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. | , +/ 1.' INTRODUCTION

- This report’descr1bes collaborative research to examine the nature,
« Tole, and impact of staff development in an urban’ desegregated school
district. Weé foci s here/on -staff development .as-one of a potential
array of activ1t1es aimed at improvement of edycational practicé and
prospects for educational equity in an urban school system with,
substant1a1 soc1oeconomic, racial, and cultural diversity--an urban
school syStem under the additional and profourid pressure of court-
- ordered desegregation.

-

-

"11. DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE .

i

i
'
]

This study was conducted in a school. d1str1ct1 serv1ng the
principal city of a| ‘major metropol1tan area in a western state. - 'The
area served by the Jarticipating school district has an est1matedm

. population of apprc'1mate1y 516,000; although the, city has -become more

to suburban communilies, the city continues to represent substantial
socioeconomic, racial, and cultural diversity. The city is. roughly 69,'
percent white or Anglo, 19 percent Spanish-surnamed or Chicano, 10
percent Bla;; or Negro, and 2 percent "other" (including a relatively
large numbef of American Indian and Oriental families). To serve this
population; the public school system ma1nta1ns n1nety-three elementary
schools, eighteen junior high schools, and nine senior high schools,
.together with an array of well-established a1ternat1ve school sites.

homogeneous in theigast ten years as m1dd1e-§1ass families have moved.

. The single major influence on district schools in the last ten
years has been court-ordered desegregat1on. :
Although implementat1on of desegregat1on has proceeded relatively
'smoothly (i.e., the district has not faced some of the overt, visible,
‘and sometimes violent difficulties encountered by other c1t1es),
school personnel report' -
, . We have not totally s&cceeded in creat1ng the k1nds of schools
/. we would. like to have; the potential envisioned has not been
: . fully achieved. Continuing problems and concerns about school
, \ .environment, educational practices, and interpersonal .
relations remain‘to be addressed (ESAA Plan, DecemberJ1978;
Sect1on 1.. p 2).

.

-

1a11 actual names of persons and\piaces have been e11m1nated Tor
replaced by pseudonyms in order to preserve assurances of - anonymity"
o . \
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To manage the requirements of desegregation, and to meet other,
related demands of a.1lcrge, urban district, the 'district has directly
conducted or indirectly supported a range of staff development pro-
grams throughout the past ten years. In 1978, a Department of Staff
Development was formed. That department has grounded its program on a
- mode of delivery that-attempts to take deliberate and systematic

account of the social organizational setting of the school. In
addition to employing the usual range of delivery modes (workshops,
preparation of materials, visiting-*speakers, and so forth, the
department has.sought to incréase ‘adoption of new practices by .
expanding the role of -instruction committee representatives, by seeking
staff development liaisons and by working to build teams in s?hools.

In a brief document, "Instruction Committees as Educational L1nke?s,"
the Department of.Staff Development registered §t$ intent to.cu}t1vate
instruction committees as groups within schools acting as principal
agents of change. , : ' '

III. GUIDANCE FROM PREVIOUS WORK

This study has been informed by two lines of Previous inquiry.
First, it continues a line of case study inquiry into the internal life
of urban and desegregated schools. And second, it is grounded ‘in the
assumptions of grganizational theory (specifically role theory applied’
to organizational settings) and in Previous studies of organizational
change in schools. The existing literature on staff development has

been selectively reviewed from an organizational change perspective.
(See.attached reference list). :

4

IV. METHODS

. Existing theoretical development and-empirical researci offered

. little persuasive ground for the identification of critical variables and
for formulating testable hypotheses. On these grounds, we proposed
inquiry that was fundzmentally ethnographic and whichk was aimed at:
- (1) the production of s fficiently detailed descriptive accounts to
serve as the basis for eoretical spéculation and practical reform,
(2) formulation of chara teristic dimensions of .school setting and
staff development that cdpstitute a framework within which guiding

\\ questions may be placed and within which subsequent findings may be

interpreted, and (3) the elaboration and refinement of a matrix of
central questions to guide subsequent research and practice. -

3
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"A. A COLLABORATIVE APPROACH
. =T

Throughout the course of this work, Certer for Action Research
staff have cultivated a set of collaborative arrangements with district
personnel,. with participating Schools, and with others to whom this
- inquiyy appeared relevant and from whom we could expect to draw

?nsight and advice. Collaboration had several virtues.

First, it offered some assurance that the connection between

theory and practice would be accommodated at every stage of the work,

and npt attempted only as an afterthought upon presentation of

findings. In this respect, collaboration achieved the intersection of
two aims: the advancement of knowledge and the improvement of practice.

Second, collaboration insured that the interests, questions, and.

- curiosities that emerged from local expericnce were represented in the

research design, along with the interests, questions, and curiosities
that have been drawn from the theoretical and empirical literatgre.

«  Third, ‘collaboration offered an opportunity for a reciprocal -
working relationship between researchers and practitioners in which
both gained the opportunity for reflection and for unexpected insight
into situational realities.

14
Thus, while we sought to minimize our instrusion into the time and
resources of the district and to disrupt as litil: as possible the
daily business of education in schools, we argued that both the
practiQal.utility and the overall quality of the research would be-
enhanced if Center staff couid sustain collaborative work with school”
personnel. - ’ g
E?n the evidence, it appears:that the contribution that research
mak¥s to school. improvement is increased to the degree that schools -
are full partners in the inquiry. In‘workin’g collaboratively with

schools, however, we faced certain inevitable trade-offs between .

expanded influence on the one hand \and "time and resources on the other.

Collaboration extended the time required to design and complete ©* -~

intended -work, and added a certain diZfuseness atysome stages byff’,

seeking to account for diverse interests and requirements. Still; it
permitted greater depth and specificity ("phenomenological validity"

" in Deutscher's {1973] terms). We expect that the competing demands .
that we faced are ot dissimilar to thos: faced by staff development |

teams. ) :

- -~
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B. SITE SELECTION | | 1

The basic underlying interest of this study revolved around the a

Fe)

contribution made by staff development to the success enjoyed by oo gf'

schools in_areas of academic achievement, attendance, program
completion, and community support. The study design called for , .-
selection of schools that represented a range of circumstances, both”
with respect to greater or lesser ''success'" and with respect to: é )
greater or lesser involvement in staff developnent activity. b

One elementary and one secondary school were selected as sites with.
"high success" and "high involvement" in formal programs of staff
development; from ‘these schools, we sought insigg
contribution to school success. One elementary and one sécondary school
were chosen as "high success, low involvement" schools; from these schools
we expected to learn what untapped tontributors to success might be
incorporated into future programs of staff development in the district,
and to learn how teachers sustained quality instruction. -Finally, one -
elementary and one secondary school were selected as '"low success, .

- high involvement” schools; in_these schools, we hoped to learn what
. aspects of the work setting or of the staff development programs had
limited the programs' influence on school success.

C. DATA COLLECTION

’ v, .
- In a nineteen week period, interviews were conducted with )
fourteen members of the district's central administration, 105 teachers
and fourteen administrators in six schools; observations
were conducted in the classrooms of eighty- teachers, in six staff
development (inservice)-meetings, and in the hallways, lunchrooms, -
faculty meetings, ldunges, offices} and grounds of the six schools.

Interviews were semzstructured given d1rect1on and comparability
by an inquiry matrix ‘and dlSCUSSlOﬂ guide prepared in the first stages
of the study. In’ elementary\schools, interviews were sought with the
building pr1nc1pal and all members of the faculty. In secondary
schools, whére 1nterv1ew1ng each member of a large faculty was not
feasible, we concentrated on the administrative team and a purpos1ve )
sample of teachers.

.
‘

D. DATA ANALYSIS

~

Throughout the analysis, we preserved a careful reliance on
persons! talk 4-in interviews and in naturally occurring interaction--

(¥

~

t into staff development's
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4s the ground for all interprpvaqioq and inference. The availability
of and reliance on these records ‘of ,Actual talk constitutes one check - .
on the limitations, or biases,'Antroduced by researchers' own

. Perspectives, . oy C \

. . . ot ‘. s i
T LAl taped intervieWS'were'thereby transcribed in verbatin
- transcripts. Relying on teachers' and administratorq' recorded

'gt_at,e_m_en‘ts', we generated g set of summary’ destripxi\(e's,t:atements (3190

in all), each- reflecting d Practice and a set of dyadic role relations

(e.g., "we lend and borrow materials" - Summary statements 'were
recorded for each respondent on -index cards and assembled -for .each

schobléén broad'cateboriq;fderived from the inquiry matrix. - : N

A . T o '

. These cards served as the basis for all subsequent description and .
analysis, References to'original transcripts and field notes were b
made only to retrievq-the d&tugl quotation from which the summary - - .
+Statement was drawn,.for,purposes of illustration in the text: ‘

To convert .large .volume of recorded talk to a smaller nymber of
summary stateme ts, we relied ‘upon four p inciples of selection. The
- first is-derived from the analytic and theoretical” framework offered
by -role thebryl(and spécifiéall& Jagkson,"1965§ Gross,.Mason and
McB?chgrn.’lQSS; and Kjolseth, 1972). The re ining three.are- drawn
.T quﬁﬂ?i;tpnger,_ﬂockett and Danehy, and their ‘work in developing
! techn;q‘rs for sociolinguistic microana)ysis. ‘

v Appl¥ing these four Principles, then, we cdhstructed"fqr'each 

school, each rhspondent,‘and éach qomihal,reference‘group (teaghers,

administrators; tounselors), a finite set of descriptive Statements.
. " / 3 . :

. i . . . . A . '. . - N .
These deSgriptionsl in each d?“the six schools, yielded a set of
~ practices by which teachers and administrators in that school defined +
their respective roles and characterized their approach to "learning
" ~.on_the job", The statements ‘further characterized practices according
.to their relative frequency, the degree to which persons approved or
~disapproved their inclusion in the work; and their value along certain
- other dimensions (eag.,mutility or "practicalify'; reciprocity or
_"prgfession§lism"). IYaced'ac:&ss respondents and riominal role groups,
they served’as the basis, for establishing how broadly or narrowly,
¢ firmly or tenuously established were.certain practices, i.e., how
* central- they were to persons' views of their work. Taken as classes of
- interaction, they showed the nature and boundarjes of ‘tedchers' and .

. admipiStrgtprs',rolgs'repertoire., And finally, they were the basis -

<+
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_This_first stage of analysis was sqﬁmarized in a set of six case
studies. In a second stage of analysis, fifty-six propositions were
" formulated to hypothesize features of the school as a workplace, and

their bearing on staff development. An addiitonal twelve proposi-
tions center on the design, conduct gﬁd influence of staff

development programs. /

/
/

/
V. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

!
/

The commonplace (and commonsgnse) view that persons learn by
experience is hardly new. Precisely how and under what conditions
persons gain competence and confidence in their work is less clear.
Less ‘certain, too, is the way jn which the gains made by individuals
bear upon the broader success of the organizations in which they work.
In talking with teachers and gdministrators in siXx“schools, we sought
insight into the nature and extent of "learning on the job," and
into the ways in which organized programs of staff development serve
to extend knowledge, skiil,wgnd satisfaction.

Two discoveries emerge ffom interviews and conversations; each
gives rise. to a set of propositions intended to guide further
quantitative study and the practical design of staff development
prograns.

A. THE SCHOOL AS WORKPLACE: CHARACTERISTICS CONDUCIVE TO INFLUENTIAL
STAFF_DEVELOPMENT ' T

First, the school as a workplace proves extraordinarity powerful.
Without denying differences in individuals' skills, interests,
commitment, curiosity, or persistence, the prevailing pattern of
interactions and interpretations.in each building demonstrably
creates certain possibilities and sets certain limits. Those aspects
of work that appear most consequential are those that are least often
.studied, least visible in any clear or systematic way to teachers
(though sometimes the subject of complaints), and least often’
addressed in programs of improvement. Most at issue here are the
nature and extent of collegial relationships among teachers and between
faculty and administrators, and the nature of the stance, adopted
toward present practice and new ideas. Teachers' vivid portrayals of
the job show how routine work arrangements and daily encounters with
other adults in schools strongly shape expectations for "being a

: ‘ IS : e v

B 1rhe case studies form Appgpdii:A iO'tﬁb'full’teXt of the final
report, - (School Success and Staff Development: The Role.of Staff

Development in Urban Desegregated Schools Judith Warren Little, 1981).

'?The prdpositions-are devéioped in chépte; two of the full report.

-6- ‘ S
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teacher." Their descriptions lod us to characterize schools and
groups within schodls by their participation in norms for shared
work (collegiality) and norms for the analysis and evaluation of
practice (experimentation, or continuous improvement),
. ‘ | _ |

In thelr training and throughout their work, many teachers are
taught that good teaching is self-evident, that good teaching can be
mastered alone by a kind of trial and error accumulation of .
miscellaneous devices which at least get teachers through.the day, and
that teachers can get help (at the risk of their self-respect) by
asking others. This vision of teaching as a lonesome enterprise is
powerfully confirmed by teachers' daily experience in many schools,
Persistent expectations about joint work by teachers place stringent
" limits both on collegiality and on experimentation, and therefore on
the ability of schools to adapt to changing circumstances and changing
student populations,. and on the ability of teachers to improve their
practice.

We are led from a focus on professional improvement as an individual
enterprise to improvement as a particularly organizational phenomenon.,
Some ‘schools sustain shared expectations (norms) both for extensive
collegial work and for analysis and evaluation of and experimentation
- with their practices; continuous improvement is a shared undertaking
in their schools, and these' schools are the most adaptable and success- -

ful of the schools we studied.

From the large array of interactions which we observed and which

- could somehdw-be called "collegial" in, character, four classes of

interactions appear cruc¢ial. School improvement is most surely and
thoroughly achieved when:

Teachers engage in frequent, continuous, and increasingly
’iconcrete and precise talk about teaching practice (as. distinct
“from teacher characteristics and failings, the social lives of

teachers, the foibles and fgilures of students and their y

families, and the unfortunate demands of society on_the ‘school).
- By such talk, teachers build.up a shared laggpgge;ﬁﬂéquatp to

the complexity of teaching, capable of distinguishing one

practice and its virtues from another, .and cdpable of integrating

large bodies of practice into Cistinct and sensible perspectives -
-on the business of teachifig. ' Other things being equal, the
utility of collegial work and the rigor of experimentation with
teaching-is a difect function of the .concreteness, precision, and
coherence of -the shared  language. : :
. o . - )

Teachers and administrators frequently observe each other

teaching, and provide each other with useful (if potentially

frightening) evaluations of their teaching. ®nly such -

-7-
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observation and feedback can provide shared referenta for
the shared language of teaching, and both demand and provide
the precision and concreteness which makes the talk about
teaching useful,

- Teachers and administrators plan, deaign, reasarch, avaluata,

. and prepare teaching materials togather. The most prescient
.observations remain academic ("just theory") without the
machinery to act on them.' By joint work on materials, teachers
and administrators share the congiderable burden of development
required by long-term improvemert, confirm their emerging
understanding of their approach, and make rising standards
for their work attainable by them and by their students,

Teachers and administrators teach each other the practice of
teaching. In the most adaptable schools, most staff, at one
time or another, on some topic or task, will be permitted and
encouraged to play the role of instructor for others. In ‘this
way, the school makes maximum use of its own resources, .

- These four types of practices S0 _clearly distinguish the more
successful from the less successful schools, the more adaptable from
the less adaptable schools, that we have termed them the "critical
practices of adaptability," '

. %
Confining our atten%ion to these four types of practices, other
characteristics of interaction about teaching tend both to distinguish

In successful and adaptabIe_schools, all four practices occur
frequently and in a variety of places: training sessions,
faculty meetings, grade or department meetings, hallways,
classrooms, and the teachers' lounge. Collegial experimentation
is a way of life; it pervades the school. While time for joint
work is always.a problem, time is used very efficiently

-because all available times tend to be used.

In successful and adaptable schools, interaction about
teaching is consciously and steadily focused on practice,

on what teachers do, with what aims, in what situations, with
what materials, and with what apparent .results. ' The focus

on practice makes the interactions more immediately useful .
and therefore more likely to be sustained. And cru ially, a
focus on practices as distinct from teachers helps t preserve
self-respect and eliminate barriers to discussion; the utility
of a practice is thusyseparated from the competence of a teacher.

J2
.
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In adaptable and successful schools, interactions about
teaching tend to he inoluaive; a large propertion of the
faculty participates, is part of the grouy of innovators,
Bven where smaller groups explore new options for teaching,
they are mindful of the conaequences for other staff and

» propare thoughtful strategies for Including others pr for
proserving their good will (or at least noutrality),

In adaptable and auccessful schools, interaction about teaching
18 described as speaking specifically to the complexities of
the classroom. The talk 1s oonarete, "practical." This is

not to say that it is not philosophical or theoretical,

because teachers report that interactions which provide a broad
perspective on teaching have been most helpful, It {is, rather,
to say that the philosophy or theory must always bo brought to
the ground of specific actions in the classroonm.

Attainment of interaction which can tie theory to concrete
practice is not instant; the cumulative development of a shared
language of teaching becomes crucial here. The more powsrful and
fully developed the shared language, the greater the:facility with
which broad perspectives can be applied to specific practices in the
classroom. Observation becomes critical, and a willingness to
observe and be observed in a useful, critical fashion is not built
instantly,

- In successful and adaptable schools, interactions about
teaching are seen as reaiproeql, even when they involve
persons of different §tatus (principal versus teacher) or
different function (staff development, consultant versus
teacher). In part, reéciprocity means an equality of effort
by the parties ifivolved. In part, reciprocity means an
equality of at least an exchange of benefits. In part,
reciprocity means equal humility in the face of the complexity
of the task, and of the limits of one's’ own understanding.

But crucially, reciprocity means deference,a manner- of ’
acting and speaking which demgnstrates an understanding that ~
an evaluation of one's practices is very near to an evaluation

. of one's competence, and which demonstrates great care in

-distinguishing the two and focusing on the first.

In successful and adaptable schools, collegiality and
experimentation are made relevant to, an integral part of,
the occupation and career of teaching. Teacher evaluations,
access to resources, release time and other perquisites are
clearly tied to collegial participation in the improvement
of. practice. : B

.
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The status of an actor, both ascribed, e.g., position, and
" achieved (a reputation as a master teacher) tends to limit

the rights of the\aegor to initiate and to participate in
collegial experimentition. * In some schools, such rights are

. limited to principals, department chairs, and some influential
teachers. In the more successful and adaptable schools, y
rights to initiate and participate are more widely distributed,\
rely less on formal position, and are variuble by situation.

- The greenest teacher who just happens to have taken a course
of interest to other faculty is more free to initiate,
participate in, and even lead some collegial work in that
situatian.)f : . ‘

" At any given time, actors' technical skills and knowledge
tend to 1imit their latitude to initiate, participate in,

.or lead collegial work. Particularly where a faculty has
established a direction and developed .an approach.and a
language, teachers who have not shared in the prior developments
find the "ante" too high; however,” these persons can and have
been brought up to- speed where specific arrangements are made
‘to provide support and to find joy and virtue in steps which;
the older hands attained much earlier.. On the whole, we .are
inclined to see technical skill more as a consequence of,
rather than' as a precondition for, collégial experimentation
in" this sense: in the absence of the other socigl
characteristics of interaction, technical skill will not
produce adaptability, but Where the social requirements of
adaptation are met, technical skill can be increased
progressively. N o '

Finally, in successful and adaptable ‘schools, the staff have
' learned social or "role" skills. Playing teacher to students -
is different from playing teacher to a teacher. Daily
‘interaction with students in a classroom is not preparation
for providing a useful classroom observation for an older,
more éxperienced, and higher status teacher.

oo lThe crucial matter of deference--the behavioral and linguistic
distinction of practices from persons and their competence--
partiSularly requires role-taking skill, The younger and less
experienced teacher providing an observation and critique for an
older, more experiencéd teacher may find a couple of items on which °
useful comments might bé provided. If the younger teacher acts as one
acts toward students, we might expect, at the very least, that the
useful comments will not be heard by the older teacher. There is a
very limited, deferential role of "consultant" which the younger
teacher might play, by asking a question about the observed practice.
‘rather than making a statement about it. ‘ ,

13




Such role-iaking.is not a universal skill. Rather, it tends to
be learned where it is defined and required as a condition of
collegial work. And in general, the skill is teachable.

Systematic attention to the preceding characteristics and
requirements of collegial experimentation both distinguish schools we
observed and will, it appears, increase the chances for building an
adaptable a?d_successful school. : :

By virtue first of office and then of performance, principals are
in a unique position to establish and maintain the important norms of
collegiality and experimentation, and to promote and foster the
critical praetipes of talk about practice, observation of practice,
joint work on ma erials, and teaching each other about teaching.

- Other ch racteristics’ of principals and of the situation aside, our
observations, indicate that- principals can promote those norms and
practices primarily by: : :

Announcing and desoribing them, particularly at important
occasions such as the first staff meeting at the beginning of
a yedr, then frequently and on various occasions thereafter

to confirm and specify the desired interactions among teachers.
The principal must imagine the desired behavior, then describe
it concretely as the Principal's expectations for life in the
.school. : )

Modeling or enacting the desired behavior, by asking staff

for evaluation of the principal’s performance, by providing -
useful, concrete observations of classes, by seeking out
teachers to talk about practice, by contributing to the -
preparation of materials, by giving time while asking for time.

By sanctioning the announced and modeled behavior, in the
allocation of resources such 8s-released time, in required
or formal evaluations of teacher performance, by visible and
public praise for collegial or experimental efforts,. by
tolerating and absorbing inevitable‘failurQS'encountered in
experimentation, and so on. . ‘ : ’

By defending.the norms thus established from countermovements
within the school and from impositions from outside the school,
from parents, the district, and others. Courage is likely to
be crucial to this defense. Equally important, and more !
malleable, is skill in tramslation and reconciliation which
deflects some blows, softens others, and negates yet others

by finding commonalities of interest and intent among
presumably opposing demands.

~d

-11-
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It appears that these ste;;‘ETV;;;ouncing and describing desired
practices, medeling them, sanctioning them, and defending them are
all to a great extent learnable skills; 'attention to them will be of
great assistance to principals. In sum, two norms appear critical to
school success and bear in important ways on the role and influence
of staff development. _

-

1. Expectations for Shared’erk: A Norm of Collegiality

- These are expectations for teachers as colleagues. One of the
principal ways in which teachers characterize the buildings in which
»they work is by whether the faculty is "close" and by whether teachers

routinely "work" together." The variations on these themes are
considerable. Expectations for shared discussion and shared work
distinguish one building from another; some buildings are reportedly
(and obseérvable) more "collegial" than others. '"Work together" is
most usefully elaborated as an array of specific interactions by which
teachers/discuss, plan for, design, conduct, analyze, evaluate,'and
experiment yith the business of teaching. B

#To the extent that school situations foster teachers' recourse to
others' knowledge and experience, and to shared work and discussion,-
teachers are likely to favor some participation in staff developmént;
to the extent that they foster a belief that there is nothing to learn
from others or that each teacher must pursue his independent course,
staff development will hold littie appeal.

Staff development appears to have grpatest prospects for :
. influence where there is a prevatling norm of collegiality. In each
of six schools, we looked to teachers' pccounts of daily work and
involvement in learning on the job tovreveal.ghe nature of norms of

collegiality. '

Al

2. Expecgations for Analysis Bvéluation and Ex erimentatioh:
A Norm of Continuous Improvement

These are expectations about the business of teaching. By the

nature of the talk’they hear, the advice they are given, the meetings
: the witness, and’the appraisals they receive, teachers learn a stance .

toward classroom practice. They learn either to pursue the
connections between teaching and learning with aggressive curiosity and
healtby skepticism. or to take as self-evidently effective those _ '
tactics that appear to sustain some measure of interest,; achievement,
and decorum among a reasonably large number of students. T

To .the extent that teachers believe 'learning on the job" to be
the exclusive task of the beginning teacher, they are unlikely to view
staff development as an integral part of work in schools, i.e. a -
feature of the work ‘chat bears equally-on -everybody. To the extent

- -12-
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the school but something they do together, each playing ;‘part.

Collaborative arrangements confirm that collegial experimentation
is relevant to teaching as an occupation énd as a career. Individual
- Trequirements and aims, district requirements and aims and realities of
work at the building level are more readily reconciled and dealt with
affirmatively when a partnership is negotiated. ) '

Collaboration provides the opportunity to build the shared ‘
language of teaching not only among teachers’in the school, but also
among staff developers and teachers. Aims, approach, requirements,
reciprocal expectations--all are made clearer. More substantial
‘commitments from school staff are possible. ' - ‘
- In collaborative work between staff developers and schools,’ S
./ ’‘neéessary reciprocity may be stablished between staff developers with'
- ':their "book "l1edrning" and teachers with their vexperiepge.!' / . .
“: ‘<Particularlyj by inviting a-collsboration, ‘staff developerstare then. .
" able to.model collegiality’gnd.experimentation, us-one.of s€vetal
partners in a team. The crucial matter of defevence can beldisplayed,
practiced, and perfected. . . T N

“Effective staff development activities foster -collective
participation of the staff in a school. Teachers are not seen as
- individuals who ‘are drawn out,.changed, and put back, but are seen as -
members of an organization,”whose adoption of innovations depends on .
the characteristi¢s of the organization, and whose kfiowledge as
menbers-of that organization can be turned to creating the conditions
under which all sta€f in_the school will progress as they work
together.. ‘It is important that school staff attend training as
groups, even more important that they implemen: as groups, )
strengthening their collegial and .experimental practices even as they
adopt a specific new practice. o o

Recognition ofthe importance of the school .as a workplace and of
the needs for collaboration:and collective work among staff developers
* and school staffs has led the staff development department in the -
. schozl district we observed to rely less on one-shot training sessions
. and to rely increasingly -on more frequent interactions of longer -
N duration, in order to support ‘progressive attainment of skill.and
collegial work. ‘ : I -

. Attempting to provide assistance more frequently and over a longer
duration has stretched the resources of that department. This resource_
problem has led them to seek ways to cultivate the norms and practices
‘of adaptability in’schools as 'a substitute for their own direct efforts
in schools. To the degree that staff developers can refine strategies
for creating "self-assesing” and adaptable schools, they can introduce
schools to new options for teaching with greater.assurance that the
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‘'schools will Bo able to make the most ‘'of those options using their
internal resources. :

In short, staff development becomes less a question of development -
of individual teachers and more a question of organizational change.
: By ccncentrating on the requirements and tactics of adaptability, both .
.~ school staffs and-staff developers can make the most of the considerable
resources_they do have for gétting better at teaching.

. The demonstrable power of schools to build and sustain . ,
. expectations for teachers' work with others and teachers' view of

clissroom practice confirms our view-of staff development as a matter

. of 6rggnizational change. By celebrating the place of norms of
. ‘collegfality and experimentation in accounting for receptivity .to
- sta lopment, we place the matter of receptivity. to staff * ‘
develobPment squarely in an analysis of organizational setting: " the .
school as workplace. '/~ = - T , :
PO - . v . A )
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