
DOCUME5, RESUME

ED 205 628 OD 021 480

AUTHOR Little, Judith warren
TITLE School Success and Staff Development: The Role of

Staff Development in Urban Desegregated Schools.
Executive Summary.,

INSTITUTION Center for Action Research, Inc., 'Boulder, Colo.
SPONS. AGENCY National Inst. of Education (EDI, Washington, D.C.
PUB DATE . Jan 81'
CONTRACT 400-79-0049
NOTF 27p.: For a related document, see OD 021 478.

!DRS ?RICE
DESCRIPTORS

MF01/PCO2 Plus Postage.
Educational Environment: Educational Improvement:
*Edhcational Planning: Elementary Secondary
Education: *Inservice Teacher Education: *Sctiooi.
Personnel: *Staff Development: *Teacher Improiement:
*Urban Schools

ABSTRACT
A study was conducted to examine' the nature, role and.

Lupact of staff development an urban desegregated school district.-
The study was a collaborative effort that involved arrangements with
district personnel, participating schools, and community embers.;' An
attempt was made to determine the contribution made by stiff
development to school success in the areas ofacalemic achievement,
attendance, program completion, and.community support. Schools. for
study were selected to represent various-degrees of success in such-
treas and.various degrees of staff development activity. Interviews
were conducted wlth administrators and teachers, and observations
were conducted in classrooms, staff development meetings, and -the
general...school area. Staff development appeared to have thebest
peospects when a norm of, collegiality and of continuous improvement
existed in the school. Siccessful staff development programs were
marked by community, evaluation, and collaboration between teachers

a "d admirl_ttrators. (Author /APift

.11

*********************************************************************,
* .

Reproductions supplied by EDRSALre the best that can be'made
* /4, from the original document.
**0*****************************************************************



SCHOOL SUCCESS AND STAFF DEVELOPMENT:

THE ROLE OF STAFF DEVELOPMENT IN URBAN
DESEGREGATED SCHOOLS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Judith Warren Little

January 1981

Center for ACtion Research, Inc.
-1125 Spruce Street

Boulder, Colorado

.
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION
E TIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION

CENTER (ERIC) -
document hes been reproduced a

received from the person or organization
originatimult
Minor changes have been made to Improve
reproduction quality.

Points of view or minions stated in this dew:
men( do not necessarily represent official NIE
position or policy.

"PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

Paul 0. C. i Grk+

ava-te tar tatet a (1,,

To tmE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)."

The work upon which this final report is based was performed
pursuant to Contract No. 400-79-0049 e the Natio4a1
Institute of Ed n. It does not,powever, necessarily

reflect the f that agency.

vi



TABLE OF CONTENTS

I. INTRODUCTION

a

DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE

III. GUIDANCE PROM PREVIOUS WORK

IV. METHODS

A. A COLLABORATIVE APPROACH

B. SITE SELECTION

C. DATA COLLECTION

411

D T DATA ANALYSIS

V. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

A4.

2

3

4,

4

A. THE SCHOOL AS WORKPLACE: CHARACTERISTICS CONDUCIVE TO
INFLUENTIAL STAFF DEVELOPMENT 6

'1. Expections for Shared Work: A Norm of Collegiality 12

2. Expectations for Analysis, Evaluation and
Experimentation: A Norm of Continuous Improvement 12

B. CHARACTERISTICS OF INFLUENTIAL STAFF DEVELOPMENT 13



1 /

f ./ I.' INTRODUCTION

This report describeg collaborative research to examine the nature,
. role, and impact of staf development in an Urbandesegregated school

district. We focis here/on-staff development as -.one,of a potential
array* activitiOs.aimed at improvementof educational' practice and
prospects ,for educational equity in an urban school system with,
substantitifsocioeconomic, racial, and cultural diversity--an urban
school syttem under th additional and profound pressure of court-
ordered desegregation.

II. DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE

This study was conducted in a schoOl district' serving the
principal city of aimajor metropolitan area in a western state. 'The
area served by the larticipating school district his an estimated.

,population of apprc:imately 516,000; although the, city has become more
homogeneous in therstiten years as middle - ass families have minted

to suburban communities, 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 Black or Negio, and 2 percent "other" (including a relatiVely
large number of American Indian and Oriental families). To serve this

population, the public school system maintains ninety-three elementary
schools, eighteen junior high schools, and nine senior high schools, -

.together with an array of wellrestablished alternative school sites.

The single major influence on district schools in the lasg ten
years has been court-ordered desegregation.

Although implementation of desegregation has proceeded relatively
smoothly (i.e., the district has not faced some of the overt, visible,
and sometimes violent difficultiet encountered by other cities),
school personnel report:

I'
. We nave not totally succeeded in creating the kindi 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 remaireto be addressed (ESAA Plan, December'1978,,
Section 1.. p. 2).

lAll
0

actual names of persons ar>i3$aces have been eliminated or
replaced by pseudonyms in order to preserve. assurances of anonymity.



To manage the requirements of desegregation, and to meet other,
related demands of a- l'rge, 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
DdVelopm4nt wap 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 increase adoption of new practices by
expanding the role of instruction committee representatives, by seeking
staff development liaisons and by working to build teams in schools.
In a brief document, "Instruction Committees as Educational Linkers,"
the Department of.Staff Development registered its intent to cultivate
instruction committees as groups within schools acting as principal
agents of change.

I

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 lifeof urban and desegregated schools. And second, it is grounded.in theassumptinns of nrganizational theory (stecifically role theory applied'
.to organizational settings) and in previous studies of organizationalchange in schools. The existing literature on staff development hasbeen selectively reviewed from an organizational change perspective.(See attached reference list).

IV. METHODS

Existing theoretical development and-empirical researci. offeredlittle persuasive ground for the identification of critical variables andfor formulating testable hypotheses. On these grounds, we proposedinquiry that was fundamentally ethnographic and which was aimed at:(1) the production of s fficiently detailed descriptive accounts toserve as the basis for eoreticai speculation and practical reform,(2) formulation of chara teristic dimensions of.school setting andstaff development that c stitute a framework within which guidingquestions may be placed and within which subsequent findings may beinterpreted, and (3) the elaborition and refinement of a matrix ofcentral questions to guide subsequent research and practice.

. -2-
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A. A COLLABORATIVE APPROACH

Throughout the course of this work, CeAter for Action Research
staff have cultivated a set of collaborative arrangements with district

personnel,.with participating schools, and with others to whom this

- inquiry appeared relevant and from whom we could expect to draw

insight 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 net attempted only as an afterthought upon presentation of

findings. In this respect, collaboration achieved the intersection of

two aims: the advancement of knowledgg and the improvement of practice.

Second, collaboration insured that the interests, questions, and

curiosities that emerged from local experience were represented in the

research design, along with the interests, questions, and curiosities

that have been drawn from the theoretical and empirical literature.

Third, collaboration offered an opportunity for a re.iprocal

working relationship between researchers and practitioners in which

both gained the opportunity for reflection and for unexpected insight

into situational realities.

Thus, while we sought to minimize our instrusion into the time and

resources of the district and to disrupt a5 litt.% as possible the

daily business of education in schools, we argued that both the

practical utility and the overall quality of the research would be

enhanced if Center staff could sustain collaborative work with school

personnel.

9n the evidence, it appears'tliat the contribution that research

makes to school improvement is increased to the degree that schools

'are full partners in the inquiry. In'workilig collaboratively with

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

expanded influence on the one hand,andtime and resources on the other.

Collaboration extended the time required to design and complete

intendedwork, and added a certain diffuseness atoome stages by

seeking to account for diverse interests and requirements. Still; it

permitted greater depth and specificity ("phenomenological validity"

in Deutscher'a Ilq73] terms). We expect tlat the competing demands

that we faced are of dissimilar to those acid by staff development

teags.



B. SITE SELECTION

The basic underlying interest of this study revolved around the
contribution made by staff development to the success enjoyed by d

w schools in.areas of academic achievement; attendance, program
completion, and community support. The study design called for 4.1'

selection of schools that represented a range of circumstances, both"
with respect to greater or lesser "success" and with respect to 4 1
greater or lesser involvement in staff developMent activity.

One elementary and one secondary school were selected as sites/with.
"high success" and "high involvement" in formal programs or staff
development; from'these schools, we sought insight into staff development's
contribution to school success. One elementary and one secondary school
were chosen as_"high success, row involvement" schools; from these schools
we expected to learn what untapped contributors 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
aspecti of the work settinor of the staff development programs had
limited the programs' influence on school success.

C. DATA COLLECTION

1

-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 seinistructured, given,direction and comparability
by an inquiry matrix and discussion guide prepared in the first stages
of the study. In'elementarykschools, interviews were sought with the
buildingprinciRal andsall members of the faculty. In Secondary
schools, where interviewing each member of a large faculty was not
fea4ible, we concentrated on the administrative team anda purposive
sample of teachers. .

D. DATA ANALYSIS

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

-4-



as the ground for all
interpretation and inference. The availabilityof,and reliahce on these records *of,Actual talk constitutes one checkon the limitations, or biases,Antroduced by researchers' ownperspectives.

,
,

, .,All taped interviews were thereby transcribed in verbatimtranscripts. Relying on teach*s' and administrators/ recorded'statements', we generated a set of summary
descriptive'statements (3190in al1), eacreflecting d praCtice and a set of dyadic role relations(e.g.,, "we lend and borrow materiali"). Summary statements $dprerecorded for each respondent on index cards and

assembledfor.eadhschool in
broad'categories'derived from the inquiry matrix.. .

. %

k, These cards served as the basis for all subsequent description and . '

analysis. Referendes to'original transcripti and field'hotes weremade only to retrieve_the actual quotation from which the summery .ostatement was drawn,.for,purposes of illustration in the text:,, 4.

To convert 4,1argevol1me of recorded,ealk.to a smaller number ofsummary stateme*s, rye rellecrupon four pfinciples of:selection. Thefirst is derived from the analytic and theoret"Cal'framework offerederedby.rble thdoryjand
specifibally Jackson,'196 ; Gross,. Mason andMcEachern-1958; and Kjolseth, 1972). The re fining 6ree.are-drawnr froni,Pittenger,_Hockett and Danehy, and itheir'work in developingW' technic(' s for sociolinguistic'

microanalysis.
r

App ng these four principlesi then, we censtructed for each,school, each: *spondent, and each nominalreference group (teachers,administrators; 'counselors), a finite'set of desCriptive statements.
These detpriptions, in each drthe six schools,, yielded a set of, practices .by which teachers

and administrators in that school defined 4their respective roles and Characterized their approach to "learning.on.the job". The statements further characteriied practices accordingto their relative
freqUencY,,the degree to which persons approved ordisapproved their inclusidn in the work; and their value along certainother dimensions (eg.,-Utility or "practicality"; reciprocity or"professionalism"). TracedacrOss respondents and nominal role groups,they served as the basis_for eitablishing how broadly or narrowly,.f 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

boundaries of.telchers, andadmiditrators' roles repertoire. And finally, they were the basig-for-examining pointi of continuity
or discontihuity between practices.orxole repertoires envisioned by staff development programs andthose presently approved and enacted iwthe course of daily work inschools.



,This,first stage of analysis was sOmarized 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.

sign, conduct nd influence of staffnd
addiitonal twelve proposi-

tions center on the de
21' development programs.2

V. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

The commonplace (and commons nse) view that persons learn by
experience is hardly new. Prec sely how and under what, conditions
persons gairi competence and con idence in their work is less clear.
Less'ertaim, too, is the way n which the gains made by individuals
bear upon the broader success f the organizations in which they work.
In talking with teachers and dministrators in sixschools, we sought
insight into the nature and e tent,of "learning on the job," and
into the ways in which organzediprograms of staff development serve
to extend knowledge, skill, e.nd satisfaction.

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

A. THE SCHOOL, AS WORKPLACE: CHARACTERISTICS CONDUCIVE TO INFLUENTIAL
STAFF DEVELOPMENT

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, ani the nature of the stance,adopted
toward preient 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

1
The case studies' form Appdndix,A to the full text of the final

report, (School Success and Staff Development: The Roje_of Staff
Development in Urban Desegregated Schools; Judith Warren Little, 1981).

2
The propositions are developed in chapter two of the full report.

-6-



teacher." Their descriptions led us to characterize schools and
groups within schools by their participation in norms for shared
work (collegiality) and norms for the analysis and evaluation of
practice (experimentation, or continuous improvement).

In their training and throughout their work, many teachers are
taught that good teaching is self-evident, that good teaching can bemastered alone by a kind of trial and error accumulation of
miscellaneous devices which at least get teachers through.the day, andthat teachers can get help (at the risk of their self-respect) byasking 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 stringentlimits both on collegiality and on experimentation, and therefore onthe ability of schools to adapt to changing circumstances and changing
student populations, and on the ability of teachers to improve theirpractice.

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 extensivecollegial work and for analysis and evaluation of and experimentation
with their practices; continuous improvement is a shared undertakingin 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 somehdwte called "collegial" in, character, four classes of
interactions appear crucial. School improvement is most surely and
thoroughly achieved when:

Teachers engage in frequent, continuous, and increasingly
',concrete and precise talk about teaching practice (a distinct,

from teacher characteristics and failings, the social lives of
teachers, the foibles and failures of students and their
fam4lies, and the unfortunate demands of society on the 'school).
By such talk, teachers buildup a shared language idequate to
the complexity of teaching, capable of distinguishing one
practice and its virtues from another, and capable of integrating
large bodies of practice inte Ciakinct and sensible perspectives
on the business of teaching: Other things being equal, the
utility of collegi41,work and the rigor of experimentation with
teaching is a difict function of the concreteness, precision, and
coherence of the shared.language.

Teachers and administrators frequently observe each other
teaching, and provide each other with useful (if potentially
frightening) evaluations of their teaching. Only such

-7-



observation and feedbeck can provide shared referents forthe shared language of teaching, and both demand and provide
the precision and concreteness which makes the talk aboutteaching useful.,

Teachers and administrators plan, deeign, research, evaluate,and prepare teaohing materials together. The most prescient
,observations remain academic ("just theory") without themachinery to act on them: By joint work on materials, teachersand administrators share the considerable burden of developmentrequired by long-term improvemedi, confirm their emergingunderstanding of their approach, and make rising standardsfor their work attainable by them and by their students.

Teachers and administrators itriaoh each other the practice ofteaching. In the most adaptable schools, most staff, at onetime or another, on some topic or task, will be permitted and
encouraged to play the role of instructor for others. In thisway, the school makes maximum use of its own resources.

These four types of practices so, clearly distinguish the moresuccessful from the less successful schools, the more adaptable fromthe less adaptable schools, that we have termed them the "criticalpractices of adaptability."

Confining our attention to these four types of practices, othercharacteristics of interaction about teaching tend both to. distinguishthe schools we studied and to help us to understand the requirementsof these practices'and the tactics which help to establish andmaintain them.

In successful and adaptable schools, all four practices occurfrequently and in a variety of places: training sessions,
faculty meetings, grade or department meetings, hallways,
classrooms, and the teachers' lounge. Collegial experimentationis a way of life; it pervades the school. While time for jointwork is always .a problem, time is used very efficiently
because all available times tend to be used.

In successful and adaptable schools, interaction aboutteaching is consciously and steadily focused on practice,
on what teachers do, with what aims, in what situations, withwhat materials, and with what apparent.results.. The focus

c'

on practice makes the interactions more immediately efuland therefore more likely to be sustained. And cru 'ally, afocus on practices as distinct from teachSrs helps t preserveself-respect and eliminate barriers to discussion; the utilityof a practice is thus separated from the competence of a,teacher.

41.jt -8-



In adaptable and successful schools, interactions about
teaching tend to bo inolweive; a largo proportion of thefaculty participates, is part of the group of innovators,
Ilvon where smaller groups explore now options for teaching,they are mindfUl of the consOquoncos for othor staff and
preparo,thoughtfnl strategies for including others pr for
preserving their good will (or at least neutrality).

In adaptable and successful schools, interaction about teachingis described as speaking specifically to the complexities ofthe classroom. The talk is oonorete, "practical." This isnot to say that it is not philosophical or theoretical,because teachers report that interactions which provide a broadperspective on teaching have been moat 4elpful. It is, rather,to say that the philosophy
or theory must always be brought tothe ground of specific actions in, the classroom.

Attainment of interaction which can tie theory to concretepractice is not instant; the cumulative development of a sharedlanguage of teaching becomes crucial here. The more Powerful andfully developed the shared language, the greater the facility withwhich broad perspectives can be applied to specific practices in theclassroom. Observation becomes critical, and a willingness toobserve and be observed in a useful,' critical fashion is not builtinstantly.

In successful and adaptable schools, interactions aboutteaching are seen as reoiprooal, even when they involve
persons of different ftatus (principal versus teacher) or
different function ,Istaff development, consultant versusteacher). In part, reciprocity means an equality of effortby the parties involved. In part, reciprocity means anequality of at least an exchange of benefits. In part,
reciprocity means equal humility in the face of the complexityof the task, and of the limits of one's' own understanding.
But crucially, reciprocity means deferenoe,a cannelof
acting and speaking which demonstrates an understanding thatan evaluation of one's practices is very near to an evaluationof one's competence, and which demonstrates great care in
distinguishing the two and focusing on the first.

41,

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



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 actor to initiate and to participate in
collegial eiperimentlition. N In some schools, such rights are
limited to principals; department chairs, and some influential
teachers. In the more successful and adaptable schools,
rights to initiate and participate are more widely distributed,\
rely less on formal position, and are varibbli by situation.
The gieenest 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
situation. .

J-

At any given time, actors' technical skills and knowledge
tend to limit 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,
rether,than as a precondition for, collegial, experimentation
in'this sense: in the absence of the other social
characteristics of interaction, technical skill will not
produce adaptability,.butithere the social requirements of
adaptation are met, technical skill can be increased

.9
progressively.

\\

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

!moreproviding

a useful classroom observation for an older,
lmore experienced, and higher status teacher.

.

The crucial matter of deference- -the behavioral and linguistic

dis inction of practices from persons and their competence--
Rartifularly requires role-taking skill. The younger and less
experienced teacher providing an observation and critique for an
older, more experienced teacher may find ,a couple of items on which
useful comments might be 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.

-10-
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Such role-taking is not a universal skill. Rather, it tends tobe 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 andrequirements of collegial experimentation both distinguish schools weobserved and will, kt appears, increase the chances for building anadaptable and successful school.&

By virtue first of office and then of performance, principals arein a unique position to establish and maintain the important norms ofcollegiality and experimentation, and to promote and foster thecritical pratticces of talk about practice, observation of practice,joint wor on iiierials, and teaching each other about teaching.Other ch acpristics'of principals and of the situation aside, our
observations, indicate that. principals can promote those norms andpractices primarily by:

Announcing and describing them, particularly at important
occasions such as the first staff meeting at the beginning of
a year, then frequently and on variouv occasions thereafter
to confirm and specify the desired interactions among teachers.The principal must imagine the desired behavior-, then describeit concretely as the principal's expectations for life in theschool.

Modeling or enacting the desired behavior, by. asking staff
for evaluation of the principal's performance, by proVidinguseful, concrete observations of classes, by seeing out
teachers to talk about practice, by contributing to the
preparation of materials, by giving timehile asking for time.

By sanctioning the announced and modeled behavior, in the
allocation of resources such as released time, in required
or formal evaluations of teacher performance, by visible and
public piaise for collegial or experimental efforts, by
tolerating and absorbing inevitable failures encountered in
experimentation, and so on.

By defending the norms thus established from .countermovementswithin 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 translation and reconciliation which
deflects some blows, softens others, and negates yet others
by finding commonalities of interest and intent among
presumably opposing demands.

14



It appears that these steps of announcing and describing desired
practices, modeling 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 Work: A NO= of Collegiality

These are expectations for teachers as colleagues. One of the
principal ways in which teachers characterize the buildings in which

)h,they work is by whether the faculty is "close" and by whether teachers
routinely "work's 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 obsirvable) more "collegial" than others. "Work together" is
most usef(plly elaborated as an array of specific interactions by which
teachers ddscuss, plan for, design, conduct, analyze, evaluate, and
experiment with the business of teaching.

Pro 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 development;
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 little appeal.

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

2. Expectations for Analysis, Evaluation, and Experimentation:
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
healthy 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.

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 'hat bears equally on everybody. To the extent

-12-
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that teachers view
improvements in knowledge

and practice as never
ending, They may value staff development and place

increasingly
stringent and

sophisticated demands on the nature and quality of
assistance. Where analysis, evaluation, and

experimentation are
treated as tools of the profession, designed to make work better
(and easier), and where suc4 work is properly the work of the teacher,

teachers can be expected
to look to staff

development to help provoke,
questions, organize analysis,

generate evidence
of,progress, and

design differences in approach:

The relative
power of these

competing views of practice is
particularly at issue in

desegregating schools, where persons are
asked-to recast their,shared aims (e.g.,'hy

adding goals' of equity
to goals of academic

achievement),'te judge the adequaty of ,their
classroom'praOtices by)Sw criteria

by effects,on
intergroup

relitioni asewell-as by effectSon
cognitive

understanding), and to do
both of these while living in the fishbowl of a large-scale social
experiment.

In sum, staff development appears to have greatest prospects for
...influence where there is a prevailing norm of analysis, evaluation,
and-erperimentation--a norm that may be

unsppported, by personi'
actual

experiences in. learning to manage new and unfaelliat
circumstances and that (in teachers'

eyes) calls for a stability and a
security that are in 'iliert supply as schools

integrate.
To this point, we have tried to describe and analyze

characteristics

of adaptable
schools. For us, then the probable

effectiveness of staff
development is a function of its attention to those

characteristics;
Staff deVelopment will be more effective to the degree it

accommodates,

builds on, stimulates, and nourishes.the norms of
collegiality and

experimentation-and the critical
practices of talk, Observation, joint,

work on
materials, and

teaching each other to teach.

B.
CHARACTERISTICS OF INFLUENTIAL STAFF DEVELOPMENT
Staff development programs prove

differentially powerful in
Lnfluencing teachers,

expectations for student
performance, their

perspective on teaching and learning,, or their actual classroom
Tactic..

-Programeinfluencein these substantive arenas appears tied
n lirge degree to thei7 relative success in accounting for, building
n, or altering

the prevailing work
relationships in a school. We

ave concentrated
on revealimg,those

features of staff development
at teachers

andadministratOrs credit with
influence.

.
Staff development activities seen by teachers.

as most useful and
Iluential are described as collaborations

between staff-
development

rsonnel and a school, not something
which staff

development does to

-13-



the school but something they do together, each playing a part.

Collaborative arrangements confirm that collegial experimentation
is relevant to teaching as an occupation and as a career. Individual

requirements 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 ataff'developers and schools,'

necessary reciprocity mRy_be-eXtablished bettEeen staff,developers with

heir . "book learning" and teachers with their "experieqce.!' / .

VParticaarlysi,,by.inViting; 11,1;01laboratiostaff develOpet41-are then

able to.modetcollegiality ind eximilmentation, as'one.of seVeral

partners in a team. The crucial matter of deferenae can 'bedispinye4,

practiced, and perfected.

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 hack, but are seen as

members of an organization, whose adoption of innovations depends' on

the .characteristics of the organization, and whose knowledge as

membersof that organization can be turned to creating(theconditions
under which all staff in the school will progress as they work

together...It is important that school staff attend training as
groups, even more impoItant that they implement as, grOups,

strengthening their collegial and, experimental practices even as they

adopt a speCific new practice.

Recognition of-the '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

schol district we observed to rely less on 'one-shot training sessions

and to rely increasingly on more frequent interactions of longer

duration, in order to support rogreevaive attainment of skill, and

collegial york.

Attempting to provide assistance more frequently add, over ,a longer

duration has stretched the resources of that department. Thisresouroe

problem has led them to seek ways to cultivate the norms and practices

of adaptability ineschools at'a substitute for theie 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

-14-



schools will be 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 anermorp a question of organizational change.

By concentrating on the requirements ard tactics of adaptability, both
school staffs and'staff developers can make the most of the considerable
resources, they do have.for getting better at teachiag.

,

The demonstrable power 4of, schools to build and sustain
.expectations for teachers' 'work with others and teachers' view of
clissroom practice conflims our view of staff, development as a matter

of erg= izational change. By celebrating the place of norms of

. colle ity and experimentation in accounting for receptivity to

sta lopment, we place the matter of receptivity, to staff'
development squarely in an analysis of organizational settinj: the

s

school as workplace. 'f



REFERENCES

ALLPORT,"GORDON. The Nature of prejudice, Cambridge, Massachusetts:
1954 Addison-Wesley. .

ALSCHULERd. ALFRED, SOLOMON ATKINS, R. BRUCE IRONS, RONALD McMULLEN;
and NELLIE SANTIAGO-WOLPOW. "A Primer for Social Literacy Training:
1976 Liberating Approaches to the Discipline Problem."

Distributed by the Social Literacy Project, University
of Massachusetts, Amherst, Massachusetts. (Mimeographed.)

BART% F. "Introduction." In Ethnic Groups and Boundaries, pp.
1969 9-,38. Edited by F. Barth. Bostdn, Massachusetts:

-Little, Brown.

BERGER, J., E. COHEN, and M. ZELDITCH. ."Status Conceptions and
1972 Social Interaction."' American Sociological Review 37:

241-255. .

BERMAN,, PAUL and MILBREY WALLIN McLAUGHLIN. Federal Programs
1978 Supporting Educational Chamgel Vol. VIII: Implementing

dWidSUstaining Innovations. Prepared under contract no.
HEW-OS-73-216",with the US Office of Education, Department
of Health; Education, -and Welfare. Santa Monica;
California: The Rand Corporation. (May.)

)

BIDWELL, CHARLES E. ."Students and Schools:, Some Observations on
1970 F Client Trust 'in ClientServing Organitations." In

Organiations and Clients, pp. 37-69. Edited'by William
R. Rosengren and Mark Lefton. Columbus, Oriio:. Charles
E. Merrill.

BINGHAM, RICHARD D. The Adoptidn of Innovation by Local
1976 Government. Lexington, Massachusetts: Lexington Books,

D. C. Heath and Company.

CICOUREL, AARON V. and JOHN I. KITSUSE. The Educational Decision,
1963 Makers. New York: Bobbs- Merrill.

CLEMENT, DOROTHY.p., MARGARET EISENHART,.and JOE R. HARDING. "The

1979 Veneer of Harmony: Social-Race Relations in a Southern
Desegregated School." In Desegrag&ted Schools,' pp.
15-64.',Edited byRay C. Rist. New York: Academic Press.

CLEMENT, D. C., M. EISENHART, and J. R. WOOD. "School Desegregation'
1976 _ and.... Trends in the Literature,

1960-1975.-" In Thee Desegregation Literature: A Critical

Appraisal: Natfonal Institute Of Education, US
Department of Health, Education; und Welfare. Washington,
DC:- US Government Printing Office.



COHEN, E.- "The'Effects of Desegregation on Race Relations:. Facts

1975 or Hypothesis." Law and Contemporary Problems 39(2):
271 -299. 4

COHEN, E. "Modifying the Effects of Social Structure." ,American

1973 Behavioral Scientist 16(6).

COLLINS, THOMAS W. "From Courtrooms to Clasrooms: Managing

1979 School-Desegregation aDeep South High School." In

Desegregated Schools, pp. 89-114, Edited by Ray C. past.

New York: Academic Press.

COOK, S. W. "Motives in a Conceptual Analysis of Attitude-Related
1969 Behavior." In Nebraska Symposium on Motivation. Edited

by W. J. Arnold and D. Levine. -Lincoln, Nebraska:
University of Nebraska.

.
4...

,.
, e

GRAIN, ROBERT L. "Why Academic'Research Fails to be Useful." In

1976 School Desegregation: Shadow and Substance,. pp. 31-45.
Edited by Florence Levensohn and Benjamin D. Wright.
Chicago: University of dhicago Press..

mC.

CULVER, CARMEN M., ANN LIEBERMAN, and DAVID A. SHIMAN. "Working

1973 Together: The Peer Group Strategy." In The Power to

Change: Issues for the Innovative Educator, pp.'73-98.
Edited by Carmen. M. Culver. and Gary j. Hoban. NeveYork:

McGiaw-Hill.

DAVIDSON, JAMES,-ct`al. "Measuring and Explaining High School

1978 .Interracial Climates." Social Problems 26:50-70..

DOYLE, WALTER and GERALD A. PONDER. "The Practicality Ethic in

, 1977-78 Teadler Decision Making'," Interchange 8(31:1-12.

EDDY, E. "Educational Innovation and Desegregation: A Case Study.

1975 of Symbolic Realigliment." human Organisation 34(2):
163-172,

ELLIOTT DELBERT S. and N..VOSS. Delinquency andDropout:

1974 Lexington, 'Massachusitti: D.C. Heath and Company.

ESTRADA, JOANN and, SUSAN HEDLUND. "Teacher to.Teacher Training at

1980 - the Secondary Level: A Collaborative Approach to Staff
Development." Journarof Staff Development 1(1)E6
(May.)

FADER, DANIEL. The Raked Children. New York: Bantam Books.

1971

, FERMAN SHARON, ed. Teacher Centers: What litace.in BducatiOn?

197-8 *Chicago: Center for Policy Study, University of Chicago.



FUCHS, E. Teachers Yak: Views frori; Inside City Schools. Garden1969 City, New Jersey: Doubleday.

.
.FULLAk, MICHAEL and-ALAN POMFRET. "Research on Curriculum and

1977, Instruttion Implementation." Review of 'Educational
Research 47(1):335 -397. il

Q
a

GOOD, THOMAS L, and,JERE E. BROPHY: Looking in ClassrooMs. New1978 : York: Harper & Row, Publishers.

GOODLAD, JOHN I. The Dynamics of Educational Change: Toward1975 Responsive Schools. New York: McGraw-Hill.

GOODLAD, JOHN I. "The Reconstruction of Teacher. Education."1970 Teacher's College Record'72:61-72. (September.).

GRIFFIN, GARY A.,' "Guidelines for the evaluation of Staff Development1979 Trogrami:" In Staff Development: 'Pew Demands, New
. ft,° Realities, New. Perspectives, pp. 126-139. Edited 0 Ann

Lieberman and Lynne Miller.- New York:..,Columbia
University, 'Teachers College Press..

/

GROSS, NEAL, JOSEPH B. GIACQUINTA, and MARILYN BeRNSTEIN.',1971 , IMpierhenting Organizational Innovations: A Sociological
Analysis of Planned Educational Change. New-York: BasicBOoks.

1
GROSS,,NEAL, WARD S. MASON, and ALEXANDER W.,-McEACHERN. EXptorations1958 in Role Analysis: Studies of the.SchoOl SuperintendencyRole: New York: -0411 Wiley 6 Sons, Ind.

.

HARGREAVES, DAVID. H'. Social Relations in a Secondary School.
1967. London: ,Routledgeand Kegan' Paul.

HERRIOTT, ROBERT EoandiNEAL GROSS, eds. The Dynamics of Planned
4 1979 Educatknal-Change. Berkeley, California: McCutchan

Publishing Corporation.

HIRSCHI, TRAVIS. Causes of Delinquent'. Berkeley, California:
1969 University of California Pre

HOWARD, EUGENE R. and MONROE X. ROWLAND. The S'Chool Based.
1969 losimappmmt Team as a Means of Fostering Rational.

Change in 'Educational Institutions. Fort Lauderdale,
Florida: The International Learning Corporation.

HURN, CHRISTOPHER J. The Limits and Possibilities of Schooling.
1978 Boston, Massachusetts: Allyn and Bacon, Inc.

-184-



HOES, DELL. - "Introduction." In Function of Language in the
1972 Classroom, pp. xi-lvii. ',Edited by Courtney B. Cazden,

Vera P. John, .and De ymes. Mew York: Columbia
University, Teacher °liege Press.

,

JACKSON, JAY.- !'A Conceptual and Measuretent.Model for Norms and
1960 Roles.." Pacific Sociological Review 9(1):35-47. (Spring.)

JENCKS; CHRISTOPHER. Inequallity: A Reasseement of the Effect of
1972 Family and Schooling in America. New York:. Basic Books,

Inc.

KING, NICELMA J. Staff Development Programs in Desegregated
1980 Sittings. Prepired for.the-Natibnal:Institute of

Educati.on. Sant'a Monica, California: The Rand
Corporation.

KJOLSETH, ROLF. "Making Sense: Natural Language and Shared
1972 Knowledge in Understanding." In Advances'in the'Socioiogy

of Language II, pp., 50-76. Edited by Joshua A. Fishman,
The Hague: ,Mbuton. -

KREINBERG,.NANCY. "The Equals Program:. 'Helping Teachers to
1980 Become Researchers and Problem Solvers." Journal of

Staff Degelopment 1(1):19-30. (May.)

LEACOCK, ELEANOR BUSKE. Teaching and Learning in City Schools.
1969 'New-York: Basic BodXs.

LEITER, KENNETH, C. V. "Ad-Hocing Practices in Kindergartens."
1976 Inl attge Use and School Perfbrmance. Edited by

Aar n V.Cicourel, et al. New York: Academic
Press.

LIEBERMAN, ANN. "The Power of the Principal: Research Findings."
1973 In The rower to Change: Issueaior the Innovative

Educator, pp. 35-47. Edited by Carten M. Culver and
Gary J. Hoban, New York: McGraw-Hill. ,

.

LIEBERMAN, ANN and LYNNE MILLER; "The Social Realities of
1979. '- Teaching." In Staff Development: New Demands, New

Rea ties,, New Perspectives, pp. 54-68. Edited by
Liebermqn and Miller.- New York: Columbia University,
Teachers College Press.

LIEBERMAN, ANN and LYNNE MILLER, eds. Staff Develophent:
1979 Demands, New Realities New Perspectives. Ntw York:

Columbia UniVersity, Teachers College Press.

LITTLE, JUpITH WARREN. "We. They, and /t: An Exploratory Study
1978 f the Use of Talk in.the Social Organization of Work:"

M.D. dissertation.' Univrsity of Colorado, Boulder,
Colorado,



LORTIE, DAVID. School Teacher.
1975 Press.

MACDONALD, W. SCOTT. Battle in
1971 Pennsylvania: Intext

Chicago: Univcrsiti of Chicago

the'Classroom. Scranton,
Educatipnal Publishers.

MANN, DALE. "The PolitiCs of Trainihg Teachers'in Schools."'1976 leachers-College Record 77:123-339. .(February.)

MANN,-DALE, MILBREY WALLIN McLAUGHLIN, MIRIAM BAER, PETER GREENWOOD,
LAWRENCE.McCLUSKY, LINDA PRISOFF, JOHN G. WIRT, and GAIL ZELLMAN,1975 Federal Programs Supporting Educational Change, Volume.

"The Process of Change. Appendix A: intovations
'in Classroom Organization and Staff Develppment.".

-

Rrepared for the. US office of_Educatidn, Department of
Health, Educations and Welfare.-:..Santa,Monida,
California: The Rand Corporation. !

MCGRATH, JOSEPH. E, "A Multi:facet Approach to Classification of1968 Individual,,Gioup,.and Organization Concepts4", In
People, Groups, and Organizations, pp.'191-215. Edited
by, Bernard P. Indi,and F. Kenndth Berrie. °New York:
'Columbia University, Teachers' College Press.

,

:McLAUGHLIN, M1LBREY WALLIN and PAUL BERMAN, "Reto oling Staff1077 Development in t Peiiod of Retrenchment." Educational
Leadership 35:191-194. ,

1.

McLAUGHLIN, ?4ILBREY WALLIN and DAVID D. MARSH. "Staff eeve opment
1979 and School Change." In Staff Development: New Ddina ndi,

New Realities,vNew PerspectiveS,, pp. 69-94;1. Edited by
Ann fieberMan and Lynne Miller; -New York:. Columbia
UniversIty, leachers College Presp.

.

14ETZ, MARY HAYWOOD. :Classrooms and corridors: The Crisis of
,1978 Authority in Lealregated Secondaiy Schools. Berkeley:

California: Uni rsity of California Press.

MILLER,1YNNE. "The High School and Its Teachers: Implications
'1980 for Staff.1)evelopment."4i- Journal of Staff Development

. 1(9) :5-18. Vey.) .

MILLERr4LYNNE and THOMAS E. WOLF.' "Staff Developmeht for School,
1979 3 Change? Theory and Piactice." In'Staff:Devaopment:

Demands,'-New Realities, New Perspectives, pp. 144-
160. 'Edited bi,Ann Lieberman and Lynne Miller. New
York:

Columbia.Univeisity,-Teachers Coltese..Press.

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION. The Eg-segligation Literature:1976 A Critical Appraisal. Washington, Di; Desegregation
Studies Staff, Educatidhal Equity. Group, National
Institute'of.Education, US'DepartAent of Health,
Edutation; and Welfare.



NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION, "Resegregation:' A Second
1977 Generation School Desegregation Issue." A position

paper prepared by the,DeAegregation Studies Unit.
Washington, DC: National Institute of Education,
Departmentcof Health, Education and Welfare.

NEMSER, SHARON FEIMAN and KATHLEEN DEVANEY. "Further Reading
n.d. About the Advisor Role." An annotated bibliography.

(Mimeographed.)

NOBLIT, GEORGE W. "Patiente and Prudence in a Southern High
1979 School: Managing the Political Economy of Desegregated

Education'" In Desegregated Schools, pp. 65-88:
Edited by Ray C. Rist. New York: Academic Press.C.

OGBU, J. U. The Next Generation. New York: Academic Press.
1974

PARSONS, T. "The School-Class as aSocial" System: Some of its
1959 Functions in American Society." Harvard Education

Review 29:297-318. -

PE1TIGREW, T. "The acial Integration of Schoolsi" In Racial
1975' Diiorimindtion in the United States. Edited by T.

Pettigrew. New York: Harper and Row.

POLK, KENNETH and WALTER S. SCH AFER, eds. Schools and Delinquency. -

1972 Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: .Prentice-Hall Inc.

RAUH 'PAULINE S. "Helping Teacher: A Model for Staff Development."
1979 In Staff Developerent: Newl,peinands, New Realities, New

Perspectives, pp. 174-188. Edited by Asui Lieberman
and Lynne Miller. New York: Columbia University,
Teachers College-Press.

RIFFEL, RODNEY, FRANCIS -IAN': MPAGARET ORR, ELIZABETH REUSS-IANNI,
AUDREY SAVWOIR, and ANDREA SPARKS. "Research on. Desegregation in
1976 School. and Classroom Settings: an Annotated Bibliography

from a.Field Medods Perspective." In The Desegregation.
Literature: A Critical lAppraisai. Washington, DC:
Desegregation Studies.; Staff, Educational Equity,. Group,:.
National Institute of Education, US Department of
Health, n.Education, and Welfare.

RIST, RAY. C. The Invisible Children: Schooi Integration in
1978 American Society. Cambridge, Massachusetts: liarVard

UniVerSitY PreSS'.

JUST, RAY: "Social Class and Teacher txpectaiions: The
970 Self-Puifillist Prophecy in Ghetto Education."

Education Review 40:411-431. .

Harvard



RIST, RAY C., cd. Desegregated Schools:, Appraisals of an.
1979 American Experiment. New York: Academic Press.

ROGERS, EVERETT.M. Diffusion of Innovations.
1962. Pkipeof.Glencoe.

ROSENBAUM, JAMES E. Making Inequality: The Hidden Curriculum of
1976 High $chool Tracking. NewCYork: John Wiley 6 Sons, Inc.

New York: Free

ROSENTHAL, ROBERT and LENORE JACOBSON; Pygmalion in the Classroom.
1968 New York: Holt,-Rinehart,Landfyinston.

RUBIN, LOUIS, ed. The In-Service Education of Teachers: Trends,
1978 Processes, Prescriptions. Boston, Massachusetts:, Allyn

and Bacon, Inc.

RUTTER, 40MHAEL, BARBARA MAUGHAN, PETER MORTIMORE, JANET OUSTON,
with ALAN SMITH. Fifteen Thousand Hours: Secondary Schools and
1979 Their Effects on Children. Cambridge, Massachusetts:

Harvard University Press.

ST. JOHN; NANCY. School Desegregation: Outcomes for Children.
1975 New York; John Wiley Sons, Inc.

'SARASON, SEYMOUR B. The Culture of the School and the Problem of
071, -,Change. Boston, Massachusetts: Allyn 6 Bacon.

ICHERER, JACQUELINE and EDWARD J. SLAWSKI. "Color, Clals, and
1979 Sccial Control in an Urban Desegregated School." In

Desegregated Schools: Appraisals of an American
Experiment, pp. 117-454. Edited by Ray Rist. New York:
Academic Press.

SCHIFFER,.
1979

SCHIFFER,
1980.

SCHOFIELD,
1978

SCHOFIELD,
1979

SELIGMAN,'
1972

JUDITH. "A Framework for Staff Development." In Staff
Development:"'New Demands, New Realities, New Perspectives,
pp. 4-22. Edited by Ann Lieberman and Lynne Miller.
New York: Columbia Univetsity, Teachers College Presi.
Ale

JUDITH. School Renewal Through Staff Development. New
York: Columbia University, Teachers College Press.

,

J. W, "School. Desegregation and Intergroup Relation
In Social Psychology of Education. Edited by D. Bar-la
and L. Saxe. Waihington, DC:, Hemisphere Press.

JANET WARD and H. ANDREW SAGAR. "The Social Context
of Learning in an Interracial Schoof." In Desegregated
Schools: Appraisals of an American Experimentspp. 155-
199. Editgd by Riit. New York: Academic Press.

C., R. TUCKER, and W. LAMBERT. "The Effects of Speech
Stylvand Other Attributes on Teachers" Attitudes T64sards
Pupils." Aanguage in Society 1(1) :131-142.

"I
0.

ea



a de

SLAVIN, ROBERT E. Cooperative Learning (Report No. 267). Published
1978 by the Center for Social. Organization of Schools,

supported in part as a research and development. center
by funds from the United States National Institute of
Education', Departmbnt of Health, Education, and Welfare.
Baltimore, Maryland: The Johns Hopkins University.

SLAVIN, ROBERT E. "Effects of Biracial Learning Teams un
1979a. Cross - Racial. Friendships." Journal of Educational

Psychology 71(3):381-387.

SLAVIN, ROBERT E. "Integrating the Desegregated Classroom: Actions
1979b Speak Louder than Words,", Educational Leadership 36(S):

322-324.

SMITH AL, ANTHONY DOWNS, and M. LEANNE LACHMAN: Achieving
1973 Effective Desegregation. Lexington, Massachusetts:

- D.C. HeAth Company, for the Real Estate Research
Corporation.

SULLIVAN, MERCER L
1979 in a Pc

Desegr
Newlft

, "Contacts Among Cultures: School Desegregation
ethnic New York. City High School." In
tacit Schools, pp. 261-240. Edited by Ray C. Rift.

Academic Press.

,TIKUNOFF, WILLIAM J., BEATRICE A. WARD, and GARY A.'GRIFFIN.
':.1979 Interactive Research and Development on Teaching. San

Francisco, California:. Far West Laboratory for
Educational Research and Development.

,

TYE, KENNETH. "The Elementary School Principal: Key to Educational
1973 Change." In The Per to Change: !Issues far-the

Innovative Educatov, pp. 25-33. Edited by Carmen M.
Culver and Gary J. Hoban. New. York: McGraw-Hill.

TYE, KENNETH A. and JERROLD M. NOVOTNEY. Sohoole In'Transition:
1975. The Practitioner as Change Agent. New York: McGraw-Hill.

WILLIAMS, RICHARD C. "A Poliiical Perspective on Staff Development."
1979 In Staff 'Development: New Demands, New Realities., New

Perspectives, pp. 95-106. Edited by Ann Lieberman and
Lynne Miller. New York: Columbia University, Teachers
College Press.

WILLIAMS, RICHARD C CHARLES C. WALL, W. MICHAEL MARTIN, and
ARTHUR BERCHIN. Effecting Organisational ReneWal in Schools:
1974 A Social Systems Perspective. York: McGraw-Hill.

WILLIAMS, TREVOR. "Teacher ProPhecies and the Inheritande of
1976 Inequality." Sociology ofEduCiation 49:223-235.

-23-



;

WOLCOTT, HARRY F. The Man in the Principal's Office: An Ethnography.

1973 New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston.

.WOLFF,.HANS. "Intelligibility.and Inter-Ethnic Attitudes."

Anthropological Linguistics 3(March).

YIN, ROBERT K KAREN A. HEALD, and MARY E. VOGEL. Tinkering with

1977 the System: Teghnological Innovations in State and

'2.Local Services. Lexington; Mastachusetts:. Lexington

Books, D.C. Heath and Company.

Z1GARMI: PATRICIA. "Teicher.Centers: A Model for Teacher-Initiated

1979 Staff Development." In Staff Development: New Demands;

New Realities, New Perspectives, pp. 189-204. Edited by

`'Ann Lieberman and Lynne Miller. New York: Columbia

University, Teachers College Press.


