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A RESEARCH-BASED TEACHER PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT TERM

The "Agenda for Action" outlined by Ernest Boyer {n his recent
analysis of the staius of secondary education {n America (1983) contains a
number of {important {deas for {mproving the quality of the educational
exper{ences young people receive in our high schools today. Among the {deas
contained in his action plan {s one that particularly deserves the attention
of staff developers. It {s directly councerned with the need to strengthen
the continuing education of teachers, and it offers a thoughtful and
substant{ve recommendation for addressing this challenge.

Boyer has recommended that a two-week Teacher Professional
Development Term be added to the school year. The term would be a time
devoted exclusfvely to exploring ways to strengthen and {mprove the
{nstruct{onal program. Rsther then simply providing teacners with
fragmented, "one-saot" approaches to the instructional improvement process
during five or gix inservice days scattered throughout the year, the
Protessional Development Term would provide teachers with an opportunit, to
fntens{vely concentrate on fnstructional {mprovement strategies, and a chance
to consider a number of practical ways to {ntegrate these plans within the
{nstruct{onal program.

In this article a description will be offered of an effort that has
been launched by the Center for Educatf{onal Policy and Management at the
University of Oregon to provide secondary school teachers with a professional
development term such as that envisioned by Boyer. The program that has been
designed {s research-based. The content of this program has been drawn from
the rescarch on {nstruction, and the design of the training a~t{vities
reflects research-based principles of effective staff development practices.

An overview of the program’s content and training processes {s provided, and



a brief discussion of the {mplications of a Teacher Irofessi{onal Developament

Term {8 presented.

FOCUS ON THE RESEARCH ON INSTRUCTION

-

Perhaps the most serfous charges of all that have been recently
leveled at the secondary schools are those which focus on the teaching and
learning processes that prevail {n high schools. Theodore Sizer (1984), in
his study of American secondary schools, reports that the vast ma jority of
high school students are content with satisfying min{mum expectationsg and are
actively {nvolved {n their learning only on the few occasions when the
chances become likely they will fail to meet even these low expectations. He
characterizes the classroom behavior of these students as passive, doc{le and
generally withdrawn from the acti{ve pursuit of learning. Moreover, {n
add{tion to reports concerning students’ lack of engagement in the learning
process, recent studies have also indicated that the teaching processes
employed {n high schools often do not resemble the practices that have been
found, through the research on teaching effectiveness, to mate the greatest
difference in student achievement. Writ  >f the status o the effective
schools movement {n high schools Farracr, Neufield, and Miles (1984) state,

“Program developers report that secondary teachers use

teaching and management methods that are more traditional

than those used by elemeatary teachers--either because

secondary teachers have not been exposed to rthe {nnovative

practices of the last decade or because they have not found

these practi{ces useful. For example, mastery learning is a

rare approach {n high schools. ...To {mplement effective

schools programs, high school teachers will have to learn new

approaches, not fine~tune fam{liar practices." (1984)

Considering these findings and the serious concerns they raise with
respect to the teaching and learning processes that are employed {n high
schools, the coutent of the Protessional Development Term has been drawn from

two major categories of the research on {nstruction. The first category is
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classroom management and organjzational strategies that promote and sustain
student academic engaged time, The second area 15 research-based
1nstr¢ctional cesign components which have been found to inprove students’
mastery of the skills or concepts they are presented in their lessons. These
areas of the teacher effectiveness research have been selected not only
because of the statistical usefulness of their findiags, but more
importantly, because of their practical significance {n addressing the

teaching and learning {ssues most critical to the {nstructional {mprovement

process.

CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT AND ORGANIZATIONAL STRATEGIES

One commonality that continues to appear {n the teacher effect{veness
studies {8 evidence that good classroom management appears to make an
{mportant difference in the overall effectiveness of {nstruction, Throughout
these studies references are made to the instructional leadership role of the
teacher and the executive functions that need to be fulfilled {n classrooms.
The managerial and organizational strategies that have been identified
through both correlational and experimenral teacher effectiveness research
studies have been consistently li{nked with gains {n student achievement and
incressed rates of student academic engaged t ime (Anderson, Evertson, and
Brophy 1978a, b; Berliner, Fisher, Filby, and Mari{lave 1978; Emmer and
Evertson 1980, 1981; Fitzpatrick 1982; Grouws and Good 1978; Stallings 1950).

The classroom management and organizational strategies discussed {n
the staff development program are presented within two categories; namely;
those strategies that have been found to help establish an effect{ve
classroom management system, and those which help to sustain the system.
Briefls, the management strategies that can foster a productive learning
environment {nclude establishing clear expectat{ons and consequences for
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student academic and behavioral performance, elfainating or minimizing
intarruptions of instructiqnal time, and maintaining an academic focus;
whereas those strategies which serve to sustain an effective management
system {nclude mon{toring student behavior, planning for smooth transitiocns
between {nstructional activit{es, holding students accountable, and
establishing a positive classroom climate.

Perhaps the key underlying factor that can account for the
effectiveness of these classroom management strateglies {s that they are
preventati{ve measures, as opposed to reactive steps taken in response to
discipline problems. Thue, one of the aims of the staff development program
18 to provide teachers with an opportunity to formulate some of their
{nstructional decisfons from a proactive, rather than a reactive stance. In
the staff development program the teachers are presented with a series of
guiding questions regarding the marnage t and organization of their
classrooms. ({.e., How will expectations for student academic and behavioral
performance be comminicated? How can {nterruptions of {nstructional time be
eliminated or at least minimized?) These questions are posed to help them
consider how the research-based managerial strategies can most appropriately

be applied i{n their classrooms.

RESEARCH ON INSTRUCTIONAL DESIGN

In most secondary school classrooms teachers face the challenge of
providing group {nstruction for thirty or more students who bring diverse
needs and ab{lities with them to class each day. The challenge to design
high quality group {nstruction which can address students’ individual
learning needs has been the focus of the research on mastery learning for
more than a decade (Block 1974, 1979; Block and Anderson, 1975; Bloom 1968,
1976, 1981, 1984; Guskey 1984), The findingr from these research and
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development efforts provide a considerable amount of evidence of the {mpact
mastery learning hés on student achievement, aad increasingly schools across
the country are exploring ways they can provide their students with the
benefits of mastery learning {nstruction.

The chief characteristi{c that distinguishes mastery learning
instruction from conventional instruction {s that a feedback-corrective
/enrichment loop {s {incorporated within the mastery learning {nstructional
design. Under conventional {nstruction this component {s not typically
present. The feedback correcti{ve/enri{ichment lodp {ncludes formative testing,
{n which au assessment of student progress is conducted, and alternative
learning opportunities. Corrective activities are assigned to those students
{n need of remedial assistance, as determined by their performance on the
format{ve test, while enrichment activities are provided those who
demonstrate a mastery level of performance, These enrichment activities are
designed to extend students’ learning by directi{ng them to use higher
thinking sk{lls and by engaging them in related activities that entich and
enhance the meaning of the lesson.

Two receu. reviews of the teacher effect{veness literature have
provided further support of the {mportance of this instructional component,
The findings of Lysakowski’s and Walberg's (1982) meta-analysis of the
research on instruction indicate that the effects of corrective feedback
place student achievement at approximately the 83rd perceatile of learning on
control group distriwmtions. In addition, among the six major {nstructional
functions that Rosenshine (1983) has fdentified in his analysis of the
teacher effect{iveness research he has {ncluded three functions which are
directly related to the feedback—corrective loop. These are,

~-"Review, checking previous days’ work (and reteaching {f
necessary)



—-Init{al student practice (and checking for understanding)
~~Feedback and correctives (and reteaching {f necessary)"

Thus, {n addition to presenting research-based classroom management
strategies in the staff development program, the teachers are also provided
with {nformation regarding mastery learning f{nstructional procedures and are
assisted with the process of designing units of instruct{on that incorporate
the chief principle of mastery learning, the feedback-corrective/enri :hnent
loop.

To summarize, the content of the program {s focused on two areas of
the research which have been found to make the greatest difference in student
achievement. It {s f{mportant to note that the research suggests that the
combination of these teaching functions can make a signit{cant difference {n
student achievement, Without an effective classroom mansgement system that
holds students accountable to a clear set of academic and behavioral
expectations and establishes an environment conducive for learning, the most
thoughtfully and cacefully designed lesson will fail to realize the kind of
pay~“fs, in terms of student learning, that {t might have otherwise.
Likewise, to merely {ncrease the amount of time students spend engaged {n
learning {8 not sufficient, {f we are truly interested in academic
excellence. Granted, students’ involvement {n the learning process i{s a
necessary condition for their academic success. However, we need to consider
not only the quant{ty of time they are favolved, but also the quality of the
time stucdents are engaged in the learning process, and how that {nvestment of

their energies will contribute to their learning achievement.

FOCUS ON THE RESEARCH ON EFFECTIVE STAFF DEVELOPMENT PRACTICES

As noted earlfer, both "he content and delivery system of this staff

development program are research-based., The rescearch on staff development

6

3



has clearly indicated that simply providing teachers with sccess to findings
from the research on fnstruction {8 not suificlent to alter existing patterns
of the teaching/learning process (Coladarct and Gage 1984), Thus, the design
of each of the training activities f{ncluded in the program has {ncorporated
those research-based staff development practices which have been found to
{ncrease the likelihood that the fnstruct{onal strategles presented {n the
program will actually be fmplemented by the teachers.

Among the findings from the research on eifective staff deve lopnent
practices that have {nfluenced the design of the program {s the work of Joyce
and Showers (1982) on the transfer of training and peer coach{ug. However,
in addition to their work, the design of the program has also drawn upon a
number of others’ contributions to the research and development in this area
(Bauchner and Loucks 1982; Fullan and Pomfret 1977; Cersten and Carnine 1981;
Lieberman and Miles 1981; Little 1982; Loucks 1983; Sparks 1983; Stallings
1981, 1983). In many ways the findings of these researchers outline a set of
staff developwent pactices that can egsentially be described as a nastery
learning model of professional develcpment. In mastery learning, the
teacher’s concern extends beyond the {nitial preparation and presentation of
the lesson to student understanding and thefr application of the concepts or
skills that have been presented {n the lesson. Likewise, the aim of these
staff development practices i{s not only to present the research-based
instructional strategies to the teachers, bu. alsc to assist them {n actually
using the strategies within the {nstructional program,

The professional development program that has been designed {ncludes
four major sets of activities. These activities include 8 summer sem{nar,
three follow—up sessions, peer observstions and coaching, and an

admini{strators’ seminar. Each of these activities are briefly described {n

the following sections.
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SUMMER SEMINAR

Boyer's original proposal to establish a Teacher Professfonal
Deve lopment Term called for the addition of a two—week block of time to the
school year. Rather than allocating the entire amount of time evailable for
the Professional Development Term during the summer, the staff development
program described here includes a one-week seminar and three follow-up
sessions scheduled during the first semester of the following school year.
The purpose of the additional follow-up sessions i{s to provide ongoing
support for the teachers as they begin to use the instructional strategies
presented {n the program. During the summer seminar the teachers sre
introduced to the classroom management and organizational strategies and the
principles of mastery learning. A research~based rationale for these
{astructional strategies is presented. In particular, evidence linking the
classroom management strategies and student academic engagement rates, and
the effects of corrective feedback on student achievement {s highlighted.

Following this introduction, the {nstructional design compone:.s
related to the application of these strategies are discussed. For example,
with regard to the application of mastery learning principles, the
{nstructional design componeits that are considered {nclude {denti{fyfug and
sequencing lesson objectives, dividing learning objectives into units of
{nscruction, and determini{ng mastery standards. In addftion, the
construction of formative and summative tests, and the development of
corrective and enrichment learning activities are discussed,

Throughout the discussion of these instructional design components
the {mportance of their congruence {s stressed. It is emphasized that care
should be taken to ensure that learning object{ves are ciearly and precisely

stated, that the lesson i{s focused on mastery of these objectives, and thac
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the tests designed to assess student performance axe directly related to
these speciff{c object{ves.

Once this overview of tae recearch on {nstruction has bdbeen preseated,
sample lessons which incorporate these {nstructional design compunents are
distributed to the teachers. The sample lessons are s{aply oifered as
examples of how the research-based principles can be applied. However, 1t (s
noted that there {8 no one "ccrrect" way to apply these instructional
strategies, and that they are not pe followed as & formula or recipe for
effective {fustructf{on. Rather, cons{dering the unique set of variables
affecting the instruct{onal process that teach=cts need to deal wizh each day
in thef{r claesrooms, it {s emphasized that oaly they can best determine the
most appropriate use of these strategies. Thus, the design of the training
activities throughout the staff development program {s based on the premise
that the most critical role teachers need to fulfili {s that of a
decision-maker actively involved {n the {nstructional prozess, as opposed to
one that calls for Llind adherence to a lockstep set of procedures.

During the summer seminar the teachers are divided into teams on the
basis of the subject matter and content area they have gelected o begin
their application of the research~based instructional principles, FEach team
develops leeson plans for units of {nstruction they will be teaching {n the
fall. By vorking together on teams, the teachars can not only complete gome
advance planning, but also they can receive feedback on their plans from the
program director, as well as from their colleagues. Furthermore, through the
team planning sessions the teachers can broaden their {nstructional
repertoires by drawing from the strengths of the varfous teaching stylecs

ented on the team.

Thus, the summer seminar does not mereiy provide teachers with a
presentat{on of research-based {nstructional strategies. Rather, the seminar
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calis for the active {nvolvement of the participants and {t enables thea to
casici1lize on each other’s teaching talents by engaging them {n a

collaborative effort with their colleagues throughout the program.

ONGOING PROFLSSIONAL DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES

As stated earlier, the purpose of the three one~day follow—up
sessions, each scheduled approximately one moath apart during the first
semester, is to provide ongoing assistence to the teachers {a thef{r {nitial
efforts to apply the research-based {nstructional strategies in thelr
classrooms. These sessions give the teachers an opportunity to share with
one another both thefr difficulties and their successes in using these {deas.
A8 in the team planning sessions, this exchange of {deas can help to {ncrease
“he number of options the teacher can consider {n the management of thelr
classrooms and in their design of each component of the lesson.

During the first follow—iup session teachers exchange addit{ional
lesson plans they have des{gned since the summer seminar. Also, they are
given the opportunity to share their concerns related to the use of the
resear ch-based instructional strategies. By providing these oppurtunities {n
the follow—up sessions the teachers can become aware of the fact .hat others
are also dealing with many of the same {ssues that may be providing some
obstacles to the{r own i{mplementation of the research-based strategies.
Through these problemsolving sessions the teacher can consider alternative
ways to effectively deal with these {ssues, as well as trouble-shoot areas of
potent{al concern.

At the first follow—up session the teachers are also given trafining
in the process of conducting peer observations. It is emphas{zed during the
trairing that the purpose of the observations s to provide objective,
descriptive, non-judgmental feedback to each other, One of the suggest{ions
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offered {8 to focus some of the observations on studeit behavior., For
example, maintaining student'involvement while dealing with more thar one
group of students {8 a concern the teachers may have as they begin to use
mastery learning. Consequently, measures of student engagement rates would
be a helpful source of information for the teachers. Hence, one of the
observational methods discussed in the sessions i{s an assessment of the
amount of student time-on~task that occurs during the fnstructional per{od,

During the first semester each teacher {s involved {n a minimum of
two observation cycles. In other words, they .re observed by one of their
colleagues and they serve as an observer themselves at least twice. They are
given the prerogative of determining for themselves which of their colleagues
pariicipating {n the program they we will request to observe thei{r class,
Time {s provided for these classroom observations by arranging to have
substitute teachers available.

At the second follow-up session the lesson plans the teachers
prepared for the first session are returned. Suggestions for strengthening
the plans are noted based upon the feedback received at the first session and
indi{vidual recommendations given by the program director. The teachers are
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 discuss their reflections concerning the peer observation and
coaching process and share teaching {deas they have gafned from observing
each other. An additional nbservation cycle 1{s then scheduled following this
session,

The teachers reconvene once again, about one month later, to provide
them with a forum to share their concerns and suggestions, to discuss
effective {nstructional strategies they have observed {n each other’s
classrooms, to exchange the lesson plans they have designed, and to consider

11
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their future applications of the research-based principles {n additional
courses that they teach.

During each of the thiree follow—up sessious the teachers are cffered
addit{onal research-based {nformation that can reinforce thefr applications
of the strategies present:cd {n the summer sem{nar. Specifically, the
research on problem-solving, student learning styles, and cooperative
learning environments is discussed. Each of these areas of research {s
directly related to the effort to establish a productive learning
environment, and to design lessons that stimulate higher thinking skills, as
vell as to provide alternative corrective activities that accommodate
students’ {ndividual learning differences. This {nformation is offered in
the follow—up sessions to help the teachers consider the multiple dimens{ons
of their {nstructional decisions, and to enhance their appreciation of the
impact that those decisions can have on the learning achievement of thelir

students,

ADMINISTRATIVE SEMINAR

In addftion to the teacher—training components of the staff
development program, the program includes a brief (two-hour) seminar for the
school administration, Participants of the seminar i{nclude all district
level and building admin{strators, as well as {nstructional supervisors
(i.e., department cheirmen). In the seminar an overview of the
research-based instructionsl principles {s presented and a d{scussion of
their ‘mplications {s held. These {ssues include the role of the student in
the learning process, classroom management concerns, the pacing of
instruction, and the grading of student performance. Furthermore,
suggestions of ways administrators can support teachers {n thelr efforts to

implement the recommended {nstructional strategies are offered. The support
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strategies presented at the administrators’ seminar are research-based. As
noted earlier in the discussfon of the teachers’ professfonal development
program, the {nstructional strategies presented to the teachers are drawn
from the research on effect{v: {nstructi{onal practices. LLikewi{se, the
support strategies that are presented to the administrators are drawn f rom
the research on effective schyols. In particular the strategies that are
presented in the seminar include the administra*ive support functfons
outlined by Gersten and Carnine (1981), the instructional leadership
behaviors linked to the characteri{stics of effective schools {dentified by
Russell and White (i980), and the admin{strative behaviors related to
{nstructional {mprovement noted bty Loucks and her colleagues (Bauchner and
Loucks 1982; Loucks and Zacchei{ 1983) {n their studies of the dissemi{nation
process.

Apong the recommendatf{ons for strengthening the {nstructional
improvement process that are discussed in the seminar are the following:

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

~-working with teachers to overcome obstacles to {mplementing
mastery learning strategies

“monitoring {instructional performance and providing feedback
-“—understanding that teachers’ {nitfal efforts to {mplement the
recommended instructional strategies may be somewhat awkward

at first

-~providing encouragement to teachers by recognizing their
accomplishments and

~-providing teachers with opportunities to share instructional
{deas with each other through peer o‘servations and collegial
planning gession
Besides their participat{ion {n the seminar, the administrators are

also encouraged to attend the summer seminar and follow—up sess{ons along

with the teachers from their school. The {nvolvement of the admd nistrators
13
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in these various aspects of the program {s intended to serve as another
source of {ts strength. Without the school leadership’s understanding of
these research-based {nstructional principles and their active support of
their {mplementation, the chance that these princinles will actually be

applied within the school’s {nstructional program {8 needlessly placed in

jeopardy.

PROGRAM IMPLICATIONS

What has been described above {s an intensive staff development
effort to help secondary schools provide high quality group {nstruction, Its
focus {8 narrow. It is solely concerned with improving students’ achievement
by providing them with research~based {nstructional strategies. Furthermore,
the teachers are encouraged {n the program to inftially apply these
instructional strategies {n only one course. Since their application of
these research—based principles will more than likely require some extra time
at first, to ask teachers to attempt to i{nitiate these procedures {n more
than one course within the same year can possibly exhaust their energy at the
outset, and thus diminish the effectiveness of the{r instruction.

This concentration of the staff development program on a limited
portion of the {nstructfonal program may be somewhat disconcerting for school
administrators, particulary those most deeply comm{tted to strengthening the
{nstructional programs of their schools. The evidence of the effectiveness
of these research-based {nstructional principles and their fmpact on student
learning {s compelling. However, by {nitially placing a realistic and
practical limit on the application of these principles, the chances for
building a framework for ongoing professional development beyond the actual
duration of the program are greatly {fmproved. As the teachers begin to

assess the learning gains of their students and see the difference {n the
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extent of students’ participation and involvement i{n the learning process,
they will {ucreasingly become aware of the power of their {nstructional
decisions, and will be encouraged to apply these research-based strategies {n
each of their classes. Moreover, as other teachers within the school see the
results achieved by these teachers and become motivated to try these
{nstructional strategies in their own classrooms, the {nitial group of
teachers can provide invaluable assistance to them as they begin to consider
these {deas. Essentially, the accomplishments of these teachers can help to
establish a network of support and encouragement within the school for others
interested in applyi{ng these research-based {deas {n their classes.

The potential for these long-range outcomes of the staff development
program can only be realized when all those {nvolved have a sincere interest
and genuine commitment to the program. If an overly ambitious effort {is
launched at the outset, the frustrations encountered as a consequence can
weaken such a8 commitment. Thus, while the init{al focus of the staff
development program is narrow, the program potentially has far reaching
implications for strengthening and expanding the {nstructionel improvement

process within the school.

CONCLUSION

The design of the Teacher Professi{onal Development Term described in
this article combines the strengths of two areas of research vital to the
instructional improvmement process; the research on instruction, and the
research on staff development. Over the past decade a more solid knowledge
base has been established {n each of these areas of research, and they
contain some meaningful findings concerning the selection of both the countent
and delivery systems of staff development programs. To take into
consi{deration only one of these areas of research, to the exclusion of the
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other, {n the design of professional development programs runs the risk of
shortchanging the effectiveness of classroom teachers and the ach{evement
potential of their students. However, the combination of these sources of
professional knowledge can empower teachers by enabling them to make an

{mportant difference in their students’ learning.
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