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THE MANAGEMENT OF EDUCATION PROFESSIONALS IN INSTRUCTIONALLY
_ . ‘EFFECTIVE SCHOOLS: _TOWARD A RESEARCH AGENDA.

» . t -~ - R . )
B R . /s . . - N
) ~

This. paper was written by‘the Education Professions Committee which is part'
e . ) -
of* an NIE funded _program in the Center for Educational Policy and #anagement |,

.
.

. (CEPM) at the Un1vers1ty of Oregon. The mission of the program is to 1nvest1-

hd - hd . e e o R ee—

;f:- - --——-gate ~how-policy-and~ management affect student mastery- of‘bas1c CST e

sk111s in reading and” fiathematics. The Educat1on=Profess1ors CoEm1ttee Was .

.

. formed because the CEPM staff be}ieves that human resources represented by the-

-

‘_ var1ous education profess1ons have an 1mportant 1mpact on. school product1v1ty.
¢ ' These resources-need to be better understood through a prog.am of. research, so

that- policy makers can“use them effect1ve1y to 1mprove~students ach1evement of
- ‘ 4

the basic skills. =~ = R . T . N ,

- -
¢ - . - 5 . .t e 5

The purpose of this paper is to provide an initial conceptualization of the
. parameters, relationshmps, and “scope of work that -the Education Professjons

* . Comm1ttee m1ght 1ncﬂude in its research agenda. The reader'is advised to read '

‘

another CEPM paper, “Linking Educational Pol1cy qnd Management withr

» . Student Ach1evenent," (Duckworth "1981) to see how the Gommittee's work

L4

relates to the ﬁarger m1ss1on of the Center s research program on human

] . ',\
. . -~

resource managenent . .. oo . 2
- . Bet%er ut1]1zat1on of resourcks is directly related to 1ncreas1ng

studemt learning. Stated crudely in economic terms, 1nproved handling .

~

of raw materials will Tead to h1gher quality products. Indeed, the

Y

input-output formulation of educational productivity has been conspicuous

in educational production researcﬁ, However, although the economics |
v metaphor has prgvided a cbnvenient research’prototype, it may have

.' . encouraged an emphasis more on the quantity of available resources than
.' on the nature of the social environment in which;they occur and are used




2 . T, L ' . . ’ ‘,
(Barr“and Dreeben,1977; Murrane 1980). The question of how .resources are

L allocated in an ongoing system has aTso been slighted. " Knowing that resources . &
, ex1st in d1fferent quant1t1es or even in different qual1t1es tells us noth1ng "‘ .

i i about how they are co- Jo1ned in the teaching process.. e -

av
» _ . e

. N -Thus, our pr1nary EbJect1ve 1s to cons1der _how._ human resources- (s es, educa=" “‘:“”‘

e T T

A e

t1on profess1onals) m1ght best be managed in order to improve: student

T et -

ach1evement. Our 1nterest is in'formulating a researchggfradlgm and a research

* agendd that w1ll gu1de 1nvest1gat1ons into the relationships between human

oS resouree management and basic skills ach1evement in reading and mathematics.

An example will make clear the d1st1nct1on between research on effective

- classrooms and schools and- research on human resource management. One of the'

- k3 » -

“. J- maJor f1nd1ngs of the Beginning’ Teacher Evaluat1on Study (Denham and L1eberman -

1980) was that time’ allocated for basic skills 1nstruct1on is pes1t1vely corre-

l y -

lated with students’ basic skill acqu1s1t1on. This f1nd1ng means that teachers

e

. who allocate more t1me for basic skills 1nstruct1on are likely to be more effec-

t1ve (1n the sense of promot1ng student achivement) -than teachers who allocate .

. . a - Y

. less time. :

v . [+ »

> ' The question then arises, What management practices could be instituted to

.

2
’

lncrease'the.effectiveneés of teachers)with respect to time allocation? K

Inservice education\jmonitoring of teacher time allocation, and removal of

1

d1stract1ors from teachers' work env1ronments are management opt1ons that come

- @

i ‘ 'to mind. One m1ght also ask the question, i{hat* management-practices could be

«instituted to 4morove bu1ld1ng principals’ ability to use fime allocat1on
as an instructional resource? In fact . one might ask s1m1lar quest1ons about

_any professional group-whose work 1mp1nges ‘on, or 1s affected by, allocation of .

time for basic skills instruction. ,These k1nds of quest1ons, in our view, relate to

research on the managenent of human resources rather than to research on class-,

N}




. roofi effectiveness.’

There is renewed appreciation among the genera] public’ and educators alike

-that a maJor goa] of the schoo]s is to help students acquire basic skills,_ espe-

et ey

c1a11y_Jn read1ng and’mathemat1cs. The most . .visible express1ons of th1s new -
/’tomm1tment are the "back to bas1cs" movement in the fimerican schoo] curriculum
and the 1ncreas1ng number of states that have mandated competency requ1rements .
for h1gh school graduat1on. - - _ '
Bas1c skills in reading and mathematics,are_certainly inportant 1earning’ o

" outcormes in-their'own right. Furthermore, mastery of basic.skills is a

necessary prerequ151te for the deve]opment of prob]em-soiv1ng and other thinking
skills, which const1tut another important set of learning outcomes. But

desp1te the 1mportance of‘basic'skiils, public education is not doing a good job

of insuring that 1ts student clientele acquire them. An alarming percentage of

' hlgh school students is unabJe to demgnstrate basic skill proficiency when adml-

n1scered competency tests. Also d1scourag1ng is t‘e\gap between the basic

skill atta1nment of wh1te, middle-class students*and students of other ethnic @ i

groups and from families of low socioeconomic status (National Assessment of

Educational Progress 1979' National Assessment of Educational Progress‘n.d.;

Natlonal Center for Educational Statisti¢s 1978). $ ' <. ‘
{!v ¢

Other background factors also appear to influence student achievement,

fr

although not-to the same degree as social class and race. For dnstance, sex _
appears tq play a s%gnif;cant role, In the early grades, males have iany more‘
problems uith reading than females (Bond and Tinker 1967, Gates 1961, Herman 1975)
and even in adu]thood have somewhat lower scores than_fema1es on tests of
verbal reasoning and complex verbal comprehension(taccoby and Jacklin 1974). -

Although girls learn to count sooner than- boys and score equally well on tests

of arithmetic reasoning through the elementary_ school yearg (Maccoby 1966), ‘

»




they pegin to fall behind boys in mathematics achievement in the high .. .

schbo1 years (Aiken 1976, Anastasi 1958 Astin 1974, Fennema 1974). Area

of res1dence may a]so affect ach1evement at least as 1t 1s assoc1ated with

St .igT¢1ass and‘F“Ee: “Both students in h1gh1y urban1zed areas (Nat1ona1

Assessment of L'duca!t:u)na] Progress 1979) and those in Very 1so]ated rural

sett1ngs (C]ay'1976, Edington 1971) have'beeneobserved,to have lower

mastery of basic skills. Finally, various handicapsfare related to achieve-

ment. Students with ﬁhysical 6r'menta1 pisabilities are often at a dis- c

%

advantage in acquiring basic skills,

. Many studies have tried to explain the basis of these inequities in

“
achievement. For instance, .the effects of social class on achievement have

N .
been linked to variations in socialization and.linguistic patterns in the

1973; 1976) Sex differentials have been traced to

variatiens in maturation and to sex differences in perceptual deve]opment

) : i“ e

- B ¢

home (Bernstein 1970,

(Stockard :1980).

. Whatever the ultimate sour~. >f these inequ%ties,-the schools are charged

v

with educating all children to’ the best of their abilities, compensating

for any handicaps ‘that students face due to their backgrounds. In chargi@g

~

, schools with improving student achievement, }t is often .assumed that’greater

.- . RS | .- .
student equity will be attained: In other worgs, increased ecn1evenent

. & v ! LIS
in a school or classroomvimplies that all students acquire basjc skills and

- .

that the assoéﬁation of achievement with background factors such as social
F-S

class, race, sex, area of resxdence and hand1cap becomes much smaller

i

(cf.,Cohen, Koeh]er, Datta, and Timpane 1981)..

“The National Inst1tute of Edugat1on and other ?und{ng agencies have . .-
' ' :

sponsored a substantial amount of research over the past decade or so to-
' \ . d .. b

deve]op.neW;knowledge that might be useful in remediating inadequacies in

student mastery of basic skills. As a result of their efforts, there is a growing

%4
N

. e .




number of rep11ca*ed research f1nd1ngs about characteristics of c]assrooms

(Brophy 1979a Med]ey 1977 Rosensh1ne 1976,_Rosenshine & Berliner- 1978) and - L

schoo]s (Brookover et a] 1977 Edmonds 1979 Weber 1971) that are assoc1ated

with improved student ach1evement in the basic sk1115. He will rev1ew
the findings'of this research later in the paper. * ‘ ',

A ~ Most characteristics of effective classroops and effective,schouls as ' [ T
revealed through this research,,1nvo]v the direct or 1nd1rect part1c1pat1on of

education professionals. It appears that the qua11ty and use of the human

&
:: S, resources ¢-3igned to schools have a significant effect on students' ]eve] of - &j\if
: ach1evement tn the basic skills. - ;o \'i
"This conclusion may seem so obviuus as to be trivial in its implications.
After a]l,(it is hard to imagine large numbers of students ‘engaged in sustained . .

- .. learning without:professional educators to guide them, What is not so*

-

obvious is how these educators should act and think so that all, or aimost

all, students become'proficient in the basic skills. The body of research

- > N ~

referred to aboye suggests-a set of practices for basic skills <instruc-
tion that is more specific and‘empirically-based than anything previously avail-
able. :

’ +

‘Terminology and 5rganization v .

As used in this paper, the term “student ach1evement" refers to mastery of
skills in read1ng and mathematics. Research has dealt with student achievement '
at both the school and classroom levels, both of which will be addressed in this

paper. The term "education professionals" will be used when possible instead of
. the more abstract and general term “human resources," although we attach basically
. ‘ the same meaning to each term. Our range of interest will 1nc1ude any group of .

!sducatfon professionals who have a potential contribution to make to student”

#wt




achievement. Teachers and building principals, however, are the major focus of
. attention in this paper, because tn:lavaiiabie research ié;most c]Eariaboutrnow
these groups affect student achievement at schdof and c]assraon levels. We also:
- make’occasional‘reference'to-respurce'specia]isfs‘and teacner aides a§‘they B e
might affect instructional effectiveness: The term mmanagement“ wiil be used to )
refer to strategies (e.g., personnel selection, a]]ocgt1on and evaluat1on; staff
. training and development; use of incentives and rewards) that can be emp]oyed by
policymakers and administrators to improve the effect{veness of educat1cn
professionals. ‘ ! \
N The remainder of this paper is diyidea into two major sections. Section I
'concerns'the relationship bétweeﬁ student achievemenf and_attributes of schqé] .
and classroom contexts; ;fn;this séction, ne discuss conceptualizations of basic -
skill achievement and briefly. review what -research has found about the consti-
tuents of ef?ective practicbs in these two instruétionaf contexts. In Section
II, discussion turnsito our majdf concern: managerial 0p£ions for impnoving ghe )
effeativeness of edupation professionals. Because our primary objeptive is the ., .

formulation of an agenda for research on the relationship between human resource

L} . >

) management and student achievement, this section reviews in some depth the

a ¢ . (= .

»
existing knowPedge base and discusses areas in which new knowledge is needed.
- ' The human resource management factors that we have chosen to consider here
include personne] a]]ocat1on, inservice educat1on, control over work decisions,

B - .

personne] evaluation,’ incentives and rewards, and professidnal associations and

P .
ragencies. We are well awarg that there may be other human resource management

[ N ’

factors Which could be added to this list.* Our'ana;ysis of the variables we have

' identified may be regarded as a model for studying the influence. of cthers. oo

. LN v y > P




. “T'~ Relationship Between School s

~—
~

- and Classroom Atffibutes and Student Achievement

» Sl

S

In this section, we review research that“Suggests schod] and classroom

- — s~ - - A —— - \

. attr1butes most often associated with student attainment of basic sk1lls. It is -
1mportant to cons1der these two instructional contexts as they med1ate the
effects of human resource management strateg1es ou student achievement. (These
strategies will be the focus of Sect1on 11.) As shown in Figure:1l on the next
page, student aph1evement in the\bas1c skills is. seen as the outcome that we :
. o ‘\: + -wish to maximize. Classroom instruction is seep:as the proximal cause of stu- \§
* -, dent achievement, School-level factors are placed above the classrcom context

\\

™ - ’ - s . - - “ \ .o
box in,the figure because they are seen as influencing student achievement

|
2 {ndirecyly through their impact on how education professionéls perform in the
; - classroom, . % ' )
.. - i . N ' -
- - Conceptualizations About Curriculum and Measurement ' # . *\:
. . We .will begin by first considerinq.the way in which pasic skills azhievement

is conceptualized. Even when education professionals are in agreement about
) ARt
“basic skills" as a priority goal of schooling, they may disagree about the’

nature and measurement of thiS‘cBncept. Their disagreements reflect different . .

! - . ¢

conceptualizations that educatOr‘S hold about matters re'lat‘ing to

.

curriculum aad measurement. Qu1te poss1b]y these individual d1fferences in-per-

3

ceptions mediate the influence of human resource management strategies on stu-

dent achievement. We recommend, therefore, that factors re]aé;d to the concep-~

.

tualization of basic skills be studied as a set of .intervening variables in
. 3

research on management strategies for improving the effectiveness of education
. % 4

» o .

professionals. - ,
. An, example will illustrate the importance ofgconceptualizations about basic
1 . s ,
N v
s \ . P 7
[ /' i




, : . FIGWRE1 L
. SCHOOL AND CLASSROOM ATTRIBUTES
AND THEIR RELATIONSHIP TO STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT
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Inmediate, academically-oriented .
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’

“skills. If teachers have varying conceptions of baSic sk\\js, and the achieve- , * -+
ment tests used to assess student learning are based on a still different
conception, schoo] management will suffer from a faulty data base. Furthermore,

research on studgnt achievement becomes virtually méaningless under these
7/

condifions. Tests designed to measure what has been learned should be high in

-t . 5

_'content validity or should sample systematically for a defined domain of

knowledge. Tests-used in school effects or classroom effects research tend to

» - (RN

be weak 1n this respect (Ga]l 1973).

'
Educators conceptualizations of basic skills achievement can vary with
respect to three.dimensions: what should be Iearned, how-well it should be
learned; and'hOW°quick1y it can be learned. These dimensions. -are important
because seach one may be affected by a. distinctive set of instructional

conditions which in turn are contro]]ed by a distinctive set of management

scrategies.

- . N
- N . ) -

What Should Be Learnéd. Teachers, administrators, curriculum specialists,

and others make deciSions about what is to be Tearned. The "what" is sometimes
stated as ObJeCt1VES and is con51dered by some educators to constitute the
curriculum, “the- p]anned learning outcomes for- which the school is responsible"
(Popham and Baker 1970) TeaChers, materials, and programs differ .from each
other in what they provide instruction about, and different”students may earn
ditferent scores on an achiev[ment test because they were taught different con- ,
tent (Walker and Schafferznick 1974) . _ ' ) -

The "what" of instructign is also important ecause- learning outcome; are
differentially influenced by schoo] resources. he studies of the International

ASSOC1at10n for the Evaluation of Educationai/A hievement found that, "the

more a subject is learned in school, the greater the effects of schoo]ing"

3




(ﬁolf 1979, p. 326). The research staff of the Beginning Teacher Evaluationm

Study (Fisher, Berliner, Filby, Marliave, Cahen, and Dishaw 1930) also found that

variaticns in allocated and engaged tiime were more highly correlated with some
types of school achievement than with others. Thus, the "what" of instruction
may limit the extent to which certoin,learning outcomes oan be modified by edu-
cation professionals. '. : C e
Based on his experience with the Beginning Teacher Evaluation Stody;

Berliner (1980) offered the opinion that one probably could.not find consensos
on definition of Jearning outcomes beyond the fourth grade Tevel. Indeed, con-
sensus even at this level is prob]ema%ic. A recent‘analysis of fourth-grade .
mathenatigs textbooks (Kuhs & Fréeman 1979) indicated that they differed from
each other in important ways. Many top1cs found in one textbook Wwere not found

in the other textbook$. Many of the core topics common to all of the textbooks

-varied  in the amount of emphasis they were given. Once aga1n, the question of

how to achieve consensus of perceptions among education professionals emerges as

, :
a major problem of basic skills instruction. Research is.needed to clarify the

) naﬁure of the problem and how it affects management of education professiona]s.

How‘de]] It Should Be Lesrnea. Two teachers may beg1n to teach the same

ski1l, such as tying one s shoelaces or saying the sound representeﬂ bv "b."
Soudents of,both teachers may learn the same skill (the same "what"). However,
students of one teacher may be oblo to perform the skill more qu?ck]ysphan sto-
denis of ng other teacher. The quickness or speed :Zpresents a distinctive
type of basic skills achievement. _ ~ .
Another index of how well something has boen learnéd'is the strength of
retention over time. Classroom effocts research typically measures achievement

iqnediatefy'prior to instruction and immediately following instruction; gain

]
scores or residualized gain scores are used as the criterion. Another approach




) ) >
~ . « .
is to assess retention, which can be accomplished by measuring achievement

-

at a later iime'followfng instruc;ibn.z . -

»

A third index 1s the stablllty or relidbility of learnlng Two |

students may havé learned the same “what,” but q&f student can perforn
§‘ L]
it consistently on demqnd, whereas the other student-is IJ‘shaky“ and ab]e

A4 *

_ to perform some times but not’at others.

How Quickly It Can Be Learned. Efficiency research is generally -

of tro types. One type is concerned with differences in time required for
- l . .
particular students to achigve mdstery of a set of learning,outcomes. The

other type of efficiency research- is concerned with differences in achieve-

ment gains per unit of time. For example, two teachers may agree on the
A p ;

"yhat“ and "how well" of instruction. In a month's time, none of their

-

~ <

students may have qchieveglnastery, bup one teacher's group, on'average;
may be furthé? élong to&ard mastery than the othgf:gfﬁdp, He nee& to know
morg.ag;ut how education professionals perceivé the academic gafns.that
are possible with different groubs of students.over the course of a school

’

year.

s
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Research on Classroom Effectiveness

S
)
-

’ .

Several reviewers of researchs0n c]assroom instrucfion (Brophy 197%,

~ B -

- Rosenshine 1976, Rosenshine and Ber11ner 1°78) havé conc]uded that "d1rect
1nstruct1on" is more effect1ve than other instructional pract1ces in 1mprov1ng i
basic skills achievement, espec1a11y in elementary classrooms with students of -

" minority and low socioeconomic backgrounds. Cohen and his colleagues (1981)
identified'the§e as the principles -of .direct _jnstruction:

e 1. - The teacher Eeeps the-students on academic tasks, and the content - .

\ N

% . _ coverage- fis extensive.
‘2. The teacher and workbook questions are b?éh]y structured, aﬁd -

elicit a relatively high rate of correct-adsWers from .students.
i 3. -The teachers and mater1als provide 1mmed1ate academ1ca]1y~or1ented

feedback, pra1s1ng correct responses and exploring 1ncorrect ones. _

[ §
4. Instruct1on is provided to the whole class or to sma]] groups.» Ve v

-~ Q. Teachers monitor studepnt performance during recitation sessions, )

and provide individualized féedback to students. (p. 5)
We would add to thié Tist the following inﬁfruétional factors, each con-

sistent with the direct instructional model:

.~

° 6. The teacher is characterized by clarity and enthusia§m (Rosenshine 1971).
7. The teacher uses curricu;um programs that provide a system of materials
and teaching methods consistent with the princi?]es.of direct
instruétion, such as the Ke]]er‘Plan'(Ryan 1974), mastery learning
(8Toom 1976), and DISTAR (Becker 1977)"
v . 8. The feacher ensures that students Fbmp]ete pﬁeir homework -

assignments (Bloom 1976). .- -

The%e instructional principles, validated across several large-scale

studies, challenge our thinking about human resource managemerit. For one thing,

g. _1‘6‘” 3 ]




direct 1nstruct1on requires a teacher who can.na1nta1n a high level of alert-

ness, who\ns we]lgorgan1zed and who assigns basic sk1lls a high pr1or1ty

in the curriculum. Some teachers may not have the necessary temperament and

-att1tudes that Gersten, Carn1ne, and Williams-(in press) 1dent1f1ed in the1r

recent study of a schoo] d1strrct s adoption, of the DISTAR curr1cu1um.

What kinds of management practices are necessary to deaL/w1th teathers who

arée "in p]ace"‘1n a district and are unwilling to provide basic skills 1nstruc~
» tion or use direct instruction principles?’ For example, subject-matter teachers

in high school may feel it'outsidé their job description- to teach a remediall

basic skills c]ass. Thig 15 one prob]em for, research on human resource

‘management . Another sort of problem is suggested by the fact that d1rect

-

instruction pr1nc1p1es are not in the repertoire of many inservice teachers.

?hese'principles form a technology of instruttion that must be learned by the

.

teachers. . p

-
M
“

Although trained, motivated teachers are the key human resource in direct

- Y

instruction, teacher aides can also make a contr1but1on to classroom )
product1v1ty. Bloom (1981) has found that the t1me ‘required for a student to

reach mastery, in a mastery learning program, is greatly accelerated if he or

<

_she is assisted by a tutor. The tutor can contribute to dire<t instruction in
,‘\ . / Te .
basic skills by encouraging the student to stay on task, and by providing
immediate feedbiek on the student's responses. . Teacher aides are good

candidates to serve in this tutorial rnle.i We need to learn moirre about

whether,.in fact, they do serve as tutors. More generalfy, we need to learn

how to manage teacher aides so that theZy“make a vorthwtfile contribution
\, R . s
to’ classroom productivity. ey N Lo ol
. ) TN S | .
The most fundamental principle of direct‘instruction, it seems, is keeping,

students on task for sustained periods of time. This is not possible unless
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‘Research-on Schoo] Eftectiveness

“ 5. A system for monitoring and dssessing pupil performance thit .is

teachers themselves can stay. an task. Aﬂclassroom environment that minimizes . L

distractions is needed. If the teacher is d1stracted the pace of instruction

b

cannot be maintained, D1stractors--e1ther externa], as in the case of, loud- . \ Cl

2 .

I

e

speaker announcements, or 1nterna1, as 1n the case of unru]y students--prov1de v -

—

another focus for ‘research on human resource management jn bas1c sk1lls

instruction.

- -

v e

evera] studies have 1dent1f1ﬁd character1st1cs of e]ementary schoo]s “that °
;ﬁrétir effective basic skills Jnstructfon for minority and soc1oeconon1ca11y
disadvantaged students (Brookover et al. ]977 Rutter, Maughaﬁe Mortlmore
Ouston, and Smith 1979). Edmomds (1979) reviewed these studies, and conc]uded " .
that the following factors are pos1t1ve1y assoc1ateg with school product1v1ty ‘,

1. Strong adm1nrstrat1ve leadership by the school pr1nc1pa1, espec1a11y

) L ‘-1n re;ard to 1nsthu;tlona1 natters,, s . O P

" '2. A, school climate conducive to~]earning, t e., safe ;nd ordeh]y; - '9\ -f
'- 3.. School-wide emphas1s on basic skills instruction, wh1ch entails _”%gr

’ agreement among the prefe551onak\staff that 1nstruct10n‘1n the . PR

basic skills is the primary goal of the schoo] N -
4. Teacher expectat1ons that students can reach high le{ele.of - {

. achievement; and

-

tied to instructional objectives. e

v

°

\'2 ‘We are struck by the simifarities between these factors and the situation of

Marva Co]11ns, the Chicago teacher recent]y featured by CBS on 60 Minutes. Ms. .;
Co]11ns, a black teacher,_ teéaching only black- e]ementary-age children, was . SERY

- %
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Ty p1ctured as the 1nsp1r1ng successfﬁl teacher runn1ng her own 35-pup11 schoo] in, .
W . her houses By her own adm1ssiop, she ‘had failed as a teacher for ‘the 10 years s

L S— - et S — . — e o
t——y e - - - ——7!, 4

she had been work1ng in the' Ch1cago schoo]s. She quit those schoo]s in d1sgust.

. T 3%

b

: Yet, §he was succeeding with similar childrén in her own schoo]. It 1s instruc- h
:' . tive td note her ‘new teaching cond1t1ons. ) ' 2 { \ . FUEE

F1rst the ch1]dren were sent by parents who_ chose ter schoo] and paid extra

.’for the pr1v11ege. Second, the students knew they cou]d be expelled if.their :

“{' behav1or»d1d‘not match, the teacher S standards. Third, Ms. Co]11ns e]1m1nated - %
recess, phys1ca1 educat1on//énd/other “extras", she taught these stu-‘ ‘

: dents the bas1cs for 6 hours ) day,'and she ass1gned each ‘student homework.'

F1na11y, Ms. Collins d1d not have to expend energy, combat1ng the rest of the

~
T Qe

%;‘ . regu]ar schoo] context such as bells, annouucement;, and attendance.sheets.

? 2L ’ ~,.i ' Edmonds five factors 9nd Ms. Col]1ns app]1cat1on of them’ impress us as be1ng
(?bjd;; ' lqu1te p]aus1b1e. If one wants to 1mprove school product1v1ty, it makes sense

- v ' that one” would need té Jdnstitute the cond1tlons spec1f1ed in Edmonds' 11st. Yet ch -;
- . ' ‘each item on the ]1st ra1ses prob]ems for human resource management. For |

.t

exqmp]e, cons1der the f1rst item-=strong’ nnstruct1ona1 1eadersh1p by the

schoo]epr%nclpal. What needs to be acromp]1shed in order to help principals - . ;

"beceme effective w1th respect to- 1nstruct1ona1 1eadersh1p? Is it a matter of

.

. tra:n1ng7 Or a matter of rea11gn1ng the pr1nc1pa1's work reSpons1b111t1es to .

aﬂlow more t1me to perform th1s function? Research<1s needed to develop

a knowledge base for 1mprov1ng‘pr1nc1pa1s effectiveness in promoting'

(8
LY

school productivity. e . . ', J

-
A

Another condition that seems essentia1!'bu% difficult to achieve, is "school-

- . , 4

Ry wide emphasis on basic skills 1nstruct1on." Little is known about the pro- %

. 9 ' » ';

¥ . fessional groups who might p]ay a ro]e 1n*bu11d1no this consensus or about how they .
. “ ‘ 4

.’,‘
-
©,




-; — -dealing-with-these issues. . .

_student achievement. Althdugh research (Brophy 1979b, Good 1979) has c]ear]y

might be managed. Research on the developmental characteristics of effective

schodls (how did they get to"be effective?) would be especially useful for

. * I

“a

Also, it mhy prove: difficult to 1nst111 high .teacher expectatwons for

o b

" shown that teacher expectations ‘strongly influence student learning, there has

>

g
’

been 1ittle attention given to-understanding how teachehs-dehelop,certnin

levels of expectations. _Elashoff, -Dixon, and Snow (1971) summarize variables
that could influence-teacher expectancies° However° there is as yet no

x
c]ear]y defined and ach1evab]e means of ass1st1ng teachers to erm the appro-

~

pr1ate beliefs and expectancies that wou]d promote Opt\mal student ach1evenent

. Research 4n this area is clearly needed e " f T i L
. ° K ) . ‘: .
~ ' - \ ;_/J.s_ )
‘ . o '
Summary ' B N ' ' A

. &
4
¢ g .

' The purpose of this section has been tojrevien characteristics,oftschgol :
and classroom'contexfs'@qst often essociated with stndent*attainment of. basic
'skills.' We have viewed these attributes as the foundatior for the creatipn

of.efﬁective_human resource management stra%egies. In the fdllowing section,

e focus on.the stratégies themselves. ) )
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II, The Relationship Between Human Resource Management

4 ¢

: i
\ . and Student.Achievement 5
1

“'The'mafor focus 6? this section is to.discuss how we m1ght best manage

-

human resources to max1m1ze the conditions for effective schoo11ng lle believe
. I

l

that the contextua] factors of schoo1s and c]assrooms considered in Section I

l
. ¥

can be’ v1ewed as mediating variables between human resource management
4‘5 N
strategges and basic ach1evement F1gure 2 on the next page shows' ow
i .
b4 kY, 4 l

these clusters of factors are pos1t1oned in the relat1onsh1p between human

e

resource management and student ach1evemeht. The large box on the left in -

Figure 2 includes a range of human resource management strategtes for

jnf]uencing sthoo] and classroom pract{cesv ’ .
- . : 4
. We are well aware that some important factors are not represented in our” !
h

, * model. Lega] decisjons, economic forces, qommunity.context, and sogietal, ‘\
change are likely to affect human resource,managément practices and school N
produegdvity in compiex ways. A consideration of these factors s beyond the
seppe of this paper.‘ Other groups.in CéPH are currently involued in formulating

" research programs that will .investigate théir e}fects on school productivity
(Kehoe P1erce, Go]dschm1dt Bowers, and Townsend 1981, Lane and Kelly 1981).

We be11eve those 1tems under the -heading "Human Resource Management

-

Strategies" in Figure 2 (Personne] allocation; Inservice education; Control over

work decisions; Personne] evaluation; Incentives and rewards; and Profess1ona]

.- E

associations) are among the most salient factors 1nf1uenc1ng school

effectiveness and most under control of school district and school building
. e w0 . -

educators. Below we explore each of these factors ard the research

questions which may need to be considered under the rubric of human resource

management, - ’

.
Q¢ .~ /
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FIGURE 2

HUMAN RESOURCE, MANAGEMENT FACTORS |, o :
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SCHOOL CONTEXT - » |~ _
School’ principal leadership ‘.,
Safe and orderly climate .

¥ . um‘ Ty

" *HUMAN RESOURCE .
- MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES

Emphasis on basic ski]]s instruction % \
High expectations of students

p@y§§2hei allocation

;p' : Inservice education '

ﬂ J Controlﬁdyerlwork decisions
Personnel _evaluation

0Inéent:iiles and rewards

‘--

Profe351ona] associations

* and agencies
N, d

System for monitoring student , , *
performances ’

)

>

ey, .
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s CLASSROOM CONTEXT B

STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT

Teacher keeps students on tasks; IN BASIC SKILLS -

extensive content coverage N

-¥ ' Questions are highly structured .
and can be answered correctly . . B

Immediate, academically-oriented
fedback

Whole class or smE]] group
instruction

Teacher- monitors student © .
pérformance ) : " - 23
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Personnal Allocation ° - . B

i

‘We subsume a number of management processes under this heading.: Tﬂese \

1nc1ude personnel selection, assignment of personnel to pos1t1ons, and pro-
: ( ,/’
fessicra. role differentiatizn. \ ’ . , -

Personnel Se]ect10n. This is the process of screening applicants and

-

-

h\r1ng new personne] (teachers, teacher aides, principals)-into a schoo] system, .

; s .oor promoting from withiﬁggahe wou]d 1ike to know whether variations in personnel

&

. selection procedures haveoQ% effect on school product1v1ty and whether some
" selection criteria May result “in the employment of teachers; from a pool of

'app]icants, who are especially effective in baéicushills‘instruction.

The sea;ch fq; selection criteria that predict personnel productivity seems

e 34

a particufar]y worthwhile line oﬁ{research_(Schalock" 1979)., To a certain

- -

— extent, some criteria are implicit in the results of available school produc-

b tivity'research. For examp]e, Murnane (1980) reviewed the research 11terature
D A
and found that these teachet character1stics, among others, were positively

+

- corre]ated with student achievement:

1. The intellectual shi]]s of a teacher, as measured by a verbal
ability test;

" 2. The quaijty of the college that the teacher attended; ahg

o

@ 3. The extent to which the'teacher ha$ h1gh expectat1ons for students.

o - These teapher characteristics and others might be assessed at the point of

- f screening and hiring by a school system. The question to be answered by

research is whether these characteristics, in fact, predict education

3 ® ’ -

professionais' eventual productivity in a school system. °

Similar research could be conducted on other education profession groups. .
Edmonds' {1979) 11st of effective school character1st1cs, d1scqssed in Sect1on ‘

.
. A . . ~

- . e .
A} . . [

"
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% . . b . R,
I, could be recefined to yield criteria for selecting building principals, For O
example, a selection committee might assess each candidate's ability to set up
, e . ~) T 7 !
and maintain a school-widé system for assessing student performance. - The ° ]

research 11F;rature on tutoring can be reviewed to identify possible critemia

 for selecting effective teacher aides for basic sﬁillé instruction. '1

—

One can ask how important personne] selection 1s(1n determ1n1ng student

L -

achievement. Might not a schosl system use re]axed selecticn procedures and

)

fhéd provide'inservice tzajﬁing to obtain the on-the-job performance ?E desires‘l
of its education professibna]s’ This seems a reasonable option, but it

1nvo]ves high expend1tures for inservice education. In addition, students may’
learn less wh11e educators are being tra1ned on-the-job. An analysis of the cosqé
of each management practice compared-to the_product1v1ty gains of each wouid
yield a repertoire of cost-effective straéegies for personnel se]ectioﬁ:

The knowledge base about personnel selection in education is quite small.

This is perhaps due to the need for large numbers of new school personnel in
"American education until the last five or ten years.' The declining student
population, combined witﬁ‘greatly reduced teacher mobility and number of

position openings, have increasgﬁ the applicant-to-position ratio. This ‘ -
situation prqvi&es greater opportunities for personnel selection yesearch

in education than were previously available.

Position Assignment. Another aspEct of personnel allocation is assignment .

of personnel to pos{tﬁons. New\gositions occasionally are created in school

sysfems, and existing bositions become vacant. These positions may be filled by
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. . . )
employing new perssonnel (see gboye), but they also may be filled through re-

‘assignment of personﬁe] already in,the'schoo] system. We know little about how

-
&

decisions are made to create and fill school positions.

’

It seems reasonable that personnel allocation practices would have

an effect on school productivity. For example, the decison to asfign teacher

aides td classes with low-achieving or handicapped students may result in

improved classrgom productivity. The transfer of an ineffective teacher from

one school to ancther may result in lowered achievement for the class to which

that teacher is assigned. ‘This phenomenon is illustrated byathe recent

~

experiences of the San Francisco School District in Hunters Point, a black

L 4

ghetto in a rundown section of San Francisco (Hardy 1981). Even after several
* A

years*of improvement efforts, students in thé’e]ementary schools there have very

L)

lTow test scores. Among thie.reasons giQen are the following: et
1:\ Teacherg haphazardly ;ééﬁgned. Most come off the Iéyoff‘iist,
and are not hired‘bggifse‘?f_q special sensitivity &o thé needs
of low-income, 1ow-achieviﬁg miﬁBrity students. .
2. ~High.teacher turnover in the schools. '//
. 3. Teacher aides in every classroom. Feder$1 regu]ations'réquire
that parents and“ébmm;nity residents be hired as aides. ‘Most of the
aides do not have high séhqp] diplomas and §£me still have dff%i-
culty §peaking English."” (pp. A1, A4-5).

& ‘ . .
It is hard Lo believe that these occurrences do not have an effect on school

“productivity. We need to knuw the prevalence of such conditions, and whether a

more rational set of pérsonnel allocation practices might improve school
productivity. .

We think that personnel allocation involves two basic types of decisions.

)

oo




' 1)

r1rst there are decisions 3bout how many positions to assign to certain school or

.

c]assroom tasks. A teacher nay have no aides ava1]ab1e, or one, or two. A
‘school may operate with or without resource specialists and vice pr1nc1pa]s.
The:quest1on that needs-to be asked is whether or not additional positions

wi{hin the school structure; aéove the usual quota of clasSroom teachers, have
any, effect on student eutcomes. The ese of aides, resource teachers, peer "%
tutors and school counselors is assumed to benef{t students, although there is
very ]itt]echard‘evidence to support these claims. Explicit data are available

to substant1ate the use of peer tutors (Ehley and Larson 1980; L1pp1tt and Lohman

1965), and some' data are available to support the use of teacher aides {Conant

- 1971.) Research on the contributions of ™ resqurce teachers*and school

counselors, however;*is very difficult to find. -

.The second’type of decision concerns which personnel to assign to school

<

tasks. ﬁeb]oyment of teachers may affect the quality of resources available

to a particu]ar group of students, even though the quant1ty of resources

remaing constant across groups. Murnane (1980, p. 14) has suggested that .
. 4 .

. between-school variations in such resource factors as_physical facilities,

class size, curricula, and instruetional strategies may affect the process by

which certain'teacgers are'ellocated to particular schools. ’
The-most modest kind of resource aflecation, then,~is to assign to each

classroom personnel who\are at least minfmg]]j qua]ified to teach. More

sophisticated resource allocation strategies’involve systematically deploying

Bersonne], based on their qualifications, to particular assignments.

e = - . [ —
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Role Differentiation. The way in which education professionals fill

instﬁﬁctional and administrative roles constitutes another set of

options in persqunel,allocation. For.example, the practice of having one

-

elementary teacher provide instruction in all subjects within one classroon
p . .

may.be effective in some settings, but it may be maladaptive in others,

%

especially in sett{ngs that contain large numbers of Tow-achieving students.

[ aa

* Also, in some sett1ngs it may be unreasonable to expect the chool

-

principal to both exert 1nstruct30nal Teadership and perform general admini-

" strative functions. These funcfiqns may best be assigned to.diffenent
personnel,. or_handled through appropriate support services.

.7 In sum, personnel selection, éesignment, and role differentiation

-

are '1’"[)“ Ftant fa‘et"o’f-"s“’ih“‘ﬁérgaﬁh’é]“a‘i Tocation..” From our analysis, the definitive

quest1on that emerges 1s, IT‘sch001 adm1n1strators were to make a concerted

-

'effort to improve the bas1e skilt ach:evement of low-perfbrm1ng students,
what options, should they exercise 1ikjfceonne] selection, personnel alloca-

' tion, and role differentation? The nowledge needed to answer this question

. . #
inte?]igently does not exist. A research program on personnel allocation in

the education professions would. be h1ghly desirable. Research that has been

completed on personnel selection and related prob]ems in other professiong

(Dunnette 1976) may provide useful insights cbr guiding such a program.

Inservice Education NEEE

-

. As wé stated earlier, we distinguish the school as a unit from either

" the school district or the‘c]aséroom. The school unit is an important context for

B

PSS




a consideration of schooling effectiveness. For example, the collection of - -*
attributes such as school-wide rules of discipline,’ high teacher expectations
for pupils, homework éséignments, and high academically engageq time reveals i ;
an important structural-theme: namely, that schools are sociai.iqstitd%ions-- v
collectives of professionZJS and students. In more effecti&e schools, students

- and staff engage in particular behaviors and create & set of nbrms, values,
rules, and expectations which are different from those created in less effective
schools. Even if we were to asguﬁe iéentical and opti%bl pfeservipe education
programs for teaéhers and administrators, some schools are more effective social ‘ ;5
entities as a-result, of a special ‘combination of techn1ca11y competent ;
profess1onals who arrange and order schoo] life .differently_than-do-others - f-—~-—————f

Although the research has begun to 1dent1fy the attr1butes of these more

.

effective schools, research needs to be conducted on how such conditions
- _are indeed c}éated. What are the most effective ways for_estgzlishing
school-wide professional agreements regarding discipline or homework policy?
How does one go about creating common teacher e;pectétions for students within

A Y

a school? -

[N

We believe that inservi&e gducation is a necessary and vital factor in the }
school effectiveness effort not only because most educaiiona] professionals ; ‘
already hold positions, but also because the‘ﬁéed for inservice is an inherent
condition of school life. To study conditions correlated with more e?fec-
tive schools, it is necessary to analyze the inéervice mission on two ieve]s.

| First; effective inservice will require strafégies for reaching agreement at - .

'the school pui]ding level on such topics as goals, expegpétions, and discipline. .
These stéategieSrhayé not yet been identified. We need research that more

accﬁrately describe§ success ful schoo]-yide programs aimed at a%hievidg

professional consensus.

A} . .:\ . 23 | ;\- \
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Second, inservice must be usdertaken concurrently with these programs

to help individuals or clusters of teachers within the school whose individual
skill levels need to bexenhanced. It would.do 1ittle good for an inseryicet

.
s

program to successfully achieve school-wide teacher and administrator agreement

on particular rules, norms, behaviors, and curricula jf, in fact, tchhers

were incapable of. appropriately implementing such agreement, materials, or

strategies.’

Classroom Inservice. For inservice education to effect the implementation

e

of policy on basic skills instruction, we must know how inservice education
e

affects teacher product1v1ty. The present knowledge base is weak. Previous

" _research on 1nserv1ce education has focused mostly on descriptions of isolated,

1nd1v1dua1 inservice programs and their immediate effects on teacher know]edge

and att1tudes (Joyce and Showers 1981). Very few studies have examined the

possible 11nks between inservice education and enhanced teacher productivity

_even’ though such 1inks provide the ultimate justification for devoting school

&

systeg resources to inservice education. Furthermore, to our knowledge, there
are no studies that have explored the interconnections hetween the inservice
experiences of indivioual teachers over a specified time frame. It is possible
that some experiences have the capacity to enhance teacher productivity, but

are cancelled out by other d1stract1ng exper1ences that channel the teacher

2

’ away from efforts to change his or her behavior with respect :to basic

o

skill instruction. What for example, is the relationship between individual
teacher-1n1t1ated 1nserv1ce and school-wide inservice programs?
Fortunately, there 1s a small but grow1ng number of-studies that have

investigated, through contro]]ed exper1mentat1on, the effects of inservice edu-

z ' ’ -
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cation on teacher productivity--defined as capability to bring about improvements.

in student performance and achievement. These stud1es are recentj most of them

were compieted in the last 5 yéars. In each study:a group .of teachers rece1ved

"the experimental inservice training while a control .group of}teachers continued

‘

the1r regu]ar act1v1t1es° Fo]lowing the training ohase reséarchers Observed
' the students ‘of both groups over a period of time to determine tra1n1ng effects
on the students classroom performance and/or achijevement.

Four. of these experiments were reviewed by Gage (1980) in a paper entitled

"The Causal Connect1ons Under]y1ng Teacher Educat)on. The experiments involved

»ejther bas1c skil]s instruction in reading (Anderson, Everston and Brophy 1979),
LA %
~or in mathemat1cs (Crawford et al. 1979, Good and Grouws 1979). In each

exper1ment the content of the inservice program was 2 set ofis instructional tech-

p ]

‘niques which, in previous research, had*been found. to correlate with

measures'of student achievement. For:enample, in Good and'Grouw'ststudy,

T

the instructional techniques taught to the experihenta] group were derived

from ear]ier‘correlational research in which the instructional behavior of

y
teachers who were consistently effective or 1neffect1ve in obtaining stu-

dent ach1eVement results was compared (Good et al. 1977).

The teaching methods identified by Gond and Grouws (1979) illustrate
‘the kinds of content that are effective in inservice education with respect

to ‘basic skills.instruction. Rosenshine (1976) has also combiled a useful

<

synthesis of effective methods. A common theme of these techniques is.that

~

they keep students on task and require teachers to remain engaged in instruc;

tion fhroughout the time allocated fqr mafh and reading lessons. Both of

’

these elements were found to be corre]ated with student ach1evement in the
Beg1nn1ngcTeacher Eva]uation Study, a recent large-scale research proaect

?

(Denham and Lieberman 1980).
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. In summary, the evidence from the experiments rev1ewed above strongly
suggests that inservice educat1on with a content focus on 1nstruct1ona1 tech-
n1ques validated against bas1c skills aeh1evement cr1terja~1s more\ljge]y to
enhahce teacher‘prodhctivity than inservice educattbn wﬁth a different content

focus. Furthermore, 1t may be that the effects of "bas1c skills" ;nserv1ce edy-
cation will be cancel]ed out 1f the teacher is d1stracted by rece1v1ng other
1nserv1ce content‘dur1ng*a g1ven time per1od. For examp]e Sta111ngs and
Kaskow1tz (1974) found that amount of c]assroom time, spent on act1v1t1es other
’than bas1c skills was negat1ve1y corre]ated w1th student achievement in

basic skills. Sta111ngs and Kaskowitz studied young children, but ‘the
pr1nc1p1e that presentat1on of competing content within a fixed time

.frame Towers certain ach1evement outcomes may also apply to adult 1earners\~~
such'as inservice teachers. - ’

Of the various processes that have been used in inservice educat1on, the

skill=-training method'appears to be the most genera]ly ~“effective and best

“‘researched (Borg, Kelley, Langer and Gall 1969, Peck and Tucker 1973). The

process of skill-training includes these steps: the teacher is trained fo
discriminate among the various instructional skills to be learnedy the tedcher

observes models who.demonstrate the skills; the teacher practices the skills

_under simp]ified or otherwise controlled éonditions, and the teacher is evaluated

on his or her pertormance of the skills. There is some evidence (Klinzing

eqd Klinzing-Eurich 1981) that serera1°rep§titions of the mode]-practiee-
eva]uetion cycle may be necessary BEfqre sjgnificant‘behayior change

occurs. The skill-trainjng mddel,is sometimes used in inserviee education, hut
\1ectures, workshops, demonstratdens, simulations, énd'reading are probably more

prevalent.
\ .
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Reports of the four experiments described above do not érovide much detail

about the training procedures that were used. Fairly simple training processes
-epparently were used in three of the experiments,'but the Stallings experiment

used an extended, e]abgrate‘process'employin§~each element of the skill-training

‘ mog¢1. These studies raise the duestion of the re]ative contribution of inser-

vr L3

vic é content and inservice process to teacher productiVity. The eXperiments do,
not permit arcléar answer to this question, but a recent experiment by Coladarci
and Gage (1981) found that content a]@ne is not sufficient to affect student

achieyement in the basic skills. They simply mailed to teachers a set of pamph-

. \\

Téts describing instructional techniques Similar to those used in the four
experiments, Students of these teachers did not.differ in achievement from stu=
dents of teachers who did not receive the pamph]ets. ‘

Imp]ementation of New Skills. Another source of research knowledge_for

building a model of the causal links between inservice education and teacher

productivity is the literature on curriculum and instruction implementation.

.

Even if a teacher acquires a new set of instructional ski!]s as a result of

-

“inservice education, ‘he-or she -will not, necessarily use the skills in
practice. Thus, imp]ementation of inService training is an important
factor in its own right. It seems reagsonable to believe that factors .

which «influence implementation will also influence -teacher p;oduc-w

tivity. - . )

The avaiiab]e'research'on implementation was”reviewed by’Fnllan and Eomfret
(1977). of particular interest to us is Fullan and Pomiret's conclusion, based
primarily on: the Rand studies of educational chenge (Bermanann Pauly 1975),
that ﬁintensive in~service training (as distinct fron single nprkehOps or pre-
service training) is an important strategy for.inplementation" ?bh 37). It

-seems reasonable that "one shot" inservite education will have less effect,on

e




teacher productivity than continuous inservice education that includes moni- -

toring and.maintenance. Monitoring requires continued observation of '

teacher and student performance to insure that behavior changes as a result of
. an inservice program are maintained at an appropriate level. Maintenance

(3

‘ involves procedures for retraining teachers if classroom performance falls below

an appropriate level. .. . | ) ok i
‘A recent analysis:by doyce and’Showers (1981) reinforces the above findings.
After an extensive ana]ysis of over 200 studies of inservice, Joyce and . Showers
' argue that *(a) there is a c]ear distinction between simply "fine tuning" present
skills .and mastering new teaching strategies or models of teaching, and that
(b) the impact of most inservice training is negligible beybnd the teacher's
acquisition df new knowledge or attitudes. They maintain that to create a
?ew’behaVior repertoire actually used in a regu]ar classroom setting,
w”inservice programs must furnish extensive treatment not normally provided in
sucn\settings. Moreover, they conclude that effective inservice training gwhicn
results in the appropriate use of the iearned skill after training) requires
ample oppertunity for (a);acquisition of thedr&,'(b)"Viewing of models and

demonstrations, (c) practice and evaluation in simulated classroom conditions,

—

and (d) coaching under normal classroom conditions until the skill or model

is fully integrated into the teacher's repertoire. ‘
ﬁesearcn is-needed tp observe and describe the dimensions of inservice

education.as experienced .by tne individua] teacher. Most previous researchw;

on inservice education as facused‘on particular prOgramsiand on_collapsed

individua] teacher dq;aﬁto yield group means. Thus, we know very little |

about the amounts and kinds\of inservice edmcation received by individual

’,

teachers over specified time periods and about the cumulative.effects of

inservice education on a teacher's productivity.
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- School-level inservice. Joyce (1981) suggests an ecological perspec-

tive, which returns us to our concern for schoo] level inservice. This

" demands that certain conditions rnust be present. First the schoo] must

become a prob]em-so]v1ng unit in which faculty and administration are working

. _together-to improve the school and to build an environment which is oriented

- toward professional growth. School improvement and an orientation toward

professional growth-must be integrated. That is, there must be a school-wide
set of norms that'gavor in-service education. Second, the school needs -
to be characterized by integrated governance, Teachers, administrators, and

commurity members need to be brought together to examine the school, select
-

directions for improvement, look at the growth envirorment for the professionals

in the schoois,\and make decisions about how.to make needed changes.

Joyce. further hypothesizes that the abave conditions for inservice can

»

only survive in an environment that nurtures this type of prob]em solving

.and integrated governance. The nurturing environment would be one in which

prcfessionals share ideas -not only verbally but also through, observation,

i ‘peer coaching, and demonstratjon. Administrators and teachers‘might‘engage

in c]inica] supervision. Critical to these activities is the fact that they
must-a]] be exp]icity related to school. inprovement, which for our adenda
would mean school-wide basic skills improvement. ‘ .

A Model of the Effects of Inservice Education. Figure 3 on the next

page presents a causal model of the effects of inservice education on teacher

. productivity., Each of our hypo*hesized links between inservice education and

teacher productivity, based on a review of literature, is represented in the «

model., The elements of ressurce expenditures and teachers' perceived involve-

O
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<.  FIGURE 3

" MODEL OF THE EFFECTS OF INSERVICE EDUCATION ON TEACHE& PRODUCTIVITY

IN BASIC SKILLS "INSTRUCTION

TEACHER" PERCEPTIONS

Y

- .

4, Perception of inservice agent as
credible and competent

5. Perception.of inservice progfam

_as valuable

6. Perception of lack of c0nstra1nts
on participation

7. Perception of involvement in

\ governance process

-

- POLICY DETERMINANTS

. Resources ezmended by in-
+  service administrators
2. Commitment to basic- skills

instruction and a skill-
* training model b
inservice admiﬁistrators
3. Incentives providéd by

[}

TEACHER PRODUCTIVITY~

Teacher Classroom
Performance

-

A 4

INSERVICE ACTIVITIES

“inservice adminisfrators

8. Research-validated content focused
on basic skills ~

9. Skill training- -mode1

10. Content interfaces with teacher's
actual situation

11. Monitoring of teacher performance

12. Maintenance of inservice effects

q

Student
~——————> Achievement
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s ment in governance are also represented, although we currently take a neutral
4 . -
position about their effects on teacher productivity.

" The descriptive-correlational-experimenta] loop described by Rosenshine

-

and. Furst (1973) has proved to be a fruitful paradlgn for teacher effectlveness

research over the past decade or so. .Flrst descriptive research identifies

-~ - ’

‘and measures varlables.that represent possib]y significant aspects of teacher

-

* behavior in the classroom. In the correlat10na1 phase of the loop, these
teacher variables are correlated with measures of student achievement. Sig-_.
- nificant correlations ‘are then checked for causality through controlled

-experimentation, the final phase of the loop.
L A We believe that the same sequence of description-correlation-experimen-
o tation can be used to identify eleménts of inservice education that lead to

increases in teacher pr6ductiv1ty. At this point there is very little '

knowledge’about the freqdéncy with which the variables represented in our
- - ’ i
.model (Figure 3) occur in the actual.practice of inservice education. In- }

§E}V1ce educatxon is predom1nant1y described at the proqran Ievel rather
than from the perspectlye of the individual teacher. Beycnd th]S gap in
knowledge, there is even Tess certainty about how to measure.the variables.
The mode;,in Figure 3 suggests relationships amond the three areas of
.1nservice;activities, teacher perceptions, and policy determinants. Centra}
to ouh concern is research that helps one understand how each of these areas
relates to teacher productivity and, ultimately, to-student achievement.

‘We 1ist below some examples of research needed under each area.

Inservice Activities:

. y .

1. To define variables related tc the content, training process, content
.
interface, and monitoring/maintenance found in inservice practice.

To develop measures of tnese variables.

-
-
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To describe the fénge of égﬁiéht, training processes, content

interface, and monitoring/maintenance tiat individual teachers receive.’

Nhag are typical batterns;'and what is the extent of variability among
2 . .
teac he\r§?\

To determine tHe percentage of individual teachers' inservice

[N
t

'experiences that is focused on basic skills instruction-and a skill-

training model. Tg what extent do the other content and training

processes interfere with oﬁ\§upport, training in basic skills ..

.

instruction? . ’ . :
To determine the relationship between variations in teachers' inservice
experiences and their perceptions of its effects on personal

productivity. ) .o

Teachers' Perceptions: ‘ . . ~N

5.

6.

7.

8.

To define va(jables rélated to teacher perceptions of inservice agents

(crédibi]ii&zépd competence), inservice activities valued by teacheré,
constraints on participation, and invo]veﬁ:nt in governance. To
develop measures of these variables. - . .
To determine the relationship between teacher pérceptions andgtheir
participation in inservice ;ctivities varying in content and training

processes. Are they generally more positive about and involved in

certain types of inservice activities than other types? .

To determine theQrelapionship betwe2n teacher perceptions_of Q\\\

inservice experiences:and instructional-‘effectiveness.
. i .

To describe teachers' ‘rationales for selecting-voluntary inservice

L LY
. v

activities. -

Policy Determinants:

9.

To. define variables' related to resource expenditures, incentives, and

~

-
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" commitment to basic skili_ instruction. To develop measures of these - i
AR . variables. ' e 5
s - - o -
10.  To describe the range of resource expenditures, incentives, and extent ..

of commitment to inservice education in basic skills instruction and a,

‘ skill trainjng mode]lzy'inservice ?dministrators. What ;re typical
patterns, and what is the extent of variability among teachers? ~
11.  To determine the relationship between inservice administrators’ »

commitment to inservice education in basic skills instruction and the =~

( -

(

actual content and training processes received by teachers.

12, To describe inservice administrators' rationale for resource expendi-

turesand selection of inservice content, training processes, and .

incentives. -

~

13.  To develop management techniques to encourage teachers t& participate

“in and construct inservice programs that enhance basic skills

achievement. . : ? © W
» . ) -

Control Over Work Decisioﬁs‘ )

)

Power and control in‘work settinggnmay be formally a]ﬁgcated or informally'
‘assuﬁed. For instancg, school teachers are formall} pharéed witf the control of
students in their classrooms and principals are formally assigned authority over
the pé}sonnel in their buildings and are expecteh’to assume a role of }nstruc-'
tional leadership. Yet, in reality, teachers have traditionally felt that they ;

have a relatively high amount of autonomy and influenfe in decisions made about .-

o ———

instructional issues related to the c]aésroom (Pellegrin 1976). Although

'schools are often characterized as bureaucracies (e.g., Katz 1975, Tyack 1974),. . S

this characterization should ot be overemphasized (Dreeben 1973, Pellegrin N
4 <

1976). In fact, teéchers possess a good. deal of discretion in their everyday

L4 .
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decisions and the extent of bureaucratic control over teachers is relatively
s]igbt. Even though principals ultimately have authority ove} c]assrooms;

teacheré\retain considerable actual control over behavior behind tneir S

classroom doors:

S ~ The typical battérn of administrative contrc] is termed “loose coupling"
o o o (Weick 1926). The school effects literature reviewed above suggests that
‘greater student achievement gains occur when a principa] is a strong
instfuctibnai leader. Yet; teachers have traditionally had extensive
.autonomy in thé instructional realm and in decisions regarding curricula
used within their own c]gssrooms, The push to maximize §tudgnt achievement may
'diﬁtate greater administrative control over classroom instructional practices.
This jn turn may threaten teachers in the exercise of authority'wiihin tﬁgir ‘ .
glassrqoms. Given‘the increasing concern of teachers' groups with autonamy
and control .over work life (to be discussed below), these conflicting in- -]
terests and the resultant tensions may prove to be an important area for
reséarch. ‘ ‘
Although teachers usually have considerable autho}ity over decisions
¢ directly related to their c]é%srooms, they have Fe]ative]y 1ittle influence
on decisions regarding the allocation and utilization of resouéces within a .
school or district. These.decisioﬁs are u;ua]]y made by principals and more
. o%ten by upper-level administrators énd poherfu] school board members.

Little formal decision making is actually delegated to teachers.

In recent years some authors, influenced by the literaturé on democracy in

the wprkp]ace'(e.gl, Braverman 1974), have suggested that teachers would be

more effective if they were involved in the actual governance of schools.
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Research indicates that teachers recognize more benefits than\costs arising from
participatioﬁ in govgfﬁﬁhce decisions. They believe, however, that thex wauld
have re]afive]y lTittle real influence on decisions, and so most teachers afe
hesitant to become involved (Duke, Showers and Imber 1980). Interestingly
enngh, teachers seem more likely to be]ieve.that they can actually influence
school decisions when they work in a more high[y bureaucratized setting.
Clearer lines of authority and power, may serve to make an organization more
predictable, orderly, and understandable. These condifions apparently enhance
jndividuals' fee]ipgs that they cﬁn affect the workings of that organizatiod
(Moe]{er 1964). . ‘

Future collective bargaining égreements may include more provisions for

teacher participation in governance. It-could be important to examine the

extént to which t;ese provisions are actually implemented, given the long tradi-

tion that has reserved decisions regarding resource allocation and ufilization d
to higher administrafive levels. It will also be important to exémine the Y
effect of participation iq-governance on teacher morale, work.productifity, and

the achievement of students. Collective bargaining and its re]ationsh{b to

teacher productivity will be discussed more fully later in this section.

.
4

Personnel Evaluation

Personnel evaluation is considered an important management tool for

improving or maintaining sqhoo]:effectiveness. Millman (1981) has identified

two major functions of personqg1 evaluation, with specific reference to the eva-

luation of teachers: B

Formative teacher evaluation helps teachers improve their performance
by providing data, judgments, and suggestions that have implications
for what to teach and how. On the other hand, summative teacher
evaluation serves administrative decision making with respect to hiring
and firing, promotion and tenure, assignments, and salary. (p. 13)

Either use of personnel evaluation--formative or summative--has thé potential

N . ’ AW
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to improve 'school proqéétjvity.' What is hot known, though, is how to opera-
tionalize these functions of evaluation so they are acceptable to all interested
pdrfies (administrators, .teachers, parents, and school boards); nor is it
understood how to design syScems of‘personnel eva]uatfon to achieve a clear

1
1inkage between (a) the.evaluative process, (b)-student achievemenE of basic

L3

skills, and (c) other personnel management strategies, such as inservice educa-
tfon and provision of rewards and.sanctions. '

Ideas are not 1acLing about criteria of personnel pérformance, measures of
performance, and desigq'of evaluation systems, as evidenced by the ;ECEntiy

published Handbook of Teacher Evaluation (Millman® 1981). Yet most of the ideas

are problematic. For example, the use of measures of student achievement.gain

]

"has been proposed as a criterion of teacher effectiveness. fn this approach,
. teachers, and conceivably otﬁer‘edycgtion professionals,would be judged by how
well their students scoved on tests of basfé skiils. - This approach has been
_tried in thepast-(for example, as part of the accountabi]it§ movement of the

197%s), bht it never achieved widespread acceptance, and in the'case of British
education in the Victorian era, it had disastrous consequences:
) 4 «

In this system, teachers were paid in terms of their effectiveness, o
and the effectiveness of teachers was determined through school inspectors
administering tests to pupils near the end of the school year.... The
system corrupted the entire educational-program, for schools became
places where pupils crammed for examinations. (Travers 1981, p. 17).

Still, the use of pupil'achievément criteria ;n personnel evaluation is
appealing,anq'in fact seems essentiai;if one accepts the premise.fhat one goal of
schooling is to promote basic skill'achievement. A challenge for ;esearch is“to
determine whether a personnel evaluation system that includzs pupil achievement
criteria, without thé side—effegt éf teaching-to-the-test, can be designed énd
validated. Q . . o

4
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The literaturg'appears to agree that personne! e&aluaiion will
] be‘ineffect}ve unless¢fhe education professionals being evalqatgd are .
iﬁvplved-in the desig% énh'execution of the evaluation system. Eva]uation”._
objectives are a particularly crit{cal area of negéfgtion. In ;linical s
_sqpervisioﬁ,»ﬁhich is used in some school systems for formative evaluation, -
teachers are he;Lily invp]ved in the formulation. of- objectives for personal
‘improvemeqt. Yet Iwanicki (1981)'observed, “In settings in which personal needs < ?
received priority i; devejoping performénc; objectives, teachers have tendgdbto |
‘be satisfied with their professional growth, but appreciable changes in the
overall quality of the educational program have'ot been observed" (p. 205). On
the other hand, personnel evaluation systems based o; objectjves established by i
cenfral management have encountered different sorts of_probfems. For eiample,
teacﬁers have resisted the use of evaluation systemé based on a management-by-
objectiQes approach, in which priority objectives aré set for the organization -
and its subunits through a review of the missions, gp}pose, and long-range goals
of the organization (Iwan}cki— 1981, pp. 204-205). < ; o
Research is needed to determine how objectives of pérsonnel evaluation S
-become established and how congruence between tﬁe objectiyes of education pro-_
'erssionals and the objectiy;;.of school systems can be achievéd.' In a sense,
this issue is related to one that we raised earlier in the paper. Research
suggests that a characteristic.of effective schools is the presencé'of ) ' -
- "agreemgnt among the professional staff that instruction in the basic skills is
the primary goal of the schéol,“ but Tittle is known about hbw such agreement
develops and becomes established over time. 3
Anéther importaht issue in personnel evaluation cdncerns'assdgﬁing .

responsibility for student learning. Teachers tend to be evaluated as if they

< "

were the primary agent responsible for student achievement, yet we know that many

: 4.1
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- Incentives and Rewards , o s

factors beyond the teacher S 1mmed1ate control impede. or fac111tate teacher
performance.. McKenna (1981) described the problem as follows:

Teacher evaluation...must be con51dered in the context of community
. characteristics, resources, and effort for. schooling, in the context of
the total .school systenm cl1mate and organizational arrangements, in the
context of the way in which the school unit and its leadership. function, .
in the context of the time, human, and material resources and autonomy
provided the classroom teacher, and in the context of the characteristics
of the students themselves. (p. 36) . ,

Research,is needed to determipe the implicatibnswotﬂthds»xjew for the design of '
gecsonnel evaluation. It may be that personnel evaluation needs to be coor-

d}nated'With evaluation of'schoolrlevel effectiveness, focustng on factocs asso-
ciated wtthﬂschool‘productivity that were identified in Section I.. Theoret1cél -

work on personnel evaluation in an organzational context (Doﬁhbusch and Scott

1975) may provide a useful basis for designing research on this problem. — & .

Mt is a well recogni zed psychological tenet that individuals perform at \\\
thein best when' they are rewarded for their achievements. If we are concerned
with designing wcrk situations that maximize the produétiv?ty'of students and
teachers,it'ie impqitapt‘then to‘consider'the types of incentives and rewards

that will be most effective. i Y

i , .
Incentives come from at least two sources: external (orders from superiors,

A}

Tegal mandates, political influences, ecanomic constraints) and internal

_(persohal values and professjonal goaléft Lortie (1975) reportad two surveys

indicating that teachers are motivated primarily by/intrinsic factors. In one

survey, teachers listed psychic rewards at least six.times more often than any

“t

’other tYPe)when describing their source of work satisfaction. Lortie

observed that’"teachers consider'the ¢lassroom as the major arena for the

P

" receipt of psychic rewards.... Other sources of satﬁsfectipn...pale'in com-

-




parison With teachers' exchanges with students and thé feeling tnat'students_

have learned" (pp. 104 106). Severa] factors contribute to or .detract from the

potency of ‘these incentives. Pincus -(1974) noted three factors (bureaucratic

. " .
safety, external-pressure, and, approval of peer elites) and Glaser and Ross

(1971) cited five (organizational attitudes and .structures that support change,

\\

cﬂarity of goal structures, professionalism, reasonable organizational autonomy

from pressure groups, and few strong-vested interests 1n maintaining the status

quo). . o ‘ s - oL,

&

One obvious and relatively inexpensive external incentive is that of posi-

tive verbal reinforcement, the type commonly given to students when they perform

well., It has been suggested that verbal reinforcement may also promate

" greater achievement in teachers (Reyes 1981), Currently teachers receive

increases in pay when they attend schoo] or receive additional degrees.,

It may also’ be possible to reward exceptionally good teachers (as measured

by the achievement of their students) with increases in -pay or one-time merit
awards of money (Casey 1979), although such,programs involve many complex
prob]ehs (Educatione1 Research Service 1979, McDowell 1973, Meyer 1975), K

In addition,,itiﬂtght be possible to provide incentives and rewards

~ g

on the school level. The Dade County (Florida) sch001 system made allotation

of additional funds to individual schools contingent on demonstrated sayings

-

in equipmentxand maintenance'budgets es well as in paymgnts to substitutes

. (Cooper, Drejfués, and Boekhoff 1980)., Preliminary indications are that the

system is attractive to‘teaghers and that large savings have been realized

and returned to the schools. Such schooi}based incentives could conoeivably

_ be extended to the areas of achievement, so that teachers and students who

showed the greatest gains in achievement might be rewarded. .Ve-see
a need for research which focuses .on developing successful in:entives

and rewards for both students end teachers. . .

A Y ' '
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"Although external incentives may be necessary in the ear]y stages of school

L]

iﬁprovement efforts,'intérnal\motivation'1s probably essential for successful

-

implementation and incorporation of these efforts. Sometimes actual-internal
-motives are concealed in an effort to conform to the exbectations~obscured

by espoused goals of external motivators (Argyris and Schon 1974). ‘For

<

example, offers to change practices 1n return for federal® furids are often
'not accompanied by strong mot1Vation to make significant changes. Berman
and McLaughlin (1975) found frequent examp1es of "opportunistic" d1str1cts

that claimed to be w1111ng to undergo change wiien, in fact, their true -

v

mot1Vation was to obtain additiona1 funds to ma1nta1n traditiona] d1str1ct

services. °Organizations with few or inconsequential incentives related to

4

student‘achievement may have difficu]tﬁimotivating facelty to expend the
considerab1e effort needed to 1ncrease student achievement or reach other
goals (cf., uyant 1980). |

Professiohh1 Associations’end Agencies

s "~ There exists in-public education a variety of formal and informal

professional associations ;nd agencies that indirectly affect 1nstructi6na1

o

.enhanéement strategies. These include, for example,ﬁteacher and admtnistrator:'

"associations and unions, sdbject matter associations (e.qg., National Council

fbr the Social Studies and 1tsV§tate and local affiliatesf educational

e

honoraries teacher education 1nst1tut10ns, state departments of educat1on,“
regiona] and state aetrediting and licensing agencies, teacher centers, and
the more 1nforma1 teacher and administrator collegial associations within a
'school tuilding or distritt. “Several examples may be useful in 111ustratih§
these indirect 1nf1ueﬁces. We have selected stete licensing, co]1ect1ve

\ :
bargaining and teacher centers for discussion here.
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State Licensing. State’ certification agencies mand te teacher certi- .

fication requirements at both the preservice and inserv ce Tevels, usually in

the form of specified credit hours or courses. One question that needs to be

addressed is to what dégree such certification requirements interfere with the
- training required by teachers for effective instruction in the basic skills.

The State of Oregon, for exampie, recently required that all teachers obtain

the equivalent of a Red Cross first aid-certificate and p&ik.an exam on ;-

federal .and state anti discrimination laws. The state also recently required
" secondary teachers presagtly teaching in Junior high schools to meet-a new

set of standards if their schools'become middle schools. The necessity for

such requirements need not be debated here.‘ To what de/ree however, do such
* externally imposed requirements make it more difficult to engage teachers in
instructional improvement at the school district or building level? Externa]

edicts may-work-at cross purposes to strategies for increasing school’

L4

.;Effectiveness.and need to be. investigated N ‘.

d . et e e

' Collective Bargaining. An increasing body of 1iterature suggests that '

coliective bargaining greatly influences school organizations and the work
'hehaviors of education professiona]s.‘ Although these studies begin to give
insight into how collective bargaining affects the interactional and
organizational practices of schoolsl they have not yet .examined a key area

of interest, enhancing student achievement. It is important then to consider
how changes resuTting'frqm collective bargainind may infiuence,'either
direct]é 6} indirectly, schodﬁ and classroqm environments éhat increase .

b}

student achievement. .

4
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Some positive gains have been noted from collective bardaining. The
economic gains to teachers have been relativeiy slight-(Garms, Guthrie,
and Pierce 1978). However, barééining has probably increased teacher

ﬁérticipation in decision making and improvement of working conditions,

] such as in the hiring of aides (Perry 1979). On the other hand, an in-depth study

of the effects of collective bargaining in éight districts in two states indica-
tes an almost accidental redefinition of teabhers' roles and responsibilities.
Mitche]l, Kércﬁner, Erck, and Pryor (1981) suggest that contract clauses that

separate regular and "extra duty" work result in classroom work being given "a

“decidedly ¥educed priority" in teachers' work agendas (p. 157). Specialized .

.teachers, such as those responsible for remedialc}nstruction, appear to be

ignored both by teacher and management representatives in the bargaining 3
. " 3

process, and the importance of their role is minimized. "In addition, Mitchell

.- and his aésociateé obserbed long periods of teacher unrest and poor

wgrk.pérforﬁance as a reaction to peéiodic problems in the labor negotiation

process. Thus, although collective bargaininé may produce somewhat better

learning conditions such as providing support services, informal and apparently ;

unanticipated by-products of the bargaining process may include strict attendance .

to work ﬁours, less support for specialized‘personnel, and actuél,work

s1owdowns. . .
Research is needed on the extent of these unintended h&-products of collec-

tive bargqining'and their specific influesice on the conditions negaed for effec-

tive schooling. Fov instance, we could ask if some contract items are mbrescon-

ducive to the development of effective learhing situations than othens.T

What is the influence of items and policies related to class size, extra duties,
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and transfer on student achieJEment? We could also ask what impact decreasing
attention to special teachers will have on the achievement ¢f students with
1earning problems, especially those who may already suffer from equcational
inequities. Finally, we could ask how the stresses and tensions associated
with the collective bargaining process (Vyskocil and Goens 1979; affect such
factors as attention to work, staff interactions, and expectations for '
student performance. ‘

Collective bengainin; usually involves direct contaet between teacher
repreéentatives.and the representatives of administrators and the gehool‘board.
. Principals and other middle managers-are\usdally excludad from the negotiation
process, even though the gnegfz::wturden of fulfillinz :ontract obiigations
frequently falls at the building level. Building principals often lose some
‘authority as a result of bangaining agreements and feel prassured to be more
"careful” in their relatfonship® with teachers. At tie same time, Dtincipals
may be given new specific supervisory respénsibilities ovar teachers and are
'st111 charged with maintaining a smoothly operating building (Jobnson 1981a,
Mitchell et al. 1981). Johnson (1981a, 1981b) notes wide variatipn
in the enforcement of contraét nrovisions from one school to ancther within

districts. The relative enforcement of a.contract clause appears to o

%

influenced by the nature ot the;hlause-fnvolved and its importance to the “%
teachers, but especially by the leadership style of the pr1nc1pa1 Some ‘}
pr1ncipals are apparently. much more effective than others in persuading teach-
ers to perform extra duties voluntar11y by stress1ng the interdependent
'characterist1cs of the schoql organization and/ﬁu11d1ng onh teachers' concerns
abbut student achievement and teachers' ambivalence regara1ng collective

) bargaining. ,

a
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Research could focus on identifying management practices that protect

teachers' rights while maximizing the provision of effective learning environ- -

ments for éhi]dren. For .instance, are there ways thgt'bdilding principals can
minimize teacher stress and its effect on classroom w;rk during times of
contract negotiation? Or, giveh the constraints of bargaining agrevmenfgz
how may principals work with teachers to develop environments that encourage
student ;chievement~as a top priority? . .

Mitcheil and his associate (19815 describe variations in the collective
bargaining\@rocgss from one district to another and suggest that districts
move through three typical stages as collective bargaining becomes

established. Labor relations begin in a pre-bargaining stage, when teachers

and administrators confer about common educational problems and teachers -
o

are recogriized as "professional or quasi-professional employees." The
contractual stage is characterized by a "good faith" bargaining style

typical of the private sector. In this second stage, teachers and management

are more differentiated. The teacher is seen as a quasi-professional or "worker."

Mitchell ard associates find some evidence that this second stage, which is
perhaps most common in school districts ?oday, may be altered by the political
concerns of citfzen groups evaluating ghe quality of teachers' work.

A third type of‘congctive bargaining has appearsd iq some districts where
the views of parties other than labor and management, such as parents, are
included in Fhe bargaining process. They suggest that, there is also a re-
recognition of teachers' "unique insights into the learning pr;blems of
children and the operational proﬁlems of schools" (p. 183). However,

close monitoring of teacher performance is still negotiated as part of the
labor agreement. ',h " |
We may ask then if the inclusion in the negotiation process of the

interests of parents and others outside the schools affects the development
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of effective learning environments. Ue may also ask how the différent

-

f _ perceptions of teachers' professional roles from onestage of the collective

bargaining process to another affects teachers' comm1tment to and success 1n pros’ -
v1d1ng effective learning environments. F1na1]y, what types of supervision and
monitoring capacities as defined in co]]ect1ve bargaining agreements are most

effective in promoting student ach1evement7

. .

Teacher Centers. A quite different type of profess1ona] assoc1at1on is

N\

that of the teacher center. Born in the wake of the British teacher center

‘movement of the 76?, locally-funded centers and federal teacher center’

legislation in 1978 have institutionalized the cqllaboration of professionals. \;
Such programs are worth studying. For example, the federal .prograin mandates

a goverrnance system for inservice that requires teacher control as hel]-as ' ’ " -
collaboration of the’teacher, administrator, higher education, and community
constituent groups.

As noted by Mertens and Yarger (1981), it is at the polic; board level
that some of the most significant organizatiohal deve]opmehts have been
consfdereo. Policy boards, which oorern teacher centers, are required to
have a teacher majority in addition to representatives of dfstrict admini-"
strations and institutions of higher education: "The teacher center
policy board provided a new forum far collaboration” (Mertens and Yarger
1981, p. 157).

Ihformal organization among teachers is an implicit goal of teacher
centers. In an effort to balance the solitary nature of teach1ng, this ) 4
1nterest in 11nking teachers who have similar needs or 1nterests is chara-
cter1st1c of all teacher centers. It is accomplished locally through study
and discussion groups supported by the local center. Nationally, collabora-

tion’is fostered by organizations 1ike Teacher Center Exchange and by regional
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" and national disseminétipn efforts-suppo%ted by the natiqnal Teacher -

Center Program. ® - T : //,//// L.

Teacher éenters_as organizat%ons haye a .unique, if fragi{e, opportunity ‘, ’
to establésh or promote.no§m§ ameng their-;eaéherfcliénts. G}veﬁ %heir
iﬁcreasjng credibility among teachers_and tﬁ}ir relative distance from the
tensions of co]lectjvq bangaining, céﬁters have the opportunity to introduce

. innovation which, from aﬁy other soﬁrce would be suspect. For Zxamp]e, “

when fin&ings of recent research originate from the school administration,

.

teachers are,prdhe to question the underlying ﬁotives; if from the universigy,'

teachers doubt the validity of the context; if from teacher associations, the

-chqibe of research is seen as'self-serving. But teacher centers may be able

. to introduce such findings reiatively frequf suspicion.

We believe a fruitful anea of researth would be to investigate the

role(s) of teacher centers as complementing and/or initiating agehcigs in

£

promoting more effective schéols. The inherent, cﬁilaborative policy Hoard‘
. of federally-sponsored teachér cente;s may serve as a model for insiructionp1
éhﬂancement at the school Jeégl. At the same time, the existence of'§uch
autonomous units may pose a éhreat,to school systems eager.to'"controi" .

human resources.

-




Basic skills and equity have heen identified once again as priority goals |
of schoo]dng. We find evidence of consénsus coneerning these goals at.all ! ‘w%;
levels of education--in schoo]s, districts, state departments and the )
federal governmeﬁt. However, although consensus ex1sts, it cannot be N . ve
taken for granted. Even when educators agree'on basic skil]s instrUCtipn L '
-and equity in generalt they may disagree on the particulars--teaching -
practices, standards, content, materials, and assessment. Also, consensus
is ndt universal. Some educators, for exampie, disown princibles gf djrect :
1nstruct1on Noreoier, new eurricudum prior%t;es are continually proposed, :
At 1east some of these new pr1or1t1es distract from the ‘effort to improve - .

L

equ1tx and bas1c‘skiil achievement. Given these prpb]ems, we emphastze the
need for research to improve our undersfanding of how edncatiqn professionals
6rgan)ze and alter their perceptjons to reach consensus on equity and basfc‘
" skills instruction; The need for this research is reinforced by the .studies
dissussed earlier in the paper,'indicating'that consensus en basic skills -
‘outcomes is a characterist1c of effective schoo]s. |

Our review of the literature has revea]ed a potent knowledge base about
the conditions of schooling that facilitate basic skills achievement. This t
new'knowledge, most of it developed within the last 5 years or sqQ, is consistent'
w1£h -common sense and intuitive notions about effective instruction. Ne
should keep in mind, nowever, that the availab]e know]edge is largely derived RN
from correlational research We advise exploring L.e policy 1mp1ications
of this research, at the same time remaining sensitive to the poss1b11ty * g
that ‘some findings may not hold up when controlled exper1menta1§§tud1es ‘ ' N .v
', are completed. .

A sequence of descriptive-correlational-experimental research has'proved‘

to'be quite prodpctﬁve in research on classroom teach%ng (Rdsenshine and-Furst )

*

.
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high level of interest in school-and classroom-level instruction, representing

- the qualijty of instruction in American schools. Also, educational administra-

tors are-becoming increasingly aware of the research on basic skills instruc-

° -
L]

We believe that.the same sequence of research will be just as productive

1973)

«

*in improving understanding of human resource ‘management in schodls.

We have reason to believe that the conditions of effective schooling are

\

N 4 . < v !

not easily instituted. For example, teachers do not easily apply pringjp]es |
, . 4

‘

.of direct instruction although these principles have been related to higher -

achievement, Research studies by Gersten, Carnine, and Williams (in press)

demonstrated that profliiciency in direct instruction requireés an extensive

period of training on.an_individual basis. An addjtionai corplication i§

that some teachers arg“rgsiétant to such‘trQining efforts, -

The fact thét conditions of effective schooajng are not éa;ily %nsti;uted
creQ}es new challenges for administratoés. As we have jndicated throughout this
paper, relatively little is known aboyt the management practices %hat are
necessary to help education professionals br{ng about the schooling conditions
associated with basic skills instruction.

A most encouraging development.is educational administrators' current

a shift from their traditional excessive invotvement in such matters as
b}
finance, collective bargaining, and school level concerns. Undoubtedly,

one céuée of this heightened interest is the public's present concern about

tion and its implications for their work (Erickson 1979):
One line of research that is likely to- improve managerial practices is
the study of)howneffective schools got to ba that way. Developmental research

may expose the critical ﬁanageria] decisions, actions, and role perceptions
11 . v

that culminated in an effective school. Also, much research will be required to

an
it
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improve our Underst;nding of the various strategies for managing'the work of
education professionals: personnel allocation, inservice educétion; contro]
o}er.work decisions, personnel evaﬁuation, incentives and rewards, and )
participation in professional assoc}ations and agencies. We know too little
about how each strategy is linked to educational policy, on the one hand,
and to the academic achievement of students, on ‘the other.

Desqriptjve research can provide useful baseline daté about each
~ managerial strategy with respect to existing practices within sc%oo]
systems and the influence -exerted by external educational organizations. '
Also, correlational research would be of value for identifying whethe; some
variations within existing practice are more effective than others.
For example, some inservice programs focus on basic skills instruction,
whereas other programs emphasize such topics as teacher stress apd c]assroodﬁéag
discipline. Correlational studies can determine.rhether such content
variations in inservice programs are associated ﬁjth variations in the achieve-
ment of students whose teachers participated ir different programs. Finally, -
éxperimenta] studies are needed to validate promising managerial strategies
identified through descriptive and correlational research.

There is a perplexing conflict in the management of education professionals.
Research on gchoo]-]eve] productivity suggests that centralized control of the
work of educators appears desirable. VYet strong efforts are being made at pre-

sent to increase.the professional autonomy of educators, especially teacherss
How can this conflict be resolved? In the Tong run, advocacy of total

organizational control or total professional autonomy is unlikely to benefit
a&yone. Case studies of school systems that have had success in negotiating
both organizational and professional needs may be a helpful line of research.

Research should also be conducted to determine how educational organizations

SG
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~ outside local scﬁﬁol systems may exacerbate or lessen conflict.

We .conclude with a comment on the pessimism sometimes expressed about
school improvement. Critics believe that school ﬁmﬁfoVement is virtually
Jimpossible because of the entrenched bureaucracy that runs the schools, because ;
of the poor‘quality of:teashers, and because of past failures of research

. to improve .practice. These criticisms should not be dismissed lightly.
.However, we also feel that there is substantial cause for optimisn. There )
is a rapidly developing body of knowledge about effective.sqhool conditions
for basic skills instructﬁqn.' The conditions identified by researchers are
already present in some schools. Qith further research, strategies for -

human resource management can be identified and implemented to bring

these same cor-itions to most, if not all, schools, - !
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