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ackgrou nformatio 0 al Perspective

In 1976, the Board of ﬁegentd"(State Board of Education) tecéqmended

as part of the Statewide Plap ‘for the Development éﬁ Postsecondary Educa-

tiop that the Commissioner of Education prepare a policy statement on
inservice education for consideration by the Board., -
The recommendation stimulated thé COhvening of two representative

conferences sponsored by the New York Teacher Corps network and the

13

Teacher Education, Certification and Practice Board. The first confer-
ence, in 1976, was_heib to identify the major issues {n inservice educa-
tion. At the second conference, in 1977, representatives,of statewide

organizations wre asked to prepare papers on their point of view on the

N

-

issues pgeleusly identified.

Funds provided by the Four-State project enabled the staff of the

o

State Education Department to prepare a bollcy statement for- considera-
tion by the Board of Regents. The paper that is here included is the
/ proposed statement. At the time of submigsion, it had nslther been

approved by the Commissioner of Education or submitted to the Board of
) \
Regents. . Vﬁ

r

Prototype Elements

Governance: )
Staté Education .pepartment organized to;

a, coordinate internal development and operations

b. assist da the development and coerdination of local programs

c. provide technical assistance and dissemination services to

. - local districts and higher {natitutions ’

Local school .distritts to establish steering committee with member-
ship from professional personnel employed by the district, comgunity
and institutions of higher education, Stedring committee will have
responsibility for'inservice .prograp development, implementation and

-,evaluati®n,. ;
" )




Needs Agssegsmeat: J
Needs assesgment to be conducted by the Steering committee of each
~local school district. Needs assessment to be responsive to local
"priorities as stated in district ‘goals and objectives.

+

Outcomes: A .
Inservice education activities will be plannéd to maintain and
increase knowledge and skills of school personnel to enable them o
to perform their assigned duties.

A
Delivery System:
Delivery of all local inservice education activities to be planned
and evaluated by the schobl district steering committee. Delivery
mechanism will vary to meet the needs of the district and the,
availability of those providing inservice educatidn activities

o

Rewards/[ncentives: .
Professional personnel will take a more active role {n planninhg, .
4 decision-making and evaluation of locally delivered inservi ﬁﬁ ; )
education activities., .Professional personnel.will maintain
license registration through participation {in inservice educa-
, tion activities. . .

/ - ~

Evaluation: .
State Edulation Department will continuously moniter quantity,
cost and effectiveness of all inservice education activities con-
-ducted at the local level through review of plans. submitted by

) each district. _ o _
, : //"—‘ ¢ L

Local school districts will have responsibility for program evalua-
tion and submittal of resultsto the State Education Department.

43V

Funding:

The State Education Department to appropriate a percentage of state
v v revenues to be set aside by local school districts fgn\inservice
{ education, ' . o '

L]

]

OQbservations: Ta

-

The policy statement here included has yet to be approved by the
? y * . Commissioner of Education or submitted to the Board of Regents,
Given their respective approval, many items still require resolution
such as: '
Plan developmedt’ thrOugh the Teacher Education, Certification and
, Practives Board; .
‘Roles and responsibilities of planning group for setting guidelines,
establishing recommendations, and extent of membership;
State Education Department's role in plannfng through an
Inter-unit council composed of affeedad unit menagers;
Egtablishment of a time-line ﬂor projected completion dates
. . planning phases,

\) ( . ¥ .
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Statement on Inservice Eéucation

for Education Personnel

/ )

The ﬁdard of Regents propose that there be a coordinated,

publicly-supported statewide sysﬁém Qf’inserv}ce educat%on for

\

professional pérsonnel of the public schools. ' Inservice education
~ M ~

L}

is defined as: .
Systematically designed activities which are’
planned 'to maintain and increase knowledge ’
and skills of school persennel and which
enable them to perform better their assigned .
duties,

The purpose of this Regents Statement is-to explicate the

necessity of. meeting present and future educational needs through
.. | , ,
the inservice education of school personnel. The explosion of
. <
knowledge, standards for pupil competency, federal/state mandates
. . ) . )
for previously 'underserved populations, and major demographic.

changes in professional staff make such a Statement appropriate.

This paper.also includes information on; current inservice
education activity, éxpenditures for inservice in the State,
demographics of professional personnel in the schools,' and recent

€nactments by the federal government requiring the coordination

of inservice education.
),

-

Y

The major goals of a policy‘bn inservice education should

[ 4

be: 1) the allocation of funds to the local level for purposes

of inserﬂlce education of its profesiﬁonal staff, 2) systematic

planning at the local level for purposes of meeting district goéls

. 6 -




and objectives, 3) involvement of professional personnel in

develoﬁlng inservice activitiesg, 4)'particibation of colleges

and universities in meeting district and professional mneeds

e \
T, . . . '
through preservice and inservice education.

&
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Background and Ratjonale -

> .

[nservige education of the professional staff in the schook ‘)
A .
- 0 L]

districts of New York State is presently sporadic and uncoordinated.

*

Approximately two- thirds of the school ‘didtricts lack a plan for

'\Cb51gn1ng and implementing inservice educatlon to meet SpelelC
l Ay

.objectlves. Without a well defined pflan for a coordinated and

1

S .

comprehensive program of inservice education it is difficult, if
y
‘not~impossib1e, to determine whether inservice education is making
. v
a difference in the gqdality of the educatlonal program for pupils

*

"
in the schools

' 7

2 -
Datq from surveys and financial reports rovide the followin
y ) p g

profile of a typical district's approach to inservice education.

[

. The typical districtE

¢
[}

) l. Sponsors three one-day-inservice programs & year which
are held in school district facilities durlng the regu-
lar school day,. - ) 'ﬁ

. 2. Sponsors programs which - A
~ a. deal primarily with instructional .Strategies
. b. are responsive to teacher\knterest
c. are evaluated by participant questipnnaire .
[ ’ - \ ’

\ *3. Has n0'wr1tten policy or plan for the 1mplementatlon‘—’

of inservice.

’

)

N

[y

. 4. ﬁae a provision in the negotiated contract for inservice
‘ education. ' . - !

5. Does not award salary 1ncreases for partlclpatlon in
1nserv1ce activities, '

“
1 y J

Survey of Inservice quining Programs in School Districts

2 “ :

‘ Survey of Tnservice Training Progx@ms in School Districts
and Annual Financial Report. ,

ERIC - - 8
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6. Provides limited involvement in planning, development,'
implementation and.evaluation by people other than thq&
: superintendent or principal. .

, - 7. Provides minimal ianvolvement of institutions of higher
' education in inservice activity. '

. . .

: ' .ot .
8. Experids $1900 from its General Fund for, this purpese. \\
. -

‘Data from the survey of inservice training programs suggest
- v
a prepondgrancg of unplanned, uncoordinated inéérvfbe acttv%ties. /
Often there i8 no continuity with the content of these activities
v// and, as a result, there is only limited impact on “the professional
.growth of the staff. Formal courses and wo¥kshops are often the
_ ' ' .
primary means for ﬁroviding inservice education, whereas, other
acfivities, suchfés informal study and observation of other staff'
are negleizted.. Teachers are‘ often allowed to select only from;
. - . .
pkédeﬁéf§!’!ﬂvlist of topics for the inservice courses and work-
shops. They are seldom involved in deciding thefcontent'of cours¢st
how they are to be provided'or how their success will be evaluated.

- .
Although daﬁi_from Annual Financial Reports indicate that a-
\ ¢ 4

'€ typical'district spends $%9OU per year on inservice activities, -
.there is reas;n to &iiieve this figure %s suspect. for example,
- 62,28% off the school districtS'ié the State report no inservice w\\
— expenditures, yet 'only 13% of the digtricts-report%d no inservice
) v . ‘

.activity. Such discrepancies between recorded expenditures and

program activities guggest that the Annudal Financial Report is

inadequate to record accurately the wide range of inservice expendi-
_ » _

tures by districts. : 9 | '
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" For two decades-ﬁm&of to the 1970's the'primary concern of

the teaching professionrwas to deal ‘with the problems of a rapidly
' ‘ ' . ¢ .

increalbing public school Pdopulation. Emphasis was necesgarily

. ' ‘ +

placed on preparation of sufficient staff to meet the needs of

-

a growing school gopulation. Since the'earLy 1970's, - however,
h h ] . . . -

the situation has changed. School buildings hale been closed

becausé of shrinking enfbllments.' Filled ‘teaching pdsitions

s -

have been terminated, ‘and at present,, there arg about 12,000 .

-
!

more certified persons in the State than there 'are positions,
As the size of school staffs continues to decrease and -
! N

fewer people enter the Enofession, the characteristics of pro- °

3 ‘
fessional personnel have altered. The median age has increased;
- 4 :

. -~ »
a higher’ percentage of personnel have one or more years of gradG:‘
. ' -

ate study and permanent certification. These trends can be expected
}

to continue. - (See Appendix)
. ~ ' est,
. 1973-74  1977-78  1985-86
Number of P&blic School Personnel 187,956 175,879 144,539
% with Masters Degree or more 45.5 60.6 68.5
% 33 years of age or older - 53.4 64.2 69.1
% with permanent'certikication . 65.9 86.9 + 89.4

e

In adcﬂﬂtion te demographic changes, ‘otHer developments also

4
-~ i

requireé attention to the inservice education of the professional
’ * A o

personnél. Advances in knowledge related both to subjedt area

-and learning require new learning, on the part of existing school -

( ¢ ~
' \

staff, Major federal and State 1egislation‘requirzs s@hools to -

o
4 ' [y
. i L3

-

- B
LN
[N 1 0 . -
. .
. N n
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, ‘most @resént—day teachers and administrators have

" 6 -
/ L}

A\
L~ » A

foéﬁs on new populations, viz- the:handicapped, the non-English'
speaking, the giftéd and talented. The graduate, programs of

4

focused on”
/ > : s o
academic subject area and general pedagogy rather than on such

4

specific needs. Pertinent inservi;e education is required to.

Ly
-

4 : 1
é . v e b

meet these needs. , )
. 'y -~

“ The federal governmeﬁt has recognized .the need for a more
: , Yoo , A
coordinated approach .o preservice and inservice education. = Such

a4

recognitiqn’motivate% c8ngress in 1978 to amend ESEA Titles IV

dnd V to require the submission of a comprehensive plan for staff

) S
development and g&g coordinatQOn of_preserviéé dnd inservice edu-

~

. . et ‘ a— . . . P p
cation. The Regents’ recommended in their 1979 publication, Federal

Legislation and Education in New York State that a natiomal staff .
. o ‘ :
. P

development act be pagsed to insure coordination at the federal =
l . - '
level. . ' : -

)
-

>

» - i .
Other legislative action by the federdl government under-

sqores the recognition of tge need for inservice educétipn. igwo .
sections of the Higher Education.Act of 1965 are ‘specifically

addressed to inservice educatiodn; Section 5}1 of the Act proVides

for the Natién&l Teacher Qbrps progrdm,which has major emphasis

on inservice. Section 532 of the Act establisned.the Teachef a :

Center-Program whigh is focused on inseTvice education.
. [ - . . -

4

Given these trends, the Regents believe Epat increasing-

)
L4

emphasis must be placed on inservig¢e edusation. New and more

‘efficient ‘methods for plannings, implementing, and funding,inser~

e

3
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vice education must be found. Since certification requirements

and salary increments are no «longer predominant incentives for

enCOuraging professionals to.remain current, additional impetus
Sy, -
toware/this end mus t be prov1ded

.
-

The Regents acknowledge the contributions which have been - N

»mede by the Teacher Corps programs in the sk@gte. Theseg contri%u—,
ot

tions include the establishment of more closely articulated school

- Y

district/college reiétionships and the involvement of community
o .

v ’

representatives in, program development and operation: The three
® , . . " e - .
federally supported Teacher Centers in New York State are demon- 3.

v oo D ]

v 4

strdting the concept . .and operationfof_collaboratiVely planned and
; .

. -

developed ipservice education.

In addition, me seventeen other separate pieces of federal
. \ - ) ' ‘
legislation (See Appendix C) provide for support of inservice
. ' ¢ ~

educatioh.. Examples of those categorical programs'are:, Education ”

.

of the Disadvantaged Bilingual Education, Right~to-Read, Education

for Handicapped. These-categorical grants provide for important
contributions to ‘the improvement of schools: At.the same time
their range and'hagnituée highlight the need:for the ﬁepartment
and school distriots to address a systematic effort to coordinate
the use o£ catagorical funds to meet local’goals and objectives
?he need for inseryioe education is accepted by @very’major

-constituency having an interest in the schools. Many school

districts and their respective staffs are”grappling with ways by

»

which schooi improvement can be -addressed through a more comprehensive.

L3

: ' 12 - . d
and planned inservice education. .

3
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I keéping with the gtate's own rBSansibidity for: the per-

.
-

C - formance of its publi¢ scHool sygtem, 'a more comprehensive and _
‘ . - . . , 1 o ) o~ . HE o
coordinated approach to-inservice must now be taken. T3 this

-~

.

. Yy ’ o _
end, the Regénts have identified the-‘critical elements of a %ta e

~ rd . .
' . '

plan for inservice education. ‘ B, S K

Y \

Critital Elements of a Plan for Insdirvice Education

¢

t
9 ' -;v'.’
and implémepted over a five-year period. The plan should be fon

L]

a system designed. to:

» 1. Lead to perceived improvement of programs and actual !
improvement in test scores.

[}

.o 2. Respond to the identified learning needs of pupils.

3. Operate through joint participation and contribution’ .
of affected institutions, agencies and associations.- .

‘4. Assure that each district, or combination of districts
within the State, and each member of the district staff |
has accegs .to the resources needed to improve the educa- .
tional program. :

. ]
The statewide system of inservice education when fully imple- ,

mented will require specific functions by the State Education

)

. Department,'sqhool districts, professional personnel, and insti-

-

tutions of higher learning.
Such functions include the following:
Goal I .

The New Ybrk State Education*DeparZXent will allocate funds

7

to local scHool districts for ?urposes of inservice education of

*

professional staff and require districts to provide for the cofitinu-

‘ing educatioﬁ,,of ataff, o 13 ;



Objectives . o %
N . P [} .
To‘eqsure the establishment .
of a cbordiR§ted plan for
inseryice educatlon at the

distr1 t level.

L4

T

To ensure that all permanently
certified and practicing
professionals undertake
inservice education.

Goal II

purposes of meeting district goals ahd objectives through inservice

-

Each school district will engage in systemétjcfplanning for

.

~education of its professional bersonnel.

!

Objectives

To have a plan for inservice .
education based on the spe-
cific goals and objectives

of the district:.

To allocate state resources
for lmplementatlon oﬁ the ,
plan. . _ LI

To ensure the involvement of

pertinent groups in the various
phases of planning,
. tation and evaluation of inser-

implemen-

Vice education. ‘ 14

. that a percentage of state

.
.
7 ~\.) +

‘Organize Department admini-

. for the inseryice plan.

Activities

Require by apprdpriate action

revenues be set aside by
local districts for 1nser-
vice education.

strative structure to.

a,. coordlnate 1nternal
daevelopment and opera-
tions of inbBervice activi-
ties.

b. provide tachnlcal agsis-
taqpq and dissemination
services to local .districts
and higher institutions.

Establish regulationis requirinc
local districts to provide

for continuding education of y
staff.

.

v

-

.

Activities

Develop a clear Statement
of instructional goals-and
objectives which form a basis

Allocate a percentage of
state funds for inservice
program planning, implemen-
tation and evaluation

. '

’
Establish an inservice
steering committee with v
membershvip from: S




~ . S - a., cgntral office ~
. X - administration.
. - L ) ’ b, building level
. ‘ ‘administration
’ . - ' ~ c. community

t a. an institution(s) of
higher education
e. school staff ~

Steering committee will have

r%sponsibiiity for inservice

programs and activities

designed to meet established

goals and objectives-throub
a, development

/ ; ~ b. implementation
¢ ‘ c.. evaluatign
4. To demonstrate how federal Submit plans tb the Departm
and other funds granted to . specifying the use of federa
the district will be used ‘ and other funds used_t§.sup
to support the goals and port .the goals and object]j
- objectives of the district. of the district.
- . | \ v
" Goal TII : - |
The professioﬁél staff of the public schools will take an ?

active ‘role in planning and participation in district sponsored

inservice education. ‘ ‘ A
m . . &(
. Objectives - ‘ Actjvities
l. To pafticipate in the deci- Be.represented on the distr
sioquakinq process regarding , steering committee.
inservice education. ')‘ - .
2. To maintain competence in the : Demonsirate a commitment to
duties to which assigned. , improved competence through
g i ' ',> * the completion of continuin

education related to school
goals and objectives.




ol

Goal IV -

New York State colleges and universjties will take & more

active role in responding to current needs of school gistricts'

~

and their professional personnel,

!

e

Pbjectives

1. To be responsive to district
goals and objectives,

2. TOJH’%iculate preservice
and inservice education.

[N,

. . . .
Activities "

Aid districts in establighing
and implementing inservigpe
through: o h

a. research

b. development

c. evaluation

Provide resources for
training activities and
meeting district g@als and

objectives.

Provide leadership in the
articulation of preservice

L ]
‘ and inservice education.

-~
.

( ) , Funding and Accounting

The Regents' policy for inservicg education envisages change
A )
in the present system of funding and accounting for expenditures.

Although the school professional has an individual responsi-
o \ a“w : )

bility fér maintaining competence, the public should share in that )
r@sbonsibility'by ensuring that personnel and resources remairn

adequate to current needs. To this end, the Regents recommend

that a goal of at least 1% of each district's revenues from the

/

-State should be allocated to the support of a planned and coordina-
. ) . ’

ted inservice education effort by 1984, -




+

¢ . ‘ e
j Rationale/ for Public Funding ' d . . ‘ !

.
E 4 . [

‘The” maintenan¢e of- professional competency 1is typically
~ g R : - ;
viewad as an individual responsibility.\ To Some degree, this is
. w. e .. »

true of professionals éerving in pﬁé rublic schools, especially

Ps

: . - (.
as it applies toysatisfaction of pqrsonal goals--obtaining certi-

-

\

fication in pew areas, for example. However, significant differ-'\ff
R :

. . .\L_/\"‘ . ) ! '
ences exist in this respect betweensschool personnel and other

p{bfGSSionals. School personnel always work within formal insti- ,

-

tutional settings whichare governed and monitored at the local and
State level. Many of the other pfofessionals licensed by this

!
Department are independent practitioners %hose clignts come to

them on a'voluntary basis.( Federal, State and lvcal mandates (fér
. o

areas sucly as; mainstreaming, revised program objectives, new cur-

riculum adoption, etc.) give added reason for public reéponsibility

. . )
to maintain competence of school personnel.
F !
< '

A

Accounting for Inservice Education Expenditures

3

The present accounting system does not lend itself to identi-
— [ % - ) »

lad

fying the current expenditure level “for inservice education. Con-

° sequentl?, eacﬁ school.district should, (with guidance ‘provided by
the State Education Department) by the 1980+81 school year.institute
a special accounting procedure té idgﬂ%ify the émount'presently |
expended for salaries, consultants, travel conferences, workshops,
fuition reimbursemeﬁg, salary differentials, etc., as they relate

to inservice education. Once these amounts aﬁe iden#Yfied, each

district will be asked to report its\fulf'expenditureﬁto the Department

for fﬂiiey on-fhe nnual Financial Rep01{7(ST-3). -
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Regents Action
[ ' \ ¢ ' ’
4
The Board of Regents adopts the following as a policy on . \\

insgrvice education: - Y . -
"y \

~

1. That a planned, coordinated and publicly‘supported
method for inservice education be established by -,
school districts in the State. ' ’

N

2. That "inservice education" be defined as those system-
atically designed activities which are planned to main-
tajn and increase the knowledge and skills of school
personnel in’carrying out their assigned responsibilities.

3.. The, Board of Regents direcgs the Department to:

A. Prepare an amendmef ko Section 3.14 of the
rules o¥”the Board of Regents which would
“ charge the Teacher Education, Certification
and “Practices. Board with the specific respon-
. sipidity of advising the Commissioner and
VRéQentsLon all aspects.of inservice education.

- ° © A

B. Outline in greater detail the steps that nqu“
to he taken by'all partieg to implement the DY
.policy during the next five years. A time-
table will Be established to guide these acti-
vities, '
) 13
« . C. TIdentify a means within the Department for the
coordination of State and federal resources allo-
. cateq to inservice education. | _ o
D. Develop a procediure by which the amount and pur-
poses of present expenditures made by school dis- -
tricts for inservice education may be recorded in
uniform fashion.
. . W .
E. 'Develop for Reqgents' consideration requlatory and/ S
or statuatory proposals for further implementing
the policy. ) 0

1

%
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Appendices
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. ) . .Q

- Survey of Inservice Training Programs

in School Districts: &Survey Results

Demographic Data -
- Age Distribution . ©T
Degre® Distribution |

Certification Distribution ' { .

s
<« :
%« \[inancial ‘Data |
Percent of State Révenues Spent on
Inservice Education by Number of Districts

Federal Categorical Programs with Professional (

™~ Development Components

14
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‘ Appendix A

Y

ourvey vt Tuscrvaie Traioing Pro;inﬁr in
School Districty - Survey Resulls

4

[

7

_ -
*Average number qf such programs in districts so reporting

i Tine of Program (\
Before the tegular schosl day
During the regular. school day
"After the repular school day
During a:n abbreviated school day
Weekends, vacation and®summex

-

¢

2. Number of BOCES sponéored'

inservice programs attended

3. Number of districts with

written policy regarding
fnservice programs

/e Number of districts with
written plan for development
and implementation of inservice

foogrnms
N

Number Sent- R 757

Numwbher Returrid- o 519 -

‘Number. Not Returiey- v » 218 °

Numher Reporting No - Inservice Activity- /7

\‘ ! .
@ N\ \
L. District Sponsored Inservice Prdgramsg
¥
\ - Number of Avy-page Nualer cf
Leugth or Programs ! ' pateigt
1 day . 1748 N e o
2-5"days 809 1.56
l weel to 1 month v 354 .68
| month to 1 semester 494 .95
Ll semester to 1 year \Qzﬁ 37
Longer than 1 year 6 .09
o " 3645 ’ ,
Location of Program
In school district facilitics 2419 4.66.
At post secondary facilities 207 .40 :
At otter school district facilities 266 .31 . ‘ !
At BOCES 421 .81
. ~ 3313 ‘ >

78 '
1558 |
1186 \

1436

Number
..

172

/

201

.15
3.00
2.29

b

.95

2.77

’

Percent of those
Districts Reporting

33.1

38.7



s N Percent of those
5. Number of districtg reporting . Number Districts Reporting ™
expeuditurcs for salary incveases = . ', ¢ - - '
awvarded for inservice attendance . | B XV ' " 45
I \ . N ¢ .
P ‘ » -
6, Number of dLsttttts Lndicntth . - >
' expenditures for expenses of
stalf. to attend“ﬂhﬁervice programs - . 362 .. 70 )
. ’ . . | \ o ) . . ' ‘
}. ‘Numbgr of districts with pYuvision . ' | Yo b U ‘ :
in negotiated contract or written ' ' ' '
N agrevment. for Yuservice dducativn 294 'j) , 57
8. Inservice Activities, conducted dugiag 19/7-78 .
o “Number of Dictilcts witWathis Percent of those Ranks  °
Toupic as topic of inservice -activity, Distrjct revorting L% 2%*
Instructional Strategies ' 197 - ) 18 _ l 3
- Planain? Uistroctioansi Activit!ns 190 2 36." )2 .9
S211 Kuowledpe in Corteat Arca 184 : 35.5 % 13
Working with Handicapped Child..a 169 _ 32,6 4 4
Teachiny, Basic campctencies 154 . _ 29.3 5 1
Unrkin, with Citced Clitldren 151 C 29,1 SR ¢ P S S—
Conduct Luearning Activities 151 29.1 ¢ 15
classroom Management ° 146 29,0 R 10
Planatag Tastructional OHJeqxivcs A : 277 .9 8
Proscribine Individulized Activity 122 ’ o 23,5 10 ¢ ¢
Identilivitg “tudent Mogas 119 ?22.9 i1 3
.. Uslig [structional Media | 100 21.0 ! 1217
Lvaluatica os studeat Performance 103 N . 20,0 i N
Tateractimy with Students a0 ‘ o ’ 7.3 -~ 1e .34 ,
Maintaining Attitude 50 11,6 157
Developiang a Plan for ’ y :

Self Tmprovement ' 57 A 11,0 1¢ 12
Working with Other Teachers - 50 : 10.8 17 16
Student Persoanel Areas ) B ' 749 18 19
Providing Multicultural Activities

in ClaserOm 32 v , 6.2 19, 1R

. . v ! .
*Rank l: Ranking of topics whichi werc the subject of iu{é{vxce
educatiou activities during 1977-78 as erurted y '
districts returning survey, .
*  **Rank 2: Rankinz of tdpics as t£e desired subject of tuservice
gducetion activitics tor 1978-7% as reported by districts
returaning survey, : : ]
’
9., Percentage of digtricts 1nuicar{ng level of 1nvnlvement in Inser:’ce
¢ elucatinn of ; o . Significant Nouy
Principal - T 05.5 11.0
Superintendent _ < 61,7 4.8
‘Coordinating Supervisor b1 : 27,6
Teacher Comm{ittee ' ) 44,3 21,2
Admin. & Teacher, Conmittee ) 43.2 . < 28,3 ‘ ,
Assistant Super{ntendent 39.1 ’ . 36.4
{ o All Teachers 26,4 10,2
{ d’ Administration Committee t22.5 - 40.7
f School Board . 7.1 19.5
I.4.E, ' 6.2 ' JR,7
State Education Department 5.0 22 39.7
-Community , 3.9 39.9 .
Private LOmpany 3. 63,0 -»>
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B-1
=~ E DISTRIBUTION . - | . .
. ¢ ! ' ' .'-
X .
~ - 4
1 . - ¢ -
.” )
‘ -, )
0+ 29.1
2’1:0 : Ekg / o P '
.0 \ ' ¢ '
25 4 § N )
ae N R
N > o
’ INERINETS
t N N\ 19,3
P 8.0 N] 8.1 § :
Tt N [ N IN -
\ ; \ 16.0| \ 16.0,5 g
15 1 ﬁ \ § ‘
\ ’ 13,5
"R N
18] 3l :
ol Q o] .
10 + i m g . r— . ’ n‘
] ,Lo §H A 6.0 \ '
5 - \ Bl | e \
<+ | ‘ \ : é } , !
’ ) 2] (A} N
| 1.7 E ‘ E | { E 0.6
, , N . | A :
', 677786 67 77 86\ 67.77 86 67 77 86 .67 7786 6777 86 67 77 86
. v
18-25 . 26-32 "33-40 eazru-l.s ‘ 49-56 57-64 65 +
- - ' AGE |




i
()
o
o]

34,0

\ 9%
o
.

fea)

26.0

B
77 wossam 227

N
\\_
18.0 18,0 E
&3]
N |8
' 12,2 ' IE
a 9.0] I\
7.0 | :%.,“.‘3 g | *
bR & \
‘--AkgiQ *le | \ - " 0,5 L.Q L.07

67 77 86 67 77 86 67 77 86 67 7;>86 67 7; 86 67,77 66

n Yeax )
x BA- BA BA + 30 MA 7 MA % 30 DOCTORATE
RS : / '
& ’ , DEGREE
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- o ' CERTIFICAT ION. DISTKBUT 10N :
L a - IR 89,4
i . -~ \
] v 85\ ’ \ ' '.
80 . + . | ) i {‘ : - ' . ‘ Q y 7 \B‘N
B [ § \
. . _ \ | ' ‘j
o | ) § ’ \( n‘_
_ - ‘ i
oo C67,0) I\
| | N
) . L . \
60 o E \\ ’
> ' N
? N
4
50 . (."\ '
" \ % 'o
ao_j} ! | :: : :
Yo Y | i‘ .‘ . y
'50' 1 18 N;
- |E
R " .
20 | - f:i
2.7 ) |
F - d
o ) .'
.. . - , ¢
e e
| 1.0
0 C

67 77 86 ‘ 67 77 86 67 77 86 .
. ) N Year '
None - Provisional .. Permanent

26
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Percent ‘
of State

Re!cnues

No expenditures
reported

Less than

.01
.01 - ,09
.10 - .19
<20 - .29
.361- .39 |
L0 - 49
.50 - .59
.60 - ,69
.70 - .79
.80 - .8;
90 - .99
1.0 - 1.9
2.0 - 2.9
4.0 - 4.9
7.0 - 7.9
10 -~ 19

TOTAL :

'Number

of
Districts

459

30

156
44
11

12

¢ -1
PERCENT OF STATE REVENUES
SPENT ON INSERVICE EDUCATION
. BY NUMBER, OF DISTRICI'S \

1976 - 1977
Percent |
of
., Districts
e

62,28

v

5.47 .

.49

54 1

.81

.27

:13 : | ‘

.27

. 40
.13
.27
.13
.13

99.96

Gummul ative
Percent of
Districts

62,28

66.35

87.52
93,49 ° .
94.9$‘
96.61-
97.15
97.96
98, 23
é8.36i
98.63
98. 90
99.30
99,43

- 99.70

99,83

99.96°

99,96
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Fedexal Ql;ego;L;;L Programg. with - < -
Professional Development Componen's
’ %y ey e e m e o ..:.:‘_,j:-u“ e e mm e s mmmmaaa ._ ‘_‘, mmemm e m——— . | :
. ; ' e Toral Program .FEs'ima“ed Funding ~ Approximate Percen*-age
_ » funding FY '78  for Professional - of To~a}] Funding for
Name of Program . e . (in milioneg) ~ Developmen* Prof, ‘Developmen*
: ¥ . o , \
1. Teacher Corps ) 37.5 37.5 . ‘ 1007,
2. Education for Handicapped Ac* for 1977 . . . -
Personnel Preparation "45,375 : 45.375 ' 1007 ]
N 4 .
3. Teacher Centers . €.25 _ : 8.25 1007
. | ] . ' - \ -
4, Vocarional Educa-ion - Personnel Developmen* .35 3.5 100%
5. Alcohol & Drug Abuse Education 2.0 T 1.8 90%
6. Bilingual Tducation : ' 135 ‘ 7 : 3%
”. Emergency School Aid Ac* \ ©275.5 ¥ Sb ©o0m
. CivilgRigh= Ac* - Tirle IV 4.7 12 | Sk .
9. Handicapped Children's Early Educe*ion Program 2% 5 25% N
10. Indian Educa*{ion Ac* - 55 L .5 | 6%
- AN - ' .
l1. Divisfon of Educarion Repliea-{ion : 7. 2 30%
l . ’ . . ¢ .
12. Arts Educarion . .2 : 5 - 23%
e .
13. Righ* *o Read . 27 5.5 ) 207,
l4. Merric Educarion ' . 2.9 7 ‘ 207 ‘ ‘;;()
5. Career Educarion, ¢ oL 10.}35 < 1,1 ' 10%
16, Communi*y Schools 3,56 S 14% (:
o . "
17. severely Handicepped LN O e 5 07
» ’ +
1. Follo- }‘nough . 59 v A ' 2% .
1Y. Consumer Fucation » ~ 4,068 L . 3%




