in the staff development program. In a eimilar study of the role

of administrators in the improvement of practice, Bauchmer and Loucks (1982)
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asked teachers to report the amount of assistance they had received from
their principals while implementing new practices. However, the present
study extended the data collection to include the teachers” perceptions of
the role that other individuals within the school, in additiom to the
principal, played in supporting the instructional improvement process. Thus,
the participating teachers were asked to describe the amount of suppcrt they
had received and to identify the source of the support. A survey instrument
designed for this purpose was used to collect their responses.

The survey instrument was adapted from the lser Questionnaire
designed by The Network for their project entitled "A Study of Dissemination
Efforts Supporting School Improvement."” A copy of the survey instrument that
was used appears as Appendix B. The first item in the survey asked teachers
to evaluate the usefulness of the instructional strategies presented in the
program by comparing the advantages and disadvantages of employing the
strategies. A 5-point response scale was used.

The amount, sources, and usefulness of the support the teachers
received were determined on the wasis of their responses ¢o survey items 2
and 4. The amount of support the teachers received was assessed within three
categories (“not at all,” “"sometimes" and "frequently"). The teachers were
also asked to identify the sources of the support they had received and to
indicate how frequently the following individuals asssisted them: principal,
assistant principal, iellow teachers, department head, superintendent,
assistant guperintendent, and the training director,

Lastly, the survey assessed types of support teachers received.

These included training in using the rerearch-based strategies, opportunities
to observe the instructional practices, moral support for trying to implement
new strategies, availability of materials, opportunities for problem—solving
sessions, help in securin? resources, information on the goals and focus of
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the instructional strategies, informatiom about implementing the strategies,
und information about the impact of their efforts to apply the strategies in
their classes.

The survey also contained three open-ended questions (Items 3, 5, and
6). Item 3 asked teachers to identify the one individual who had been most
helpful to them in their implementatiom efforts. Items 5 and 6 were included
to explore the teachers” perceptions comcerning the ideal amount and sources
of support that could have been provided, as well as their perspectives on
any school-related obstacles they encountered in their efforts to implement
strategies.,

The training director administered the instructional leadership
support survey at the third and final follow-up session in February 198S5.
The survey was administered at the close of the training period so that
teachers would base their responses on their participation in the complete
program and on their experiences after a full semester of applying the
instructional strategies in their classes. The majority of the teachers

completed the survey within a 15-minute period.

Instructional Supervision and Evaluation Procedures

The relationship between the extent of the teachers” implementation
of the recommended instructional strategies and the instructional supervision
and evaluation procedures at their schools was also investigated. Therefore,
data were collected that provided a set © {lescriptive features of the
schools” instructional supervision and evaluation practices.

Data sources included the participating school districts” official
star :ments regarding instructional supervision and evaluation procedures,
documents utilized in the supervisory process (i.e., observation
instruments), and the teachers” descriptions of the school”s instructional
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supervision and evaluation practices.

The teachers” descriptions were collected through a questionnaire
(see Appendix C) that asked teachers to describe the school”s evaluation
procedures and to formulate judgments concerning various aspects of the
supervisory process. The descriptive informatiom collected from the survey
responses included the teachers” descriptions of their supervisors”
responsibilities (1.e., department head, principal, assistant principal), the

frequency of evaluations, the areas that were evaluated, and the procedures

used (i.e., preobservation and/or postobservation conferences, prior notice
of classroom observation, review of lesson plans, classroom observation).
The teachers” responses to the items related to evaluation procedures
provided an essentially objective account of the established conditions of
their school”s evaluation systems. In contrast, the remaining survey items
required the respondents to assess verious characteristics of the supervisory
process. The responses to these items reflected the teachers” perspectives
on the evaluation pro Among the questions contained in this section i
were the following:

= How much influence do teachers in your district have over the
process of the evaluation c¢f their instructional performance?

= To what extent does the evaluation process recognize the teaching
responsibilities and concerns of each teacher?

- How much assistance in improving the quality of imstruction is
provided to teachers through the evaluation process?

- To what extent do the outcomes of the evaluation process rely on
objective data, rather than subjective judgments?

The teachers responsed by using a 5-point scale (1 = little or none;
5 = significant amount). In addition, they rated the overall quality of the
feedback they received from the instructional supervision process. Their
responses to this item were also given on a 5-point rating scale (1 =
general, vague; 5 = gpecific, clear).
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Lastly, the teachers were asked whether or not the imstructional
supervision process provided direction and support for individual teachers to
improve areas of weakness in their teaching performance, as well as to
strengthen the quality of their performance,

The survey was sent to each teacher prior to the third follow—up
session of the staff development program. More than two-thirds of the
teachers returned che surveys in the gself-addressed envelopes that had been
provided, while the others returned the surveys during the third follow-up

session.

Teacher Workload

The third factor we investigated was related to the teachers”
workload. The extent of the teachers” workload was determined by the
teachers” responses to the Teacher Workload survey (Appendix D). This survey
requested information about the following factors: the number of classes
taught each day, the amount of time allocated for each class, the number of
different course preparations, the number of students per class, the grade
levels of classes, the ability levels of their classes, the amount of time
available during the school day for planning and course preparation, the
amount of time assigned to noninstructional responsibilities (i.e., hall
duties, cafeteria duty, bus duty), their duties related to extracurricular
activities (i.e., coaching, club sponsorship), and the provision of released
time or compensation for time spent beyond the required school-day hours to
complete work on curriculum development and instructional improvement
projects.

In addition to asking for the teachers” objective accounc of these
workload characteristics, the survey also arked them to rate the overall
demands of their workload by describing it as "light," "manageable,” or
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“heavy."

The Teacher Workload survey was sent to the teachers prior to the
third follow-up sessions, along with the survey on instructional supervision
and teacher evaluation policies. Teachers completed and returned the Teacher
Workload surveys in a pattern gimilar to the other surveys. Thus, the three
surveys-—instructional support, teacher evi:luation, and workload--were
completed and returned by all of the participants in the staff deve lopment
program by the end of the third follow-up session. Chapter 4 reports the
teachers” responses to these surveys, the data analysis procedures used, and

other findings from the study.
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Chapter Four

Data Analysis

This chapter presents the results of the data analysis. After the
data collection process was completed, the collected data were used to
determine the answers to the two research questions related to 1) the extent
to which teachers implemented the research-based instructional strategies
presented in the training program and 2) the relationships between
implementation and selected school factors. The analysis of data related to
these research questions is reported below.

Question #1: Did the teachers who participated in the staff development

program apply the recommended teaching behaviors to a greater extent than
those who did not participate in the training program?

An analysis of the extent to which the teachers incorporated into
their lessons the research-based instructional strategies presented in the
staff development program involved an assessment of data collected in
observations of treatment-group teachers and control-group teachers. The
observational data were used to determine the amount of class time that the
teachers allocated to the following instructional functions: reviewing and
correcting homework, presenting new concepts and skills, providing
opportunities for students to practice new skills and concepts, conducting
formative assessments of students” progress, helping students complete
corrective and enrichment lee: ning activities, directing students to complete
practice exercises independently, and administering quizzes. In addition,
data were collected to determine the amount of class time spent in transition
between instructional activities, class time spent in nonacademic
interaction, and the number of students engaged in off-task behaviors.

To determine the answer to the first research question, an average

distiibution of time allocated to these instructional functions was
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calculated for each teacher over the five pretraining and ten posttraining
observations, adjusted for differences in the number of minutes of classroom
obseriation. These averaged percentages became the frequencies on which
statistical analyses were based. Table 4-1 reports the average distribution
per teacher in both the treatment and control groups.

Table 4-1
Average Percentage of Class Time Allocated to Six Instructional Functions

Treatment Group Control Group
Instructional Function Pre Post Pre Post
Feedback-Corrective/ ¥ 4 21.0% 7% Y 4
Enrichment Loop
Transition/Nonacademic 12.0 8.5 13.4 11.3
Interaction
Review/Correcting Homework 42.9 28.1 31.3 35.8
Quj-z 601‘ 708 509 1003
Development/Guided Practice 27.9 29.1 27.0 21.9
Independent Practice 10.7 5.5 21.7 20.4
Total 100 % 100X 100 % 100 2
(Sum of Frequencies) (2,100) (2,100) (1,900) (1,900)

The above percentages reveal that the chief instructional behaviors
of mastery learning, specifically in the feedback-corrective/enrichment loop,
were extremely rare among both control-group and treatment-group teachers
prior to training. Fcllowing the training program, however, the trained
teachers allocated an average of about 21 percent of class time tc this
instructional component. Since the training effect was so great, the
calculation of a statistical test was needless. Furthermore, it should be
noted that the percentages are an average, and this disguises the fact that a
large majority of the teachers implemented the instructional principles
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presented in the training program. Of the 21 teachers who received the
training, all but 3 allocated at least 10 percent of their class time to the
feedback-corrective loop following the training program. Table 4-2 presents
a frequency distribution of the percentage of time allocated to the

feedback-corrective function by the 21 treatment-group teachers.

Table 4-2
Percentage of Instructional Time Allocated to Feedback and Correction
Learning Activities in Posttraining Observations of Treatment-Group Teachers

Percentage of Instructional Time Number of Teachers
30-39 % 4
20-29 % 8
10-19 2 6
0-92 S
21

Since these findings indicate that the teachers in the treatment
group devoted a considerable amount of class time to the
feedback-corrective/enrichment function after participating in the training
program, whereas they had devoted virtually no time to it prior to training,
it was of interest to determine how they had distributed class time across
the other instructional functions to accommodate this change. The data in
Table 4-1 shows that declines were greater in some of the functions than in
others. Table 4-3 provides a more direct display. Percentages were
recalculated from the frequencies for each of the instructional functions,
excluding the feedback-corrective/enrichment loop. A significant Chi-square
computed for the 2 x 5 contingency table (64.788, 4 df) led to rejection of

the hypothesis that the pretraining and posttraining distributions were

alike.
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Table 4-3
Treatment-Group Teachers” Change in Percentage of Time Allocated
to Five Instructional Functions

Instructional Function Pre Post Change
Transition/Nonacademic Interaction 12.0Z 10.7% -1.32
Review/Correcting Homework 43.6 35.6 -7.4
Quiz 6.4 9.8 3.4
Development/Guided Practice 27.9 36.8 8.9
Independent Practice 10.7 7.1 -3.6

Total 100 2 100 2

(Sum of Frequencies) (2,098) (1,659)

The differences between the distributions of class time across the
various instructional functions indicate that following the training program
the teachers allocated significantly more time to presenting and developing
lessons and to administering quizzes, whereas they spent considerably less
time reviewing and correcting homework and allowing students independent
practice., They also spent less time engaged in nonacademic interactions and
transitions between instructional events, although this difference was not as
great as the others.

Finally, the data collected in classroom observations provided the
opportunity to compare rates of off-task behavior among students of the
trained and untrained teachers. Table 4~4 shows the average incidence of
off-task behavior in the 21 treatment and 19 control classrooms (corrected
for differences in numbers of students) in the pretraining and posttraining
observations. While the means of the two groups were quite similar in the
pretraining observations, they differed substantially after the treatment

group received training. The rate of off-task behaviors declined markedly in
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the treatment classrooms, whereas it declined only slightly in the control
classrooms.
Table 4-4

Mean Number of Students Engaged in Of f-Task Behavior per Class
in Treatment and Control Classrooms

Pretraining Posttraining Ad justed
Group Mean SJD. Mean SeD. Posttraining
Treatment Classes (N=21) 13.4 6.53 6.0 3.91 6.67
Control Classes (N-lg) 16.8 12.72 14.2 8.30 13.42

Since the incidence of off-task behaviors was found to be rather
strongly correlated in the 40 classrooms between pretreatment and
posttreatment observations (r = .56), an analysis of covariance was performed
on the data, using the pretraining observation incidence as the covariate.
The post means adjusted for the pre means are also shown in Table 4-4. The
difference between the groups on the adjusted means was significant beyond
the .00l level by the F test (F = 20.775, 2/37 df).

Correlations between the pretraining and posttraining incidence of
off-task behaviors for the two groups separately, however, showed a
coefficient of .69 for the control classrooms and onlv ..4 for the treatment
classrooms. A test for homogeneity of the regression lines slopes yielded an
F ratio of 3.280, nearly significant at the .05 level (p < .078, 1/36 df).
This raises the possibility that the training and/or alteration in the
instructional design had more complex effects than merely =zlLancing the
general level of student attention and interest. Examination of the
scattergram for the treatment group indicated that the greatest declines in
of f-task behavior occurred in the classrooms of those teachers who initially

experienced the highest incidence of gtudent off-task behaviors.

49 Es:;



To summarize, the findings of the study pertaining to the first
research question clearly indicate that the teachers who participated in the
staff development program made much greater use of the chief instructional
strategies that had been presented, specifically, the feedback and corr_ctive
instructional functions. Furthermore, the results suggest that both the
teachers and students utilized the available time for instructionm more
purposefully, since the amount of time spent in transition betweenm
instructional events and iu nonacadeaic interaction decreased by one-third,

and the incidence of student off-task behaviors diminished by more than half.

Question #2: Did a relationship exist between the extent to which the
teachers who participated in the staff development program Agplelented the
recommended instructional strategies and (a) the amount 522 sources of
support the teachers reported that they received in their efforts to inprove

instruction, (b) the instructional supervision and evaluation practices
employed by their schools, and s 2 the workload of the teachers?

To determine the answers to the three parts of the second research
questio:, we analyzed the survey responses of the 21 teachers who
participated in the program. The surveys, described in Chapter 3, concerned
the teachers” assigned workloads, their estimates of the amount and
usefulness of support they were offered, and their perceptions of the teacher
evaluation processes at their schools. The dependent variable in each of
these analyses was the extent of implementation of the instructional
strategies presented in the program. As discussed earlier, the proportion of
instructional time the teachers allocated to feedback and corrective
instructional strategies was considered to be the chief measure of
implementation., Since the observational data indicated that tho teachers
allocated virtually no time to feedback and corrective strategies prior to
the program, it was not necessary to adjust the posttraining scores by the

pretraining scores. Hence, the mean percentage of instructional time the 21
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treatment-group teachers allocated to feedback aid corrective strategies

following their completion of the staff development program was used ac the

neasure of progr-am implementatior.

Instructional Support

The teachers” responses to the instrrctional support survey were used
tc de .rmine whether a relationship existed between the extent to wnich the
i2a”ers impleme.ted the instructional strategies pree2nted in the program
and the amount and usefulness of the support they received. As described in
Chapter 3, the survey requested teachers to identify the s\ rces of various
types of support, as well as to evaluate the usefulness of the support. The
types of suppor. listed in th~ survey included the following: training in
using the research-based strategies, information on the goals and focus of
the instructional strategies, information about implementing the strategies,
opportunities to observe the instructional practices, opportunities to
collaborate and to engage in problem-solving gessions with colleagues,
availability of instructional materials, information about the impact of
efforts to apply the instructional strategies, help i. securing resources
{released time, “eacher aides, equipment), and moral suppor. for efforts to
implement the strategies.

The teachcrs were also requested to identify the sources of these
types of support. The sources listed in the survey included th. training
director, fellow teachers, the department hezl, the assistant principals, the
principal, the assistant euperintendent, and the superintendent. Finally,
the teachers evaluaced the usefulness of the support they were ~ffered by
completing a 3-point rating scale (1 = assistance was not usefal, 2 =
assistancn was useful, 3 = agsisiance was very usef.l).

The {otal amount of support provided to . 4ach teacher was d. termined
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by calculating a weighted frequency score. The score was derived by first

multiplying the frequency by the usefulness rating the teachers assigned to
each source of support and then summing these products.

The data analysis indicates that there was a positive relationship
(r = .39) between the total amount of support the teachers reported .eceiving
and the extent to which they applied the instructional strategies presented
ju the training program.

Since this was the case, it was of interest to examine t“e sources
and usefulness of the support teachers received in their efforts to apply the
recommended instructional strategies, Table 4-5 provides a summary of the
data collected pertaining to these factors.

While *the teachers” ratings of the uscfulness of each type of support
varied only slightly, the differences in the number of sources f.r each type
of support is of some interest, It appears that the types of assistance
dealing with the actual tcaining--applications of the instructional
strategies, information on program goals, and instructional materials-—were
provided to the teachers by fewer sourcez, primarily by the trainer and the

teachers” colleagues, than the types of assistanc. of a more general nature,

such as moral support, help in securing resources, and opportunities fo;'“”,““ e

collaborztive problemrsolving sessions. Also, the teache;g reﬁ&rte; that
trey considered the clarity of the goals and focus of the program and the
opportunity to collaborate with their colleagues to have been somewhat nore
useful than the actual training itself. In addition, it should be noted that
the teachers reported that the moral support they had received came from more
sources than the other types of support they received. Moreover, they rated
the value of the moral support they received only slightly below that of the

training program.
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Table 4-5
Teachers” Mean Usefulness Ratings of Nine Types of Support

Type of Mean a Sources
Support Usefulness Per Teacher
Training in Using the Research- 2.44 2.05
Based Strategies
Information Concerning the Goals 2.60 2.24
and Focus of the Instructional
Strategies
Information about Applying the Strategies 2.41 2.43
Opportunities to Observe Demonstrations 2,34 2.24

of the Instructional Practices

Opportunities to Collaborate and to 2.56 3.38
Engage in Problem~Solving Sessions
with Colleagues

Availability of Instructional Materials 2.43 2,33

Information about the Impact of Efforts to 2.27 2.14
Apply the Instructional Strategies

Help in Securing Resources (Released Time, 2.35 3.90
Teacher Aides, Equipment)

Moral Support for Efforts to Implement 2.43 4,38
the Instructional Strategies

%Usefulness values range from i (not useful) to 3 (very useful).

Table 4-6 presents a further analysis of data related to the sources
and usefulness of support teachers receied. The data indicate that the
ma‘ority of the teachers reported that the training director and their
colleagues who participated in the program provided not only the greatest
amount of support but alsc the most useful agsistance across each of the
specified types of support. The next levels of the amount and usefulness of
support appears to have been provided by department heads, assistant

principals, and principals, in descending order. The teachers reported only
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Table 4-6
Teachers” Mean Usefulness Ratings of Support from Seven Sources

Sources of Mean Percentage of Mean Usefulness
Support Teachers Receiving Support of Supporta
Training Director D 4 2,74
Fellow Teachers 76 2.58
Department Head 44 2,46
Assistant Principal 40 2.12
Principal 39 2,00
Assistant Superintendent 15 2,12
Superinterdent 8 1.43

8ysefuiness values range from 1 (not useful) to 3 (very useful).

limited support from their superintendents. However, the teachers from one
district reported receiving assistance from the assistant superintendent for
curriculum and instruction, and they considered his support to have been
useful,

Lastly, the survey pertaining to instructional support asked the
teachers to assess the advantages and disadvantages of applying the
instructional strategies. Tuss provided the opportunity to determine whether
or not the teachers” attitudes about the merits of the instructional
strateglies may have affected the extent to which they implemented them.

Table 4-7 provides a summary of these data, None of the 21 t.1chers believed
the disadvantages outweighed the advantages, and only four felt they were
about equal. The table of means suggests a rather close association between
the teachers” views of advantageousness of the program and the extent of
implementation: A one-way analysis of variance applied to the means yielded

an F of 3,121 (p = .069).
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Table 4-7
Mean Implementation Scores of Teachers by Their
Ratings of Merits of the Applications of the Strategies

Teachers” Perception of Number of Mean a

Merit of Strategies Teachers Implementation S.D.
Responding

The advantages and the 4 10.5¢C° 8.10%
disadvantages were about equal

The advantages somewhat outweighed & 21.25 12.79
the disadvantages

The advantages outweighed the 13 24.15 8.93
disadvantages

The disadvantages somewhat 0 - -

outweighed the advantages

The disadvantages outweighed the 0 - -
advantages
21 21.00 9.56

g = 30121, 2/18 df, p= 069
Mean percentage of instructional time allocated to feedback and
corrective instructional strategies

Teacher Evaluation and Instructional Supervision Policies

To determine whether or not the teacher evaluati2: and instructional
supervision policies and procedures of the participating schools and
districts were related to teachers” implementation o the instructional
strategies, we analyzed two kinds of information. First, we reviewed the
districts” policy statements concerning teacher evaluation procedures to
determine the similarities and differencus among the policies. Second, the
teachers” perceptions concerning the application of the evaluation procedures
were analyzed. The review of the districts” teacher evaluation policies
revealed several similarities, as well as a number of differences, Some of

the similarities and differences are described below.
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l. Statement of Philosophy and Purpose of Evaluatiom Procedures

Although each district“s statement of purpose for teacher evaluation
was phrased gomewhat differently, the intent of each evaluation system was
similar. Essentially the goal of each system was to provide a means for
improving instructional performance. In addition, each set of statements
concerning the philosophy of the evaluation process stressed the importance
of engaging both supervisors and teachers in a cooperative effort tlat leads
to the meaningful improvement of instruction. Each district’s complete
statement of purpose 1s givea in Figure 4-A.

Figure .-A
Districts” Statements of Purpose for Teacher Evaluation Procedures

District 1

"It 18 our intent that the purpose of any teacher evaluation is to
increase the competence and growth of the teacher in order that the teacher
improve classroom instruction for the students. Evaluation is a cooperative
venture between two professional people and should be used as a diagnostic
tool to indicate where improvement is needed. Learning takes place and
behavior 1s changed most rapidly and satisfactorily when people are evgaged
in activities designed to attain their own purposes--not purposes set up for
them by others."

District _2_

F "The essential purpose of evaluation is the improvement of
3 performance. Thus:

— the major focus is on luproving rather than fault-
finding

- the information produced is meaningful t. the teacher
for improvement of instruction

— the evaluators must take the necessary time to collect
information that is adequate and to discuss it with the
teacher."
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District_g

"Purpose of Evaluation: To evaluate thc performance of the staff
meaber in order to improve job effectiveness.

“Philosophy: A program of evaluation aids each teacher in a
continuous self-appraisal of his/her performance and provides meaningful
goals for self-improvement. Simultaneously, it helps maintain, improve, and
enhance the quality of instructional and supportive services. Such a program
also stim* ates a cooperative effort to provide the best possible education
which adheres to and complements the philosophy of the District,"

2. Policy Formulation

Each district provided, upon request, background information on the
formulation of its teacher evaluation policies. In each case a committee of
administrators and teachers was responsible for designing the evaluation
system and for monitoring its effectiveness. One of the districts reported
that it had also worked with a consultant from a local university during
revision of its evaluation system. However, it should be noted that this
revision was completed more than 10 years ago.

Each district”s evaluation policy statement mentioned that the policy
reflected a contractual agreement between the teachers” association and the
school board. Thus, any deviations from established evaluation procedures

could become grounds for teachers to file a grievance.

3. Criteria for Evaluation of Teaching Performance

The statements about criteria each district used to evaluate the
teachers var. "d with respect to the overall scope of the district’s
expectations. However, eacl: district”s policy included criteria directly
related to instructional responsibilities, as well as general indicators of
the professionalism of the instructional staff. Each disctrict”s criteria for
teacher evaluation are listed in Figure 4~B. Although each set of criteria

refers to factors that deal with instructional performance, none of the

policies outlines indicators of successful fulfillment of the stated
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expectations for performance,

Figure 4-3
Criteria for Evaluating Teaching Performance

District _l_

The following criteria are recommended for use
in evaluating the teacher”s performance and
analysis of that performance in the follow-up
conference.

I. Criteria for Teacher Evaluation—Classroom Performance

A. Planning the Lesson

l. \learly defined objectives

2. Appropriate choice of content and skills for thz age
and ability groups

3. Use of appropriate resource material

4. Imaginative and creative use not only of required texts
but also of supplementary material

5. Attention given to appropriate teaching methods

B. Conducting the Lesson

1. Effective management of routine classroom procedures such as ,
attendance taking, distributing, and collecting materials, etc.

2, C(Clear communication of the objectives of the leeson to students

3. Clarity of explaaation and directions; evidence of subject
matter competency

4., Effective use of questions

5. Variety of methods

6. Balance of teacher and learner participation

7. Positive climate because of teacher sensitivity to
interpersonal relations

8. Meaningful assignments

C. Follow-up Activities Designed to Evaluate Content and Skills Taught
l. Appropriate testing procedures
2. ysitive use of test results to assist student learning

II. Criteria for Teacher Evaluation--Classroom-Relatec

A. Personal Characteristics
l. Initiative, vitality
2. Poise, stability, confidence
3. Self-swareness, striving for self-improvement
4, Effective communication
5« Responsibility




III. Additional Criteria for Teacher Evaluation

The criteria in this category are irtended to
be ot a positive nature and will be included
in the evaluation only with the mutual
agreewent of both parties.

A. Interaction with Colleagues

l. Cooperation

2. Operminded, flexible attitude

3. Participation in professional activities and organizations

4, Tolerance for opposing points of view in and out of the
classroom

5. Receptivity to evaluation, criticism, and suggestions

6. Responsibility

7. Participation in inservice

8. Initiation of construciive ideas and criticisms

9. Effort to avoid criticism of other teachers or undermining
of their influence

10. Effective contribution to the tasks and concerns of the
department and the school as a whole through individual,
committee, or organizational work

B. Interaction with Parents
l. Effective parent conferences, when warranted, through adequate

preparation, presentation, and summary activities

2. Show of respect for mutual parent and teacher roles in
the child”s total development

3. Effort to familierize parents with their child”s present
progress and goals

C. Interaction with the Communily
l. Awareness of community activities and organizations
2. Effort to reflect a positive image in regard to one”s
school and profession within the community.
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District _2_

1.

2.

3.

4,

3.

Desired Teacher Performance Criteria

The teacher is committed-—he recognizes that his primary goal is to
assist in the growth of students.

8. 18 readily available to students

b. keeps abreast of trends in instruction

c. recognizes that his regular attendance is necessary

d. adapts methods and materisl to individual needs

e. strives continually to improve instructional techniques

f. practices hygiene and has manneriems which do not interfere
with the performance of his responsibilities

8. supervises scudent when and where necessary and appropriate

he ¢ ¢ks and accepts guidance from peers and specialized and
supervisory personnel

The teacher 1likes people and has a positive, enthusiastic approach
to the children he teaches.

a. generates mutual respect through a relaxed class atmosphere

b. has generally positive parental responses

c. approaches his work enthusiastically

d. possesses a zense of humor

e. encourages active participation and recognizes the instructional
value of his own silence

The teacher is sensitive to the individual needs of children and tries
to have empathy with them. The teacher respects the integrity of

- children even when their goals differ from his.

a. uses pretesting in determining needs

b. analyzes tests with students

c. accepts varying levels of achievement

d. accepts student disagreement

e. nakes objectives and evaluation techniques understood
f. stresses positive reinforcement

g. respects the confidentiality of student records

The teacher keeps the course ohbjectives in sight; he is persistent in
working toward these goals while retaining perspective of the total
educational program.

a. has vwritten objectives

b. can relate individual lessons to objectives

c. develops and follows instructional plans

d. 1s flexible to needs and interests of students
e. facilitates instructional student activities
f. exhibits broad educational perspectives

The teacher helps students synthesize individual learnings with the
total learning experience in and out of school.

8. uses illustrations from contemporary life
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b. relates current lessons to previous learning
c. refers and relates his lessons to other disciplines
d. 1involves students in planning objectives and activities

6. The teacher has a strong sense of direction but recognizes the value
of propriety.

a. proposes and initiates courses of action intended to benefit
students, faculty, or school community

b. compromises with gtaff and studeants

¢c. has an objective approach to problem solving

d. assumes responsibility in team or committee work

7. The teacher recognizes the value of positive school-community relations.

a. responds promptly to parental concerns

b. informs parents of exceptional accomplishments and deficiencies
promptly

¢. uses discretion in discussing school affairs

d. 1implements the adopted curriculum reflecting the needs and
aspirations of the community

District 2

The following criteria should be used as a basis for evaluation:

The competent educator:

l. Uses a variety of methods and techniques to reach goais
of the educational program.

2, Selects and organizes materials that meet the objectives
of the educational progran.

3. Evaluates student achievements, revising instructionul
activities when necessary to meet student needs.

4. Helps students relate school work to their own experi :nce.

5. Creates and maintains an atmosphere conducive to student
achievement.

6. Cooperates with colleagues in planning and implementing the
educational program.

7. Demonstrates tolerance and respect for the ability and worth
of every student.

8. Follows a plan, formsl or informal, for professional growth.

9. Communicates with parents and students in order to promote
student progress.

10. 1Is ethical in dealing with students, colleagues, and members
of the community.

11 Complies with policies, regulations, and directives of the school
district.
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4. Procedures for the Evaluation of Instructional ferformance

The procedures the districts uscd to evaluate teachers were
remarkably similar. Each district relied primarily oa information collected
in classroon observations, the focus of the evaluation process. In each
district the supervisor and teacher met prior tc the observaticn to discuss
the teacher”s instructional goals in the class to be observed. A
Pcstobservation conference was then held to discuss whether or not the goals
were attained, to determine both the strengths and weaknesses of the
teacher”s performance, and to make recommendatioms for improving instruction.
Also, during the postobservation conference the formal statement of
evaluation was prepared; and a copy of the statement, signed by both the
supervisor and teacher, was then placed in the teacher”s personnel file.

Although the districts” sets of procedures outlined the rajor events

of the evaluation process (i.e., pre- and postobservation conferences), none
of the procedures provided any indication of the elements of effective goal
setting, the nature of the data collection process to be conducted during the
classroom observation, or the analysis of observation data discussed at the

postobservation conference.

5. Supervisory Responsibilities for Evaluation

The department chairpersons in each district were assigned the

primary responsibility for evaluating teachers. In Districts 1 ard 2,

building administrators (either the principal or assistant principal) were

also responsible for teacher evaluation. However, in District 3, building

administrators were not involved in any phase of the evaluation process.
Moreover, in Districts 2 and 3, teachers completed self-evaluations. In

District 2, all nontenured staff completed self-evaluations three times each

year; however, tenured staff were not required to evaluate theuselves. In
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contrast, District 3 required all teachers to complete self-evaluations once
a year, but evaluation statements were not included in the teachers”
personnel files. District 2 provided teachers with the additional option of
having peer evaluation. It should be noted, however, tlat peer evaluations
did not replace evaluations by department chairpersons or building

administrators.

6. Frequency of Evaluations

A comparison of tae frequency of the evaluations conducted in each
district shows that District 2 had the most intense evaluation system. All
nontenured teachers were evaluated at least three times each year by their
department chairperson and at least three times by a building administrator.
Tenured teachers were @valuated every three years. During a tenured
teacher”s evaluation year, the department chairperson evaluated the teacher’s
performance three times, in addition to at least three evaluations completed
by a building administrator. Figure 4-C displays the assigued supervisory

responsibilities for and the frequency of evaluations within each district.
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Figure 4-C
Teacher Evaluation Procedures: Supervisory Responsibility
and Frequency of Evaluation

Frequency of

Supervisor Responsible Evaluation
Nontenured Tenured
District 1 Department Chairperson 2 times/yr 1 time/yr
Building Administrator 1 time/yr 1 time/3 yrs

(Principal or
Ac sistant Principal)

District 2 Department Chairperson at least 3 times/3 yrs
3 times/yr
Building Administrator at least 3 times/3 vrs
3 times/yr
Peer Teacher optional optional
Self-Evaluation 3 times/yr optional ?
District 3 Department Chairperson lst yr teacher: 1 time/3 yrs
2 times/yr !g
2nd yr teacher:
1 time/yr
Self-Evaluation 1 time/yr* 1 time/yr

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
*required, but not included i
in personnel files
It is of some interest to note that the participating teachers from
District 2, which had the most frequent evaluations, implemented the
strategies least frequently. However, there were only three participating
teachers in District 2. Table 4-8 summarizes the mean implementation scores

for teachers in each district.
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Table 4-8
Mean Implementat-on Scores of Teachers by District

Number of Mean S.D.
Teachers Implementaticn®
District 1 9 25.56% 6.11
District 2 3 60 33 7009
Digtrict 3 9 21.22 11.09

9Mean percentage of instructional time al'.ocated to feedback and
corrective ingtructional strategies

Teachers” Perspectives on Teacher Evaluation Procedures

We used the participating tzachers” responses to the survey
~-ncerning the teacher evaluation procedures at their schools to aassess their
perspectives on these procedures across a number of dimensions of the
evaluacion process. These dimensions included the amount of influence
teachers felt they had over the evaluation process, the extent to which the
evaluation process recognizea the differeaces in responsibiiities of
individual teaching assignments, the extent to which the outcomes of the
evalu-tion process relied ou objective data rather than on subjective
Judgmeats, the clarity and specificity of the feedback provided in the
evaluation process, and the extent to which the evaluation process focused on
improving areas of weakness and strengthening the quality of teachers”
instructional performance.

The teechers issigned a rating to each dimension uoted above. Their
ratings were then categorized as being either 1w or high, according to the
level of rating they had assigned to each factor. A "conditions of teacher
evalvation practice” score was then calculated for each teacher by obtaining
the sum of the scores assigned to each dimension. The highest sum of these
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scores was considerad to be indicative of the best of "conditions." In other
werds, those teachers who assigned high .r ratings to each of these dimensions
of the evaluation procedures were viewed as those who held more favorable
perspectives on the evaluation process as compared to those who assigned
Jower ratings. A Pearson correlation coefficient was used to test whether
there was a relationship between the teachers” "conditions of evaluation
practice” gcores and their implementation scores {the mean percentage of
instructional time they allocated to feedback and corrective instructional
strategies).

These data iadicate that there was a negative relationship ‘r =
=0.34, p = .13) between the teachers” perspectives concerning the
favorability of the conditions of the teacher evaluation process and the
extent to which they implemented the instructional strategies presented in
the training program. Thue, the findings suggest that those teachers who
held the more critical perspectives on the evaluation process were those who
implemented the strategies to the greatest extent.

In addition to providing a method for assessing the teachers”
perspectives on the dimensions of the evaluation process, che survey data
also provided the teachers” ratings of the overall level of assistance the
evaluation process provided in improving instruction. Pearson correlation
coefficients were —.alculated !n order to investigaie the relationsh.p between
the ratings teachers assigned to this survey itom and 1) their "crnditions of
evaluation practice" scores and 2) their implemeatation scores. A strong
positive relationship was found between the teaciers” ratings of the extent
of the assistance the evaluation proc2ss provided to improve inscraction and
their perspectives o. various conditions of the p.ocess (r = .65, p = .001).
However, a negative relationshi, was found when the teacher implementation

score was considered a. _ne crirerion variable (r = -,41, p = ,06).
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Teachers” Workload

The third variable we considered in relation to the extent of
strategy implementation was the teachers” workload. Several dimensions of
the teachers” workloads were assessed by analyzing responses to the Tearhar
Workload survey (see Appendix D).

Among the factors related to the teachers” workloads that were
relatively constant across the sample were the number of classes the teachers
were assigned, the amount of time engaged in instruction, the amount of time
teachers were responsible for supervisory assignments such as monitoring
study halls or cafeteria duty, and the amount of time allotted for
confererces and planning activities.

The conditions of the teachers” workloads that varied considerably
across the sample were the number of course preparations, the range of
students” ability levels, and the number of students assigned to their
classes. The number of course preparations the teachers reported ranged from
two to four. Similarly, the number of student sbility levels within the
teachers” classes ranged from one ability level per class to three different
ability levels. Finally, while some teachers instructed as few as 90
students, others taught as many as 149 stuaents,

In the analysis of the teachers” workloads, we considered the
conditions discussed above (the number of course preparations, the range of
student ability levels, and the number of students assigned to their classes)

to be contributing factors to the instructional demands the teachers faced

each day. Each of the conditions classified az "“low,” "medium," or "high,"

depending upon the magnitude of each factor. Each teacher”s 'instructional
demands" score was then derived by adding the scores t'e teacher assigned to
each condition, In other words, the "instructional demands" of those
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teachers who were responsible for only two different course preparations for

students of the same ability level and who instructed the least number of
students were considered to be 1 w, as compared to the instructional demands
of teachers who taught a greater number of different courses with more
students of varying ability levels.

We also collected data on the number of hours per week the teachers
were responsible for directing extracurricular activities. The number of
hours that the teachers engaged in these activities ranged from none to 25.
A numerical "low," "medium," or "heavy" rating was assigned o1 the basis of
the number of hours the teachers were responsible for extracurricular
activities. This factor was then added to the teachers” instructional
demands score to derive an overall workload score. Following the
determination of each teacher”s workload score, we calculated a Pearson
correlation coefficient to test the relationship between the teachers”

workload scores and their implementation scores. The analys‘s reveaied a

statistically insignificant relationship (r = -.11) between the teachers”
workloads and the extent to which they applied the strategies.

An additional item of the Teacher Workload survey asked teachers to
indicate whether their districts compensated them for time spent outside of
their tcaching or extracurricular responsibilities to wvorl: together on
instructional improvement projects. Although more than two-thirds of the

) teachers reported that they were provided with compensated time to engage in
such activities, the data analysis indicated that compensated teachers did
not implement the instructional strategies to any greater extent than did the

uncompensated teachers. These data are presented in Table 4-9.




Table 4-9
Mean Implementation Scores of Teachers Compensated and Not Compensated

for Instructional Improvement Projects

No. of Mean a
Teachers Implementation

Compensation Provided 15 22,52 o 10.77%
No Compensation Provided 6 17.3 9.79

3Mean percentage of instructional time allocated to feedback
and corrective instructional strategies

The final survey item asked teachers to rate the overall demands of
their workload as light, manageable, or heavy. None of the teachers reported
that they had been assigned "light" workloads. The analysis of the data
revealed that those teachers who considered their workload to be the heaviest
had the highest implementation scores for the instructional strategies. A
suriary of these data is presented in Table 4-10. )

Table 4-10

Mean Implementation Scores by Teachers”
Perception of Overall Workload

Teachers” Perception of No. of Mean S.D.
Overall Workload Teachers ImplementationP
"Manageable" 16 19.5% 10.07%
| "Heavy" 5 29.0 8.31
"Light" 0 —— -
t = 2,108
F= 049
8 pean percentage of ing “tional time allocated to feedback

and corrective instructioaal strategies




Sunmary

In s'mmary, the results indicate that a different answer was obtained
for each component of the second research question. The question focused on
the determination of a relationship between the extent to which the teachers
implemented the instructional strategies presented in the staff development
program and three conditions within their schools. The first conditi n was
the amount of support the teachers were provided to apply the instructional
strategies. A positive relationship (r = .39) was found between the amount
of support they reported receiving and the extent to which they implemented
the strategies. In contrast, there was a nega.ive relationship (r = -.34)
between the teachers” perceptions of the instructional evaluation procedures
employed by their schools and their implementation of the strategies.
Finally, no relationship was detected between the workload assigned to the

teachers and the extent of their ifmplementation,
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Chapter Five

Discussion

This chapter 1s organized into three sections. The first two
sections discuss the findings related to the study”s two major research
questions. The first of these two sections a.alyzes the effectiveness and
the significance of the staff development model developed and tested in the
project. The second section investigates the meaning of the findings
pertaining to the instructional leadership support functions and policy
issues related to teacher evaluation and workload. The implications of these
findings for the design and delivery of staff development programs and the
organizational conditions that support instructional improvement in secondary
schools are also discussed in the first two sections. The third section
outlines recommendations for further research on the process of improving

instruction in secondary schools.

Staff Development Prograa Effectiviness

One of the primary objectives of this study was to determine the
effectiveness of the staff development m.del developed for this proi~~t. The
model”s design, described in Chapter 3, incorporated findings from r .earch
on instructional design and on staff development. Training irn the

application of research-based instructional strategies related to the

principles of mastery learning and classroom management comprised the content

of the program, and the program”s training activities were drawn fr.a
research on effective staff development practices. The effectiveness of the
program was determined by comparing the instructional behaviors of those

teachers who participated in the program and received training with the
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teaching performance of teachers who did not receive the training.

The results pertaining to the extent to vhich the trsined teachers
implemented the instructional strategies yielded two sets of implications
that have significance for the design of subsequent staff development
programs. The first set of implications relates to the program”s content,
specifically, to the notion of combining research-based classroom management
strategies and the principles of mastery learning in the staff development
program. The second set of implications pertains to the contribution of the
research on effective staff development practices to the design of

professional development programs for secondary school teachers.

Program Content

Although the rescarch on teacher effectiveness has consistently
underscored the importance of the instructional principles of mastery
learning, particularly the use of the feedback-corrective/enrichment loop, it
has not identified the most practical ways to provide sufficient time for
teachers to engage in corrective and enrichment activities, in addition to
their other instructional activities, within a fixed amount of class time.
Moreover, some researchers have guggested that allocating instructional time
for corrective learning activities may present the classroom teacher with an
ethical dilemma, For instance, Cohen (1984) warns that the price some
teachers pay when they set aside class time for remedial learning activities
within a group~based instructional format is the* they place limits on the
more talented students” learning opportunities., Similarly, Slavin and
Karveit (1984) speculate tliat the benefits of corrective instruction may be
diminished because it takes time away from instruction to the whole class.

One of the few studies of group~based mastery learning that has
directly investigated the issue of time allocation for the
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feedback~corrective/enrichment loop is Arlin“s (1982). He examined the

implementation of mastery learning principles by 28 elementary teachers who

volunteered for a pilot project in their classrooms.

Two major findings resulted from Arlin“e gtudy. The first finding
concerned where the teachers obtained extra time to provide corrective
learning activities for their "glower" learners. Arlin reported that
teachers used an ultimately unsatisfactory method:

The solution most teachers adopted was to make the lessons

shorter than originally planned so that they could have

considerable time left in the class pericd to include at

lzast one remedial session and retest. Usually students who

needed additional remedial sessiona were seen by the teacher

during recess or lunch, a practice that was not likely to be
received favorably over a long perioc of time.

The second finding concerned allocation of instructional cime for

“faster" studants. Again, Arlin reported another unsatisfactory solution:

Many teachers originally planned enrichment work for the
faster students, such as more advanced work on the topic
snder consideration. . . . [They] eventually gave up
assigning enrichment activities and allowed activities such
as free reading, work in other subjects, trips to the
library, or quiet socializing at the back of the room.
Cooperation of frster students took precedence over further
depth, and particularly over further breadth. The major
concern with faster students did not seem to be with -
enrichment but with the managerial requirement to keep them
occupied.

Our study provided a test of the notion that teachers could minimize
the time costs of mastery learning by maximizing their use of instructional
time through the applica.ion of research-based classroom management and
organizational strategies. Moreover, the design of the study enabled us to
examine directly the participating teachers” use of instructional time and
the learning conditions they provided for both their "slow" and "fast"
learners.

As noted in Chapter 4, the results of our study clearly indicate that
the participating teachers made much greater use of the
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feedback-corrective/enrichment loop in their lessons than did the
nonparticipating teachers. Furthermore, the findings suggest that both ttre
teachers and students utilized the available time for instruction more
purposefully, since the amount of time spent in transitions between
instructional events and in nonacademic interaction decreased by one-third,
and the rate of student off-task behaviors diminished by more than one-half
from their pretraining levels,

The findings that pertain to the teachers” allocation of time for
various instructional functions are of particular interest. For ¢. aple, the
time allocated to independent seatwork decreased by almost one-half,
suggesting that the teachers spent more of their time during the
instructional period engaging their students in substantive acadeaic
interaction rather than simply monitoring student work. Also, the
instructional time teachers spent reviewing and correcting homework decreased
by one-third. These results suggest that racher than spendir., classtime
reviewing previous lessons and correcting homework exercises, the teachers
were focusing on the specific concepts or skills that the students”
performance on formative assessments had identified as needing improvement.
Consequently, these teachers may have been able to tailor their lessons more
appropriately to their students” learning needs.

In addition, the rcsults indicate that teachers spent significantly
more time presenting and developing new material and administering quizzes
after they h- .articipated in the training program. Thus, both of these
functions appuar to have taken on greate: priority, in terms of allocated
time.

The observation data algo revealed that the greatest declines in
off-task behaviors in the trecatment classrooms occurred in the classrooms of
those teachers who initially experienced the highest incidence of student
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of f-task behavior, One possible explanation for this outcome is that the
teachers who initially had to contend with higher rates of student off-task
behaviors may have considered tneir students” behavior to be a serious
barrier to their instructional effectiveness and, consequently, may have
applied the classroom management strategies presented in the training program
in a more systematic fashion.

Another reason for this difference in the rate of decline in off-task
behaviors may be related to the effect of the learning-for-mastery proceis oo
student learning skills. The findings in a study by Hecht (1977) indicated
that students acquire and/or further develop learning-to-learn skills in
mastery learning instructional programs. Those students who demonstrate the
highest rates of off-task behaviors possibly can be characterized as those
who approach their studies without a clear sense of purpose. Perhaps ¢:
these students become more proficient at applying learning skills and begin
to take on greater responsibility for their academic performance under the
mastery learning approach to instruction, they may also begin to view their
off-task behaviors as an okstacle to their academic success and,
consequently, place a greater value on the ways they spend imstructional
time.

Lastly, it is important to note that the teachers reported at the
last follow-up session that they had covered the gsame amount of material in
their classes during the first gemester after the program as they had in one
semegter during prior years. Hence, it appears that they did not alter the
scope or the pace of instruction as they implemented the learning-for-mastery
techniques. In other words, they did not sacrifice content coverage in their
effort to increase their students” content mastery.

The findings in our study differ in several respects from those
reported by Arlin (1982). For example, he found that teachers in his study
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shortened presemtation and development of their lessons so that they could
provide feedback to students on their learning progress and involve them in
corrective learaing activities. Howevei, in our study the teachers allocated
significantly more time to the initial presentation of each lesson.

Second, Arlin reported that the teachers in his study met with the
students who needed additional remedial assistance auring recess and lunch
time. He noted that the teachers considered tlis to be an excessive burden
on their time and speculated that they would discontinue this practice
shortly after the pilot project was completed. In contrast, the findings in
our study indicate that teachers provided a significant amount of time within
allocated class time for the feedback-corrective loop.

Lastly, in Arlin”s study the teachers” primary concern zegarding
their "faster" learners was simply to keep them busy rather than to provide
them with instructional activities that enriched their learning.

Furthermore, he reported that the teachers diminished the availability of
learning opportunities for the faster learners, while they increased the
amount of instruction for the slower students. Contrary to Arlin”s findings,
the results of our study indicate that neither the pace of instruction nor
the amount of time allocated to the presentation and development of each
lesson was adversely affected by the teachers” application of mastery
learning principles. Since there was no difference in the amount of material
covered before and after the training, it would appear that the teachers did
not alter the scope of instruction to accommodate the learning-for-mastery
process. Furthermore, in some cases the teachers provided their students
with opportunities to pursue the learning objectives at a greater depth of
understanding following the training program than they did prior to training.
Pence, it geems that the approach to instruction they employed wae not
consistent with the "Robin Hood" philosophy teachers in Arlin”s study used,
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since neither the breadth mor the depth of instruction was diminished after
the teachers began to apply mastery learning procedures.

The differences in the findings of our study and those of Arlin”s
poseibly can be attributed to the fact that our staff development program
provided the participants with training in the application of research-based
classroom management and organizational strategies in addition to the
instrunrtional principles of mastery learning. Findings from the research on
instruction have consistently indicated that without an effective classroom
management system that holds students accountable for a clear set of academic
and behavioral expectations and that establishes an environmeat conducive to
learning, even the most thoughtfully and carefully designed lessons will fail
to be as successful as they would have been otherwise {Evertson and Emmer
1982). Furthermore, these findings indicate that teachers” managerial
decisions can have a direct impact on the proportion of time that is devoted
to teaching and learning (Anderson, Evertson, and Brophy 1978; Berliner,
Fisher, Filby, and Marilave 1978; Emmer and Evertson 1980, 1981; Fitzpatrick
1982; Good and Grouws 1977; Stallings 1980).

Our results suggest that instructional time within a group~based
instructional setting can be positively altered to accommodate implementation
of the principles of mastery learning without sacrificing the amount of
content presented and without placing one group of studcats at a d..sadvantage
while increasing the berefits of instruction ‘or others. The findings seem
to indicate that the stuff development program used in this study, which
trained teachers n the application of clas-rocom management a-d
organizational strategies along with the instructional principles of mastery
learuing, gave them an advantage in their use of instructional time. They
incorporated feedback and corrective strategies within t e instructional

design to enhance their students” understanding of their lessons, and both
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students and teachers used instructional time in a more purposeful and

productive manner. In short, it appears that the teachers” efforts to
increase their students” mastery of their iearning were bolstered by their
application of both the principles of mastery learning and research-based
classroom management strategies.

To summarize, the combination of the research findings on classroom
management and on the principles of mastery learning appears to offer
teachers a set of effective and efficient strategies that can enable them to
assist all their students in achieving higher level of mastery of their
learning within the scheduling and time constraints of most secondary school

classrooms.

Trainigg Process

The second set of implications related to the effectiveness of our
staff development model pertain to the training processes employed. One key
factor that possibly can be attributed to the extent of rhe implementation of
the program”s instructional strategies is the design of the staff development
activities provided. The program”s training activities were modeled after
those that staff development research has found to be effective, and their
design incorporated thooe research-based staff development practices that
offered the greatest 1ikelihood that the teachers would implement the desired
! agtructional strategies,

In addition to the program”s teacher-trairing components, a seminar
was held for the administrators of the schools participating in the program
(see Chapter 3). The purpose of the seminar was to provide the
administrators with an overview of the research-based instructional practices

presented in the teacher-training program, as well as to suggest ways they

coild support the teachers in implementing the recommended instructional
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strategies. These support strategies were diswm from the research on
effective schools,

The training program was deliberately designed to provide the
teachers with both direct and in/trect sources of support. Direct support
was offered through the program activities. Im addition, the program
indirectly supported their efforts to improve imstruction by helping to
establish between the administrators and the tzachers a common language
concerning effective instructional practices, and by nighl ‘iting wdy:. to
strengthea their partnership in the instruciional improvement process.

The staff development program used in this study differed (n several
respects for the training program included iu Axl¢a"s study. In his study,
the 28 teachers who volunteered to participate in the program were provided
with a two-day workshop on constructing magtery units, objectives, and
quizzes and w ‘e given access to literature describing the principles of
mastery les~uing. They were then giv & the assignment t¢ develop a mnstery
learning module for one of the study units they would present within the next
six weeks. In short, the workshop and follow-up assignment constituted the
entire training program. Following this brief introduction t. mastsry
learning, 11 teachers reported that the project was too time consuming av:!
terminated their participation., Arlin observed the classes of the remaining
17 teachers to d: “ermine the extent of their implementation of mastery
learning pr .edures. On the pasis of those observations and follow-up
discussions with the teachers, he decided that only 10 of the teachers
adhered sufficiently to m..tery learning procedures t~ warrant further
observation. C¢ ..equently, his research findings were Dased upon his
subsequent gtudy of less than half of those teachers who originally
volunteered to participate.

In conire . co Arlin”s brief, one-shot delivery of trainin~, the
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staff development program leveloped in this study did noc simply provide the
participants with access to research findings on effective instructional
practices. Rather, teachers were provided with a considerable amount of time
and support >o assist them in actually applying these practices in their
instruction. The initial training was presented in an intensive summer
seminars In ~ddition, extemsive support was provided in the follow-up
sessions held during the following semester, peer observation and coaching,
and opportunities for collegial planning sessions. Furthermore, the
administrative training program was designed to give both the teachers and
administrators greater understanding not only of the research-based
instructional strategies found to make the greatest difference in studen’
learning, but also »f ways to strengthen their mutual efforts in the
ins.ructional improvement process.

Ou ree <3 suggest that when the design of training activiiies
includes provisions for giving teach«rs sufficient time and support,
substantial benefits can be reaped in terms of the extent of implementation
9“ the recommended instructional strategies. Whereas les . than half the
teachers in Arlin”s study successfully applied the trairing they received,
the teachers who received trainring in our study allocated, on average, about
20 percent of classtime to the chief princivle of mastery learning (the
feedback-correctsve/enrichment loop) despite the fact that th., had devoted
virtually no time to this instructional component prior to being trained.

Furthermore, it should be noted that not only do one ‘shot appriaches
to staff developmenct yield little with respect to the transfer of training,
but they may also produce r -~nse of frustration for teachers. For instance,
ju Arlin“s study the principal reason cited by those teachers . v terminated

thei~ participation in the training program was that it required too much

time, in light of the other instructional responsibilities that they faced
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each day. Thase teachers did mot discontirue their participation because
they rejected the instructional p-inciples that had been presented in the
training. On the contrary, these princinles wz2re consistent with their
beliefs about teaching and learning, and they acknowledged the value of these
principles in the effort to pro.ide quality instruction. Hence, providing
these teachers with information on imstructional strategies intended to
increase their students” level of mastery without providing them with
sufficient time and support to implement the strategies may have deepened
their sense of frustration and diminiehed their professioncl self-esteem.

Res srch findings or teaching have identified a set of instructional
strategies that can make an impertant difference in student learning. Yet,
1f these research-based ideas are to be translated effectively into action,
it 1s also necessary to take into account thc research findings on effective
staff development practices. The results of our study suggest that combiniug
and using the coatributions from these two areas of research in the de. gn of
staff development programs can empower, rather than frustrate, classroom

teachers in their efforts to provide high-quality imstruction,

Organizational Conditions for Instructional Improvement

This section discusses the findingc pertaining tc the instructional
leadership support functions and policy issues related to teucher evaluation
and workload. 1In addition, the implications of these findings as they relate
to the organizatic . ! conditions that support instructional improvement in

secondary schools will be discussed.

Iinstructi nal Leadership Support

The first factor related to the organizational con?: .ions of the
participating schools that we examined was the imnstructional support teachers
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received. The relationship between the extent to which the teachers

implemented the instructional strategies presented in the program and the

amount and usefulness of the sup, .rt they received was analyzed. Ve
requested the participating teachers to identify both the types and the
sources of support they had received in their implementation efforts. The
results of the analysis revealed that a positive relationship existed between
the total amount of support the teachers received and the extent to which
they applied the inscructional gtrategies.

This finding has several implications relatcd to the context of the
instructions! improvement process i~ secondary schools. First, and perhaps
“e most fundamental implication, is that if support is not provided, it is
likely tha” the transfer of training presented in staff development programs

will be diminished. The findings of our study indicate that when teachers
receive gupport, the effectiveness of staff development programs is enhanced
in terms of tlie extent to which teachers implement the training.

One possibie explanation for this finding is that when school
administrators give teachers visible and direct support and provide
opportunities for them to support each other in applying staff development
training, this conveys a message that the program is not only consistent with
the school”s goal but also that the teachers” efforts at program
implementation are considered worthwhile and valuable. Moreover, such
sunport forges alliances b:tween teachers and administrators, and among the
teachers themselves, that strengthen their mutual andeavor to achieve the
school”s goald.

In the past few years greater attention has been paid to th=
importance of school-based staff development programs. In some instances

this has occurred as a result of local fnitiatives in response to

recommendations of nationsl reports on the status of secondaty education,
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i.e., A Nation at Risk (Naticnal Commission on Excellense in Fducation 1983).

In other cases, state mandates have required school districts to develop and
implement comprehensive staff development programs (i.e., Illinois School
Reform Plan, SB 730, 1985). The findings in nur study suggest that, as more
school districts invest greater amounts of time and resources in staff
development cfforts, it would be prudent, even on a cost~benefit basis alone,
for them to also consider the support system they will need to implement 1if
they are genuineiy interested in providing successful staff development
programs.

Some of the potential elements of such a support system vwere
identified by participating teachers in their listing of the types and
sources of support they considered useful. Among thegse elements was a clear
rationale and focus for the program. When program designs include time for a
description of program goals and a presentation of evidence on its
effectiveness before truining actually begins, teachers are able to appraise
the merits of the program for themselves. Of all the elements of support that
were identified, teachers considered this one to be the most important.
Because the d=sign of the program used in our study included an explanation
of program goals and rationale, the teachers recognized at the outset that
their professional opinions were valued, and they were nct simply placed in
the position of being recipients of "t~uths" related to instructional
effectiveness. Nor were they charged with the responsibility of blindly
accepting a ser of expectations for their instructional performance that
might or might not have been consistent with their own beliefs about teaching
and learning. Instead, both the dignity of their position and their
expertise were respected.

A gecond source of supporx the participating teachers considered to
be of great value was the opporcunity to collaborate with their peers, The
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chance for secondary school teachers to meet with each other in an
instructional problew-solving setting is relatively rare. By fostering
collaboration, the program may have served to diminieh the sense of isolation
that teachers in secondary schools often experience. Moreover, it may have
provided a source of ongoing support that remained long after the training
program was initially presented. In addition, these opportunities for
teachers to share with each other their eperiences in implementing the
program expanded the set of strategics they could employ in applying the
research-based instructional principles.

Another type of support that teachers ranked only sl'ghtly below the
value of the training pregram itself was the moral support that their school
administrators and their colleagues offered them as they implemented the
strategies. This finding is consistent with findings reported in the school
effectiveness literature (i.e., Purkey and Smitn 1982) that underscore the
importance of organizational climate and the culture of school improvement.
The multiple sources of encouragement (i.e., from principals, assistant
principals, department heads, and colleagues) that were provided to the
teachers in their implementation efforts helped to zffirm the profram”s value
and may have established an expectation within the school that greater
succeas could be achieved through partnerships in school improvement,
Furtnermore, the moral support that was offered to the teachers may have not
only assisted them in implementing tine program, but it may hive also given
them a greater gense of pride about their contributicns to the instructionai
process,

The teachers also considered the discusasion of progrim apglications
and the actual demonstrations of the instructional strateg.es to have been

'ry useful. In many ways, this simply verifies thu elements of good

pedagogy. For instance, Rosenshine’s (1983) analysis of the ceacher




effectiveness literature identifies demonstrations of applications of the
skills or concepts presented in the lesson as being among the principal
instructional functions that contribute to student learning. Thus, the
presentation of the instructional principles of classroom management and
mastery learning in the staff development program, along with the thorough
consideretion of how those principles could be applied in the teachers”
classroome, may have not onlr strengthened the likelihood that the teachers
would implement the principles, but also it demonstrated an application of
those principles within the training program itself.

Lastly, the instructional support survey asked the teachers to
compare the advantages and disadvantages of implementing the program. The
data analysis indicated that those who considered the progra= to be more
advantageous implecwented the program to the greatest extent. It is
significant th: .one of the 21 pa.ticipating teachers believed the
disadvantages of the program outweighed the advantages. Sever :n teachere
reported that th~ advantages outweighed the disadvantages. The four teachers
whe indicated that the advantages and disadvantages were about equal reported
in follow-up interviews that the disadvantages were related primarily to the
lack of time to implement the program adequately and were not related ro the
“ffect of the program on their students” learning.

The analysis of the data did not reveal whether the teachers”
attitudes concerning the program aifected their implementation of the
strategies or, on the other hand, whether their experiences in applying the
strategies influenced their ;erspectives on the program. No. is it clecr
whetl'er the presentation of the program”s goals and rationale at th~ outset
of training contributed to the teachers” perception of ite valiue.
Nevertheless, the findings do suggest that the belief sysiem the teacher
holds concerning the instructional process can make a difference in the
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relative guccess of staff development programs aimed at improving

instructiom.

hence, it appears that a more enduring impact of staff development
programs can be realized when the design of the program takes into accournt
the participants” value system. The program design of this study included
both direct and indirect efforts to influence the teachers” perspectives on
the value of the program. A direct attempt wam made by including a
discussion cf the prograa”s aims end rationale, and indirect attempts were
made by attempting to foster conditions within the school that would enable
teachers to succe 1 in applying the strategies. These efforts to align the
teachers” teliefs about teaching and learning with their perspectives or the
benefits of the program may have been one of the key factors that contributed

to the success of the program”s implementation.

Teacher Evaluation and Instructionai Supervision Policies

Our study also explored the relationship between the extent of
prograi implementation and.the teacher evaluation and instructional
supel “{sion policies of the particiating districts. The schools”
inetructional supervision policies and procedires were reviewed, and the
t2achers” perceptions of the evaluation procedures were analyzed.

Although the review of the participating districts” teacher
evaluation policies revei'ed differences among districts fn the criteria
employcd, procedural components, the frequency of evaluations, znd the
supervigory roles related to evaluations, there were neverthelesss many
striking similarities. For instauce, all three districts required a
goal-setting component, yet none of the evaluation procedures provided any
indicators of what constituted wortawhile instructional goals or what

elements were necessary to achieve them. Nor did these sets of procedures
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offer sny clues concerning the nature of the classroom observation data
collection process or other assessment measures that were used to deteraine
whether the specified goals had been met. Furthermore, although each
district stated that the purpose of the evaluation process was to improve
instruction, none of the districts” procedures provided any indication of how
teachers would be provided with feedback on their instructional performance,
nor vere any guidelines or suggestions offered for stratezies that could be
employed to remediate instructional prodblems. In short, each district”s set
of evalu:tion procedures outlined a process whose inherent design offered
little hope of providing an accurate characterization and/or appraisal of the
teaching and learning encounters that occurred in their schools,

The most noteworthy finding from the analysis of the teachers”
perceptions of the evaiuation procedures was that those teachers who were the
most critical of the conditions of the sup:rvision and evaluation processes
were also those who most frequently implemented the recommen.ed instructional
strategies. Perhaps one explanation for this is that these teachers”
dissatisfaction with their school”s cupervisory process and their perception
that the process did not fulfill its goal of helping teachers to improve
instruction led them to search more actively for other means of strengthening
their instructional performance, and this project”s staff development program
offered them opportunities t¢ do so. Comsequently, they may have been more
open to adapring their instructional techniques by incorporating the
rcsearch~based strategies presented in the prorram.

The findings in our study that pertain to the teacher evaluation
procass differ in some respects from those Natriello (1984) reported. In his
study he found a positive relationship between certain condiitions of the
eva'uation process (frequency of evaluation and amount of influeace over the
process) ana teachers” self-reporis of the amount of leverage they had over
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their instructional performance. He characterized insiructional leverage in

terms of the strength of the relationship between the efforts teachers
exerted te improve instructiom and the effect of their efforts on the quality
of their imstruction. Hence, those teachers who reported that they had
greater leverage over their teaching were also those who indiceted that their
efforts to strengthen their imstruction were the most effective. In
contrast, it should be noted, the findings of this study were derived from
actual observations of the teachers” instructional performance rather than
from “heir perceptions of the quality of their inctruction. When this
observational data were taken into account a negative, rather tham posiiive,
relationship was found between the conditions of the supervisory process and
instructional performance. Thus, although certain conditions of the teacher
evaluation process may be related to the teachers” sense of inst:ructional

efficacy, they are not related tv &ctual instructional pcerformance.

Teacher Workload

The third factor considered in the investigation of the
organizational conditions potentially related to the extent of implementation
of the instructional strategies was the teachers” workload. Although the
analysis of the teachers” workload revealed some significant differences in
the teachers” overall responsibilities (i.e., number of course preparations,
range of students” ability levels, number of students assigned to their
classes, and the amount of time they committed to directing extracurricular
activities), the findings indicated that despite these differences, teachers
with lighter workloads did not implement the instructicnal strategies to any
greater extent than teachers with heavier workloads. Moreover, when asked te

rate the overall demands of their workloads, those teachers who perceived

their workloads to be the heaviest were also those who implemented the
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strategies to the greatest extent.

These findings raise a number of questions. First, although certain

aspects of the teachers” workloads were considerably different, are there

perhaps other dimensions of their workload that might have been related to
the extent to which they implemented the program? These dimensions might
include the number of classes assigned, the amount of conference and planning
time available to accommodate collegial tesm planning, or the amount of time
assigned to supervisory responsibilities. If there had been differen: in
these factors, would a relationship have been detected?

Second, did the design of the staff development program have
sufficient strength to overcome the conditions of the teachers” workloads
that might otherwise have been a deterrent to their implementation efforts?
For instance, did the support system built into the program design counteract
the possible negative effect of preparing instructional plans for a greater
number of courses and teaching larger classes of students with varying
ability levels? If such a support system had not been provided, would it

have made a difference?

Lastly, did those teachers who considered their worklvads to be the

heaviest hold role definitions for themaelves that differed from those their
colleagues held? Had they established expectations for themselves that
included the commitment of greater amounts of time and eaergy to their work?
Since thosz who perceived that their workloads wsre heaviest implemented the
strate.’es to the greatest extent, did these teachers do so because they
considered 1t their professional responsibility to exert a greater a.ount of
effort in implementing the instructional strategies presented in the program?

The answers to these questions cannot be determined by analyzing the
data collected in our study, which points to some of its limitations.

However, these limitations raise some issues that subsequent research efforts
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can address. The following section suggests some divections for future

research in this area.

Recommendations for Future Research I

In this project, findings from the research on isntruction and on
effective staff development practices were incorporated in the design of a
staff development program for secondary schocl teachers and administrators.
An experimental test was conducted to Jetermine the model”s effectiveness in
terms of the extenr of prograr implementation. The study also investigated
the r~lationship between certain organizational conditions and program
implementation. The results of the research project provide evidence of the
program”“s effectiveness and reveal the degree of the relationship between the
effectiveness of the program and the organizarional factors that were

exami ned.

However, the results do not provide a comprehensive analysis of the '
staff development prcgram. It should be noted that the findings can be

‘ geuneralized only to a similar sample. Additional studies need to be
conducted that include instructional programs at various grade levels and

: other coatent areas. Whether or not staff development programs that combine

training in classroom management aad the instructional principles of mastery

‘ learning are an effective means for improving instruction in other content
areas or at different grade levele has vet to be determined.

Furthermore, the design of the program was drawn from a selected set
of findir~« from the research on instruction and the research on effective
staff development practices. Additional sets of research findings need to be
considered in the design of future studies. For instance, perhaps the

combination of the results of Slavin”s (1980, 1983a, 1983b, 1984) work on

ir~reasin~ gtudent incentives and motivation for learning through cooperative
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teamwork, along with the findings from the research on mastery learning and
classroom management, would yield a more comprehensive get of imstructional
strategies that could be incorporated in the design of staff development
programs.

In addition, further research is needed to examine more critically
the context of the inmstructional improvement process. Findings from the
research on effective schools consistently underscore the value of the
culture of improving schools, yet the factors that have the wost profound
influence on the school”s culture have not been determined. In this study
only three factors were examined. Not only is further research required to
gain a better understanding of the relationships among factors that
coniribute to the school”s culture and instructional improvement, but other
organizational conditions of schools need to be considered as well. FPor
instance, would any differences have been detected in the strength of the
relationship between the extent of implomentation of the staff development
program and the teachers” workloads had there been greater variance in the
teachers” instructional responsibilities, such as the number of classes they
taught or the amount of time they were regularly provided to meet with their
colleagues in team planning sessions? Or, what if the goal-setting component
of the teacher evaluation procedures were directly linked with a
comprehensive professional development program, including staff development
opportunities provided to teachers? Did the fact that administrators of the
participating schools were involved in the program influence the rmount of
support they extended to the teachers in their implementation efforts? What
other organizational conditions might have enhanced or hindered the
effectiveness of the staff development program? The answers to theae
questions could not be obtained from the data collected for this study. A

broader and more in-depth investigation of the organizational conditions that
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contribvte to the effectiveness of staff development programs needs to be

considered in subsequent studies.

Finally, additional research must be conducted to explore the full
range of implications of the findings from the research on effective staff
development practices in relation to the organizational framework of the
school and to the policies that shape key decisions affecting the improvement
process. C(Clearly, advances in our under~tanding of effective instructional
practices will not lead to ccmparable gains in student learning unless
thoughtfully designed staff development programs are provided to assist
teachers in applying thes2 ins:ructional strategies, and until the conditions
of secondary schools serve to expand, rather than restrict, the capacity of

the school to improve its instructional programe.
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INSTRUCTIONAL FUNCTIONS TIME ALLOCATION OBSERVATION INSTRUMENT

Guidelines for Classroom Observers

Cover Sheet: Please complete the items on the cover sheet prior to the
beginning of the class period in which the observation is to be conducted.
These items include the date, your name, the teacher's name, the school and
district, the title of the course, the number of students in the class on that
day, and the time class begins and ends. This information is collected for the
sole purpose of organizing and managing the data collection process. The names

of the individual teachers observed will not be contained in any reports con-

cerning the data collection procedures.

Classroom Observation Coding Procedures: The classroom observation instrument

has been designed to assess the extent of instructional time that is allocated
to various teaching functions. The definitions of these functions are outlined
below. During the classroom observztion period note the teaching function that
has been fulfilled within one-minute intervals of class time by circling the
letter representirg the particular function. At the five minute intervals the

numher of students who are off-task should be recorded in the appropriate space

on the observation instrument.
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Definitions of Codes

Code

Event

Definition

T

Transition

Nonacademic
interaction or
interruption

Transition time is the time that occurs between
classroom events as the lesson shifts to the next
stage.

Ex. following the review of the previous day's

lesson the teacher requests that students open their
notebooks while he/she organizes the materials needed
for the presentation of the new lesson.

Code N is recorded for instructional time that has not
been focused on the content of the lesson. Examples
of these events include times when the lesson is
interrupted and when nonacademic interaction occurs.

Ex. teacher corrects misbehaving student; discussion
of social or non-content related topics; teacher is
called to the door to receive a message; announcement
is read on the PA system.

Number of studentq
off-task

At five minute intervals the number of students who

are off-task is recorded. Examples of student off-task
behaviors include the following: misbehaving, inappro-
priate classroom behavior; waiting for the teacher

to get assistance; interim activity,.such as sharpening
a pencil.

Review

Collect Homework

Quiz

Code R is recorded for the review of the previous
lesson or homework assifgnment,

Code H 1s recorded when the teacher collects the
students' homework assignments.

Codc Q s used when the teacher administers a quiz to
assess the students' understanding of material that
has been previously presented in class.
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Code

tvent

Definition

Development

Guided Practice

Code D is recorded when the teacher presents a new
lesson. The code is used for instruction and
explanation of new skills or concepts.

Code P is used when the students are given the
opportunity to apply the new skills or concepts
presented in class under the supervision of the
teacher. During guided practice students are given
assistance by the teacher and an explanation of
each exercise is provided.

Rt
Rm

£t
Em

Formative
Assessment

Feedback

Reteaching

Enrichment

Code A is recorded when the teacher assess the
students understanding of the material presented in
class. The assessment process could include both
paper and pencil, and oral quizes.

F is recorded when, on the basis of the students'
scores on the formative test, students are informed
of their progress and are directed to alternative
learning opportunities, or are permitted to begin
assignments providing independent practice of the
skills and or concepts presented in the lesson.

Code R if reteaching or corrective instruction is
provided to those students identified as needing
assistance on the formative assessment of progress.
Circle Rt if the reteaching is teacher-led, Rm if the
student is given assistance through instructional
materials, or Rp if the student obtains assistance
from a peer tutor or classroom aide.

Code £ if students are provided enrichment or
extension learning activities. Circle Et if the
activities are teacher led, or Em is the students
are working primarily with instructfonal materials.
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Code

Event

Definition

I (+)

Independent

Practice

Other

Code I when students are engaged in assignments
providing independent practice of the skills and or
concepts presented in the lesson. Circle I (+) if
the teacher monitors their work, otherwise simply
circle I. Independent practice opportunities
include the assignment of homework.

Circle 0 1f none of the above categories describes
the instructional event that has occurred. if the
event is non-academic and/or not related to the
content of the lesson being presented in class
circle N. At the conclusion of the observation
period provide a written description of any
instructional events that have been designated as
“other" on the summary sheet attached to the
instrument.

*Note:

In some cases additional learning opportunities may be provided to some

students 1n the form of reteaching, while other students are given enrichment

learning activities or are assigned independent practice exercises to complete.

In such cases, when more than one instructional event simultaneously occurs, it

is appropriate to code each instructional event at the time that it occurs.
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Instructional Functions Time Allocation

CLASSROOM OBSERVATION FORM

Your Mame: Date:
Teacher's Name: School:
Title of Course: District:

No. of students in class today:

Time Class Begar:

Time Class Ended:

The preparation of these materials was made possible
through an Institutional Grant awarded by the National
Institute of Education to the Center for Educational
Policy and Management,

Kathleen A, Fitzpatrick
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Observer's Name:

Date:

Time of observation:

SUMMARY SHEET

1. Total number of times Instructional Events were coded

Instructional Event Code | Number of times % of time event
event occurred occurred
Transition T
Nonacademic interaction N
Review R
Collect Homework H
Quiz Q
Development D
Guided Practice P
Formative Assessment A
Feedback F
Reteaching
teacher-led Rt
materials “Rm
peer tutor or aide _Rp
Enrichment
teacher-led Et
materials Em
Independent Practice I+ 1= I+- I . 1+=_3g
Other 0

2. Total number of students who ‘ cre off-task duri g the instructional

period.

3. Total number of students in class.

4. Percentage of students off-task

5. Describe any instructional events that were designated as “other"

during the observation period.




Appendix B

SURVEY OF TEACHERS® PERCEPTIONS OF
SUPPORT FOR INSTRUCTIONAL IMPROVEMENT

(Note: With permission Items 1, 2, 3, and 4 of the survey are adaptations
of items conta’ :d in the User Questionnafre desiyned by THE NETWORK for
their project entitled "A Study of Dissemination Efforts Supporting School

Improvement,* Loucks 1980.)




Name.

Below is a set of questions which asks for some information concernimg your use of the research:
based instructfonal strategies which have been presented in the staff development program.
Your assistance in providing this information is most appreciated. All responses will be

maint.ined on a confidentiai basfis.

1. To what extent do you feel the advantages of using the instructional strategies presented
in the sta’ development program outweigh the disadvantages?

Check the appropriate statement. \ ’
The advantages outweigh the disadvantages.

The advantages somewhat outweigh the disadvantages.

The advantages and the disadvantages are about equal.

The disadvantages somewhat outweigh the advantages.

The disadvantages outweigh the advantages.

2. Check the appropriate boxes below to indicate the frequency.of assistance pr?vided to you
in implemenggng the instructfonal strategies and how useful you.found the asiistance. If

not applicable to you, leave the row blank.

THIS PERSON ASSISTED: I FOUND THEIR ASSISTANCE:

Person Not at all SometimesfFrequently Not useful [Useful |Very useful

Principal

Assistant Principal

Fellow Teachers

Department Head

Superintendent

Assistant Superintendent
or other central office staff

External Resource Person

OTHER: Il
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3.

Is there one person in your district who has been the most active in helping to implement
the research-based instructional strategies?
Include yourself in considering the question. Yes

Name : No

Position:

Below is a list of different types of assistance that might.have been pr9v1ded to you

in connection with implementing the research-based instructlgnal startegles.and possible
providers of this assistance. Enter the appropriate number in each box to indicate

your response.

Put a 0 in the box if the person did not provide any of that type of assistance.

Put a 1 in the box if the person provided that type of assistance, but it was not
useful.

Put a 2 in the box if the person provided that type of assistance and you found
it useful.

Put a 3 in the box if the person provided that type of assistance and you found it
very useful.

Types of Assistance Princ. Supt. | Teachers | Head Resource

Princ. | Asst. | Supt. | Asst.| Fellow Dept. | External Other

Person

Training in using the
research-based
strategies

Opportunities to
observe the instruc-
tional practices in
use

Moral support for try-
ing to implement new
strateqgies

Availability of
materials

Opportunity for Prob-
lem-solving sessiong

Help in securing
resources (release
time, aides, equip-
ment, etc.)

Information concern-
ing the goals and
focus of the instruc-
tional strageties

Information about
applying the
strategies in my
class




Princ. | Asst. |Supt.| Asst. | Fellow External
Types of Assistance Princ. Supt. | Teachers | Head Resource
Person

i. Information about the
impact of my efforts
to apply the strate-
gies in my class

J. Other:

5. Are there any types of assistance that have not been available to you but could be useful

in your effort to implement the research-based instructional strategies prasented in the
program? Yes

No

If you responded “yes," please describe the type(s) and source(s) of this assistance.

6. Have there been any hindrances or obstacles to your efforts to apply the research-based
instructional strategies?

Yes
No

If you respcagzd “yes,* piease describe the nature of these obstacles and your recomrendations
for either eliminating them or diminishing their neqative influence.
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) Appendix C '

It would be most appreciated if you would take a fev moments to complete this survey,

All responses to the questionnaire wil
be maintained on a confidential basis. Thank you

for your time in responding to this survey.

[

Nape:

SURVEY OF TEACHER EVALUATION PROCEDURES

l. Plesse indicate the number of times per year teachers’ instructional performance 1s evaluated by the person or persons
assigned supervisory responsibilities in your district by placing a check in the appropriate space below.

Once Once Once Less None
| More every | every | every | than once |or doe
than 3 times/| 2 times/| 1 time/ | other two three | every not
Building Level: 3 tines/year | year year year year years | years | 3 years Apply

Principal

Assistant Principal

Department Chairman or Division Head

Teacher Peer Supervisors

Others:

District Level:

Superintendent |

Assistant or Associate Superintendent

Director of Personnel

Director of Instructional Services

Others:




2. Place a check in :he appropriate space to indicate the cotponents that are
included {n the evaluation procedures employed by your district,

A. Sources of Information Gathered to Determine the Evaluation of Teachers’
Perfornance:

S

Supervisor’s rating of teaching performance ou the basis of
criteria esrablished for the evaluation of all teachers.

Supervisors’ rating of teacher’s performance of non-teaching
responsibilities according to a gencral set of expectations
establighed for all teachers.

Supervisors’ rating of teacher’s progress on individually gelected
{instructional goals.

Supervigors’ rating of teacher’s performance of non- aching
responibilities on the basis of expectations that ar. unique to the

teacher’s position.

Data gathered from supervisors’ observation of teacher’s
ingtructionsl performance.

Student achievement test data.

Parent evaluations of teaching perfoarnace.
Student evaluations of teaching performance.
Peer evaluations of teaching performance.

Teacher’s self-evaluation of instructional performance.

Other:

B. Procedural Elements:

Pre-conference (meeting between supervisor and tcacher prior to the
observation of the teacher’s class).

Formulation by supervisor and teacher of individual goal(s) to
strengthen the teacher’s instructional performance.

Prior notice of date and :ime of classroom observation.

Classroom observation.

Supervisor’s completion of rating torm or checklist during
classroom observation,

Supervisor’s collection of observational data related to
pre~determined instructional goal.
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3.

6.

Conference between teacher and supervienr to discuss evaluation
of teacher’s instructional performance.

Completion of formal evaluation report.

Other:

Do the outcomes of the evaluation process affect . .uchers’ salaries?
Yo the outcomes of the evalvation process affect any other type of
recogaition of the quality of the teacher’s instructional performance?

If so, what type of recognition 1e provided?

Please circle the appropriate number to indicate your response to the
following questions. (1 = little or none; 5 = gignificant amount)

A. How much influence do teachers in your 1 2 3 4 5
district have over the process of the
evaluation of thesr instructional performance?

B. To what extent does the evaluation process 1 2 3 4 5

recognize the teaching responasibilitiee
and concerns of each teacher?

C. How much assistance iz improving the
quality of instruction is provided to
teachers through the evaluetion process?

D. To what extent do the outcomes of the 1 2 3
evaluation process rely on objective data,
rather than subjective judgments?

Rate the overall quality of the feedback regarding instructional
performance that is provided to teachers through the instructionsl
supervisory process by circling the nuaber below which describes it.

1 2 3 4 5
general specific
vague clear

Does the {nstructional supervision process provide direction and support
for individual teachers to:

a. improve areas of weaknesses in their teaching performance? yes no
b. strengthen the quality of their performance? yes ;



”

7. Briefly describe what you belfeve are the aims of the evaluation
procedures employed by your district. .

8. Are the aims of the teacher evaluation process fulfilled in practice?
Explain your respounse.

9. In your estimation what is the greatest strength of the evaluation
process?

10, a. What f1e the most serious weakness of the evaluation process?

be How could this weskness be overcome?
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Appendix D

Name:

Date:

Survey: Teacher Workload

Please respond to th: questions below pertaining to your workload this year. Your
responses will be maintained on & confidential basis.

l. How many classes do you teach each day? 1.

2. What {e the amount of time allocated for
each clauss? 2, minutes

3. How many different course preparations are
you agsigned? 3.

4. Please indicate the grade and ability levels of the classes you
For'ee are teaching this year by completing the following chart. Code
. your responses by selecting the number 9, 10, 11, or 12 to
iadicate grade level, and the letters H, A, or L to indicate
honors, average, or low ability classes. If the class contains
students of more than one grade or ability level, please indicate
80. Algo, please liet the total number of students enrolled
in each class on the last column.

Course Title |1 Grade Lavel(s) Ability Levcl(s) | Total # of
9,10,11, or 12 H, A, or L Students

S.

5. What is the amount of time available to you
during the school day for planning and course

preparation? (i.e., “conference and planning
time") S. minutes/day

6. How much tine during the school day are you
assigned to non~instructional dutise? (i.e.,
ball duty, cafeteria supervision, study hall

monitoring) 6. minutes/day




7. What {s the amount of time each week you are
involved 1a sponsored gchool activities outside
of the regular gchool hours? (i.e., coaching
responsibilities, club eponsorships) 7. hours/week

8. 1Is release time or compensation for time spent
beyond the required gchool day hours provided
to complete work on cu.:riculum development
and fastructional improvement projects that
have been designated by the dfstrict and/or
" school? 8.

9. If your response to item #8 was "yes," please  Level of Support:
rate the level of support that is provided

by checking your response. 9. insufficient

— adequate
generous

10, In addition to your teaching assignment and possible involvement in the
extracurricular program please describe any other responsibilities
You are expected to fulfill {n your position.

11. Please rate the overall demands of your 11, _1ight
workload by checking your response. manageable
heavy
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