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ABSTRACT , ' ' .

h ) Examined here is the question of whether current.

 teacher inservice activities for improving students' basic skills

incorporate research+validated practices. First, 27 dimensions -for

' analyzing inservice education were idenitified undeg six headings:

. teacher objectives, student objectives, delivery systems,

organizational context, governance, and selection/evaluation. Then'f

research literature was reviewed to identify inservice practices that',
' have had demonstrated effects on students' bagsic skill achievement,

. teacher behavior, and teacher satisfaction. Six elementary schools

were studied to determine how much the research-validated practices
were used. Teachers and administrators were interviéwed concerning
their perceptions and descriptions of their schools' inservice
activities:. Findings-indicated that most of the inservice activities
~@id not use research-validated methods. Specificaagy,'inservice
activities were short-term activities' for teacher improvement rather
than long-term activities for school improvement, and programs were
fractjionated across many goals. Although most subjects approved of
the effective practices identified, they: were satisfied with 80-90
percent of the inservice ining they participated in that did not
incorporate the practices.¥The authors conclude that inservice .
education needs to be more tightly coupled to district-level priority
goals and assessment offgoal attainment. Interview schedules and '
other materials are appended. (JM) - '
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. ' systemic character of inservice education and the eequential arrangement of

.achievement, teacher behavitor, and teacher satisfaction. Inservice
- {mplementation also suggested effective,inservice practices.

Pacific Northwest districts were undertaken in 1982. Appraximately 8ix

percent of the inservice activities extend for just one session,,

_ participation in the activity. Just 8 of the 279 activities included

’ o : ABSTRACT t .

The purpose of this study was to determine whether current inservice
activities for teachers incorporate research-validated practices. Inservice
programg for activities improving etudente baeic kill achievement were of
particular interest. L )

L4
“

The initial step was to identify dimensions: fof describing and
analyzing inservice education. Twenty-seven dimehsions were identified and
organized under six headings: teacher objectives, student objectives,
delivery systers, organizatjonal context, governance, and -
selection/evdluation. The dimensioris were intended to reflect the complex,

ics proceseee and effects. ,
’ i

Mext, the reeearch literature was reviewed to identify ineervice
practicee that have had demonstrated =ffects on students’ basic skill

experiments that trained teachers in diréct instruction principles were found
to yleld many useful findings. Reeearcb.on curriculum and instruction

An empirical survey of two' elementary schools in each ‘of three .

teachers in each-school (total N = 38), the principal of ‘each school (total N
= 6), and the assistant superintendent of each district (tqtal N = 3) '
particypatéd in extensive individual interviews, The intepviews‘sought
descriptions:and perceptions of all inservice altivities in which teachers
had participated or that administretors had spongored over a one-yeer period.

. The survey of current inservice practice yielded results digparate
from the research-based model that emerged-from the literature review. In
this model  an effective inservice program for improving basic akills
instruction would be embedded in a school: improvement process in which the
inservice program, assessment procedures, and curriculum and' instruction work
together in a tightly linked fashion to achieve priority goals.. The survey
showed, however, that the majority (67 percent) of inservice activities were
perceived as being for teachers’ ypersonal professional improvement. Only 18
percent were perceived as being for school or district impyovement. School
improvement efforts typically extend over several, years, but almost 75

- .

Another dieperity between the xesearch-baeed model and current
praatice is that the latter is’ .fractionated across meny_gnele”rether than-
focused on a few priority goals. Thirty-séven percent of the activities
concerned basic skills, but they were dispersed across many topics. - Of the
279 inservice activities ‘described by the teachers, just 20 included mention
of student achievement outcomes. Only 6 percent of the activities included
an assessment of student improvement or change resulting, from teachers’

‘\,

reference to direct instruction strategies.

, One set of interview questions asked whether the teachere%hnd ' '
adninistrators ‘agreed with elements of the research-based .model. Both groups




_steachers. The majority of teachers (56 percent) had reservations about the o

‘e . . '. ’ ‘-~

endorsed most elements, with administrators generally more favorable than ’) '

use of nationally standardized or curriculum-specific tests to measure basic ' |
skills achievement, and a substantial percentege of teachers were resistant = = ¢
to some elements of direct instruction: .
\ \ , : ;
Teachers’ peyticipation in ineervice education over thé one year '
_period was 73 hours (sampké mean) distributed across appraximately 7 discrete
activities. Also, t teachers were satisfied with 80°to 90 percent of their,
‘activities depending upon the:dimension being rated. Teachers{ high
participation and satisfaction rate hay be explained’hy the fact that most . :
inservice activities *(88 nprcent) are perceived as relevant to their work; |
they require little. riew-learning (teachers felt edequetely prepered for 63 ' |
percént of the activities before the activity began); they are inexpensive
(78 percent involved no -outwof-pocket expense); incentives are common
}(present in 55 percent of the activities); many qf them are voluntary (49 .
pgrcent), and most involve no assessment. Current inservice educetion )
appears-to consist largely of unintrueive, comfortable’ experiencee that
reinforce. preVailing patterns of school work. Ex eriences that seek to |
japrove school work ageinpt measured criteria are’ upcommon. |
LY

. A loose coupling interpretation of current'inservi practice is- ) w
suggesfed by the resilts. Many inservice activities age sely coupled to |
school improvement, student learning outcomes, and assggahent. This
interpretation raises questions about the purpose for inservice education in
current practice. Policy makers need to consider’how inservice education can
be more tightly coupled to district-level priority goals and assessment of
goal attainment. ) . o
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~ CHAPTER 1
PURPOSE OF STUDY

Overview
§ . ©

‘ The research project described in this report was guided by two .
general questions. -First, if educators want to help elementary .teachers
improve the basic skills achievement of their students, %hat type of
inservice program should be instituted? *This question led 'us to a search for -
previously developed effective inservice programs and practices. A program
.-~ or practice was considered effective 1f research had demonstrated that it
contributed to (a) teacher implenentation of the inservice content, (b)
teacher and adninistrator satisfaction, or (c) improved Btudent achievement
in the basic skills. ' . , ;f'

. The second question was this--What is happening in current Inaervice
# practice, and how discrepant is it from practices for which there is research
evidence of effectiveness? Description of current _practices provides useful ’
. - baseline information from which further research can be planned. Also,
‘baseline information is useful to educators for planning improvements in .
inservice programs to make them more effective,

The following project'objectives were déri#ed'from'theae questions:

l. To develop a set of dimensions for charhcterizing inservice
. programs., y

. - . . .

2. To identify dimenaion;related practices whose effective-
ness has been demonstrated through research.

3. To determine the extent to which research~validated in-
service practices are present in current inservice
" activities, e
N . a T \
4. To determine the extent to which teachers and admini-
strators have 3 positive attitude toward research-
validated inservice practices and toward current
. inohrvice practices.
The first"objective of the research project was achieved by a review of the
research literature on inservice education and on curriculum inplementarion
and change. The literature review and reeearch-validated practices are
described in Chapter 2. The other objectives were achieved by conducting’ an
intensiVe interview survey of. teachers and administratorp in several school
diotricts. The ourvey is described in Chapters 3 through 5.

. . 2
R . Rationale for the Study

; a Basic skills achievement has emerged as a priority of American
edacation in the last decade or so. Achievement in the basic skills of
reading, language arts, and mathematics is.a particular problen for children

o Of low—-SES families and for children of various ethnic origins. The federal

EC .- | _ 1 S : ’ .
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government has an explicit policy of supporting equal educational opportunity '
for these children. Much of the resear¢h supported by the National Institute )
. 6f Education (NIE), including ‘the present research project, 1s also directed
toward this goal. - o .
,»'4‘5/ ) ’ ¢ ¢
Probably the most basic policy ‘and research question: with respect to
equal educational opportunity is, What can be-done to improve the academic
achievement of low=performing students? In the paradigm developed by the
_LCenter for Educational Policy and Management at the University of Oregon
" (Duckworth 1981), teacher work is seen as a central determinant of students’
basic skill achievement. 1In an elaboration of the paradigm (Hersh et al.
1981), inservice education was seen as a major available resource,for
improving the effectiveness of teacher work. , '
. Effects of Inservice Education. The intent of inservice education,
_ more than any other aspect of human resource management, is to increase
+* teacher effectiveness. Bruce Joyce and his colleagues have defined inservice
“education as the "formal and informal provisions for the improvement of
educators as people, ‘educated persons, and professionals, as well as in térms
of the competence to carry out their assigned roles" (Joyce, Howey," and
Yarger 1976, p. 6). '

L

Inservice education 1s a large, labor-intensive effort that involves

the expenditure of substantial school syﬁtem resources. In 1975 it was

estimated that "...there may be as many as a’ quarter of-a million persons in- |
-the United States who engage as instructors in some form of ISTE [inservice - T
teacher education] activity--this is about one instructor for .every eighe

teachers" (Joyce, Howey, and Yarger 1976, p. 6). At that time, too, about

half of American teachers held master’s degrees, representing a considerable
investment in inservice education beyond initial certification.

' Despite ‘this considerable investment in inservice education, the- .o
. research basis for its effectiveness is virtually nonexistent. Most of the
research consists of evaluating the .immediate effects of inservice education
on teacher attitudes, knowledge, ‘and behavior (Joyce and Showers 1981).. An
important exception is the small but growing number of studies (reviewed by
Gage and Giaconia 1981) that have demonstrated, through controlled
experimentation, the effects of inservice education on teacher capability to ;
bring about improvements in student performance and achievement. These -
* ' studies are recent; most of them were completed .in the last five years. In
., each study a group of teachers réceived the experimental inservice training
while a,control group of teachers continued their regular activities.
Following the training phase, ‘researchers observed the students of both -
groups over a period o ‘? time to determine the effects of training on
.« students’ basic .8k111ls achievement. . ™

kY

The experiments involved either basic skills instruction in reading

L (Stallings 1980; Anderson, Evertson, and Brophy 1979) or in mathematics (Good
‘ ~ and Grouws 1979; Crawford et al. ™978). 1In each experiment the content of

---the inservice program was a set of instructional techniques which in previous
corrélational research had been found to de correlgted with measures of
student achievement (see Appendix A for the content of two,Lof the programs).
For example, in Good and Grouws’ eXperiment, the instructional techniques
taught to the experimental group were derived from earlier correlational
research’ in which the instructional behawior of teachers who were




. consistently effective or ineffective in obtaining student achievement
: results was compared (Good'and Grouws 1977). The tecfiniques in this
' experiment, and in the three others cited above, have generally come to be
known as "direct instruction" (Rosénshine 1976).

a

Imp;ementation Factors. Each of the inservice programs tested in

the four experiments weére effective in impraving students’ basic skill

achievement. The results are sufficiently consistent and potent that ‘ - -
- educators need to thinke-about incorporating the experimental inservice , .
programs in practice. In fact, several of these inservice programs have been
‘approved for dissemination through the National Diffusion Network. This
_implementation of new inservice approaches is no simple matter, however. One
important problem is that the format of these experimental programs is .o
unspecified in many respects. For example, characteristics of the inservice

trainer, incentives for teachers, scheduling of sessions, and recruitment of

teachers for training are not dealt with systematically in the experiments.

Yet such factors may be critical to the success of "direct instruction" . ’
- inservice programs. This point is illustrated in an experiment by Coladarci !
: (1980), who used the same content as in the Crawford study but with a much

e simpler inservice delivery system. Coladarci’s ingervice program did not
yield significant teacher and student .effects. ) . : .

0~

Coladarci’s study demonstrates the importance of specifying all of
the key elements of an inservice program if it is to be effective in regular
inservige settings. Therefore, one major purpose of our study was to review
the research literatyrs to identify the pertinent elements of inservice
programs (e.g., recruitpent of teachers) and to determine which variations in

' these elements (e.g., mandatory versus voluntary participation by teachers)
enhance or weaken inservice effects ‘on teacher performance and student
achievement.

The research on curriculum implementation and school change is - .

especial}y pertinent to thé problem of identifying an effective inservice

- education model. Inservice education is intended to .be helpful, but at the
same time it is an "innovation" that represents an intrusion into a teacher’s °

. current work and- into a school system’s current patterns of operatior. If

.the inservice program is intrusive in a neggtive way, teachers may acquire 2 //'
new instructional.skills but fail to implement §hem int their work. The ’
“available research on implementation and change therefore was reviewed to h
identify additional elements beyond those specified ifi the traditional .
‘inservice education literature.

. . ) >
~ o

Current Inservice Practice. Inservice programs on direct
" instruction strategies for ‘tRe basic skills are'a relatively new development
-in teacher education.# If they are to be successfully introduced into schodl
systems, we must have a good understanding 6f prevailing inservice practice.
For example, there will be problems of implementation if these programs
: require ex%ensive fraining of teachers over a perioa of time, but current = ’e
practice consists primarily of brief one-shot inservice activities. ‘Such a ‘ 8
finding would reveal the lack of an existing structure to support sustained
inservice activity on a single priority goal. A similar problem of .
implementation might. occur if school ‘teachers and administrators place higher
priority on different student outcomes (e.g., self-concept and attitudes) o
than basic skills achievement. .

~ ! {
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It is important then to develop a sound understanding of existing
inservice practice as a basis for determining how to implement the effective

‘elements of inservice education identified through research. As indicated In

Chapter 2, descriptive studies of inservice practice have been done but they
are of limited value. Most of these studies are questionnaire surveys of
teacher attitudes toward their inservice experiences. This type of research
does not yield objective informatiorn about the inservice activities in which
teachers have participated, or about the extent to which the activities
incorporate elements identified through research as- Meffective."
Cruickshank Lorish, and Thonpson (1979) similarly’ observed that ) ~
"...inservice education research’ has given little attention to *descriptive
studies; thus we know little about what acfually occuts during inservice
programs" (p. 31)

- Another. characteristic of previous research on inservice practices is
that it has mostly focused on descriptions of isolated, individual inservice
programs and their immediate effects on teacher knowledge and attitudes
(Joyce and Showers 1980). To our knowledge, no studies have examined the
interconnections between inservice experiences received by individual
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 "distractor" experiences that channel the teacher away from efforts to
change his or her behavior with respect to basic skills instruction. 1In
contrast, our research focused on the ,ihdividual teacher and administrator as
the unit of study. This methodology made it possible. to determine variations °
ip ‘amount and quality of inservice activities that were actually received by
teachers or sponsored by administrators over a year’s period'of time.

'

Research Questions
~ N
«

Tne research project wss carried out in two phases. The first phase
involved a literature review to answer the following questions:

-

. What are the pertinent dimensions for analyzi_& and designing inservice

programs, to»improve teather capacity: for delivering basic skills Instruction?

-

Progress in inservice education at this point in time depends upon

developing a more comprehensive model of its dimensions. The literature on

inservice education, which includes thousands of entries in ERIC and.a
book-length biblibgraphy (Collins et al. 1979), makes clear that it is a
complex process. .Content, training methods, purposes, governance, and
organizational comtext must be considered. Also, there are complex
interactions between inservice education, implementatitn strategy, and schqol
improvement that need to be understood. Most importantly, the effectiveness
of a particular imservice variable in improving teacher and student
performance depends on how dther aspects of the inservice program have been’
constituted. For example, variations in,inservice training methods may have
little effect when the criterion is student achievement gains averaged across

" teachers. for a single school year (as wag the case in the experiment by
) Crawford et al, [1979]). Training variations may have a substantial effect,

though when the criterion is student achievement gains for as many teachers
as possible in & school site, sustained over a multi-year period. .

We find good reason to agree then with Edwards (1981), who concluded




her review of the inservice literature with the statement that there is a

need "to widen the perspective of changing teacher practice by...creating a

more comprehensive conceptualization of the process of changing teacher

practice.”" As we describe in Chapter 2, ve have developed a comprehensive R

model of inservice education in line with’Edwards’-recommendation. The -~
current version of the model involves 29,dimensions. It is an elaboration .
and restructuring of the model developed by the staff of the Inservice

Teacher Education COncepts"Project‘(Joyce, Howey, and Yarger 1976).

The”29 dimensions of the inservice model provided the basis for tbhe

+ . second phase of the research-project. This phase involved an interview
survey of teachers and administragors to answer the following five research
~ - questions: ° )
. n L

#l. How much inservice education 13 currently received by teachers
and sponsored by administrators?

-

Most of the research on inservi®e education'has consisted qf studies
of individual inservice programs ‘(for example, the programs reviewed by
Lawrence et al. [1974]). Only a few studies have looked at the individual
teacher as.the recipient of inservice programs. This type of study is
1mportant for two reasons. ‘First, knowledge about-a teacher’s 1naervice

? actiyities over a period of time would indicate whether teachers focus their
inservice on a few priority topics or whether they disperse their inservice .,
efforts .over a wide range of topics. Second, a complete record of a’
teacher s inservice activities is needed to derive an estimate of the

+ percehtage of 1nsenvice time devoted to basic skills instruction.

A

Y

#2. ' What pércentage of. current 1nserv1ce activities is in the area

of basic skilis instruction? . coor, B
> . o .,
» - There is little research‘data about the extent to which basic skills

'1nse /}ce ‘instruction--and the form‘it tookain recent experimental
“* studies--is present in current practice. The omne pertinent study that we y
" identified &Sullivan 1981) produced these results: "A 1977-78 audit of the '
training program designed to improve the abilities of New:- York City teachers
found ‘that only 10 percent of the programs’ 303 courses were related to
reading and mathematics, even though pupils in the public schools were - .
scoring significant]y lower in those 3reas than they should...." It will be
.+ . helpful to learn whether this finding is generally true of school districts. : .
Descriptive data of' this type should prove a useful "mirror'" for teachers and
policy makers to help them determine whether current practicte reflects
de.,sired practice.

\ .
~ ., . T .
#3. What Jorm do current 1nserv1ce activities takel and how does
' this form compare with recommengkg practice? . e
T . Each of the 1nservice activities 1dentified in the present study was
.- Zscribed with respect to its teacher objectives. suudent objectives,.
+ délivery systenm, organizational context, and governance. The purpose of this
descriptinn was- to determine current inservice practice so that ‘it could be °
comparéd for discrepancies, with our research-based model of effective e

1nservi‘e education for 1mprov1ng basic skills instruction.’ .

iy ‘ K
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#4. How effective and satisfying is current inservice education as
perceived by educators? . !

L]
P -«

Several research studies, reviewed in Chapter 2,'have addressed this
question. Howevér, these studies generally relied on questionnaire responses

',‘and are about imservice education generally. In contrast, the present study

used :interview mqthodology to. identify educators ‘attitudes about specific
inservice’ practices within a recent time period.

Data about teacher and administrator perceptions are important for
understanding the adaptability of inservice education to change and
improvement. “If educators are demonstrated to be dissatisfied with an
inservice practice, policy makers may be motivated to change the practice.
Conversely, if educators are satisfied with an inservice practice, policy
makers may be less likely to change it even iFf it conflicts with a practice
that is more effective.

#5. In the opinion of educators, what constitutés an effective
inservice pr program for improving teachers’ basic skills instruction?

The research on curriculum implementation (Fullan and Pomfret 1977)
indicates that tefcher and adpinistrator perceptions are critical to
successful adoption of new instructional practices. For example, Loucks and
Pratt (1979) reached this conclusion based on their research on
implementation processes: "Staff developers, administrators, and other '
change facilitators often attend\gl;:ely to the trappings and technology of

the innovation but ignore the perce s and feelings of people. +The
_personal dimension is often more critical e succesg of the change effort

12

:than are the technological dimensions" (p. 214). _ .
) We use the term "perceptions" to refer to s;:;\;;;Eanal .factors as

beliefs, values, biases, and fears. Based on the findings of curriculum
implementation research, we have hypothesized that the éffectiveness:of the .
technology validated in basic skills inservice experiments and research on >
school improvement is influenced by teacher and administrator perceptions of

"this technology. For example, teachers sometimes fear ‘that the achievement =~ *

test scores of their students will be used 'to evaluate. teachers’ performance.
Teachers also have negative feelings about inservice programs that are

designed "top-down" by administrators. To the extent that teachers have such

perceptions, they are likely to resist participating in inservice programs -
that are linked directly to assessment of students basic skills .achievement.
.

There is a small amount ‘of knowledge about educator perceptions that
may influence the éffectiveness of research-based inservice education, but
- ‘much mote knowledge is needed. The presént research project collected
research data pertinent to this problem. ‘ o




; " CHAPTER 2 A
/" DEVELOPING A NODEL OF AN EFFECTIVE INSERVICE PROGRAM
FOR BASIC SKILLS INSTRUCTION .

.The purpose of the literature review in this project was to

‘synthesize research findings on effective inservice practices with respect to

basic skills instruction at the elementary school level. ‘The research
findings were used to construct a model of what an effective basic skills:
inservice. program might look like. In turn, the model was used in the
interview survey (see Chapters 3-5) as a basis for judging the efficacy of
current inservice practices. ° - . _ . Y

The first step‘}n the literature review was to identify a set of -
generic dimensiogs for ‘characterizing inservice programs. The term "program"
is used here in !&general sense to refer to any self-contained inservice
activity ranging from a-"one-shot" méeting -to a sustained process of
professional development. < . .

B .
- L

2 - . \

The systems framework developed by the Inservice Teacher Education
Concepts Project (Joyce, Howey, and Yarger 1976) provided a useful starting
point for creating the set of dimensions. The ISTE (Inservice Teacher
Education) Concepts-Project was a largée-scale study carried out in 1975-1976
under the auspices of the National Center for Education Statistics and the
National® Teacher Corps. It was designed to conceptualize the “structure of
American inservice education and to define issues for further research. The
project ihvestigators found that "there are four major dimensions that take
the form of systems that .link together tosform the operating structure which
is ISTE" (Joyce, ‘Howey, and Yarger 1976, p. 3). The four systems identified

‘by the ISTE Concepts Project are:

1. Substantive system: refers td, the content of an

) inservite program and the process used to deliver -
the content. '

g

2, Delivery system: refers to 1nceﬁt1ves, inter- ! 
faFe between teacher and- training, and inservice N
staffing pattern.

3. Model system: refers to the organizational con- -
- téﬁt in which inservice education occurs. - o
: ‘ ‘ . .
{’ . . - g 3

4. Governance system: refers to the dechgion-

making structures which-legitimize 14:§\yice

. activities and govern -them.
The majority of the dimensions in our model were derived from the-

ISTE project’s_analysis. . Another source for identifying inservice dimensions -
was the research literature on curriculum implementation.’ Even if a teacher
acquires a new set of instructiénal skills as a result of inservice
education, this does not mean necessarily thq; the teacher will use (i.e.;
implement) the skills in practice. Thus, implementation of inservice
training is an important factor in its own .right. It seems reasonable to

_bélieve that factors which 1nf1uence 1mplementation g}ll~also influence

teacher effectiveness. )
. . Z : - »
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The available.research on implementation was reviewed by Fullan and
Pomfret (1977). Their list of determinants of,effective implementation
overlaps at some points the system variables identified in the ISTE’Concepts

Project: .
- . A ‘CharactEristics of the Innovation
= . 1l. FExplicitness (what, when, how) °

. ) +2. Complexity

B. Strategies and Tactics
l. Inservice training ,
» 2. Resource support (time and materials) _ o,
3. Feedback mechanisms ‘ ' '
4. Participation
C: Characteristics of the Adopting Unit
1. Adoption process
i 2. Organizational climate
« v+ 3. Envirormental support
4, Political complexity _
. o (pp. 367-368)
° s
Several of these.dimensions of implementation were included in our model of
~ effective implementation. - ;

- v

Additional,dimensions were derived from the literature on general
. inservice education. For example, Pankratz and Martray (1981) specified an
’ ¢ . eight-step model for incorporating inservice education in the process of -

: tcurriculum change and improvement. Nelson (1981) described a similar model
for using inservice education to .support the development and installation of
new instrugtional programs. Both models incorporate inservice dimensgion#’
¢ previously identified in our’literature search. The models also suggested

*  several dimensions that were added to our list: use. of needs assessments and -
relevance of content.n

ra

’ .
Cruickshank Lorish, and Thompson (1979) suggested that Dunkin and
Biddle’s model for conceptualizing research on teaching (Dunkin and Biddle
7 1974) could be used to identify and organize inservice education variables.
Presage variables in Cruickshank’s model represent the characteristics of
inservice program leaders, corresponding ‘to the trainer dimension in our
model. Context variables include characteristics of the teacher )
participants, the school and community setting, and the teachers’ ' ' -
instructional context. Process variables in their model refer to the_
. instructional activities in which teachers engage. This class of variables
‘ corresponds to the Delivery System dimensions of our model. The final part
' of Cruickshank’s model involves product variables, which are the short- and
' long-term effects of inservice education. This set of variables ccrresponds
to the Teacher Objective and Student Objective dimensions of our model. °
The literature on loose*coupling (Meyer 1981) suggests the need for.
identifying dimensions t reflect the relationship between inservice
education and school organfzation arrangements for conducting administrative
and technical functions. The inservice programs tested in the four basic .
. 'skills experiments described in Chapter 1 posit a rational, “tightly coupled” |
. connection between meins (inservice training) and ernds (student achievement ;
- in basic skills). The theory of rlopge coupling as it applies to school ~ = ——

. ’ ' SN 4 . -
- : . ' . . . P
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organization suggests, however, that inservice education practice is poorly
linked ("loosely coupled") to student achievement goals and to other aspects
of school organization., A set of dimensions under the “heading Selection and’
Evaluation was added to our model to characterize whether particular
inservice programs are tightly or loosely coupled to school outtomes and  .°
needs.

Pl
-

. . fhe current version of the set of dimensions that comprise the model
is shownh in Table 1. There am 27 dimensions under, 6 ma jor headings. The
headings dnd dimensions are discussed in the next sections of the chapter.

The second step in the literature review was to identif practices
oY corresponding to the dimensions that have been found to contribu%e to the
effectiveness of ifiservice programs for- hasic skills instruction. For
example, with respect to the dimension of readiness activities (no. 7 in
Table 1), we were interested.in identifying any research that determined
. whether the presence of readiness activities--or the presence of particular .
readiness activitjes--contributed to the effectiveness of an insetvice.
¢ program. The four inservice experiments on basic skillé instruction .
. described in Chapter 1 (Anderson, Evertson, and Brophy 1979; Crawford et al.
4%]8 ‘Good &nd Grouws 1979; Stallings 1980) were especially usefuyl for
entifying such practices. These experiments are referred to collectively
in the rest of the chapter as the "four inservice experiments.”

Another source of successful inservice practices was_a meta-analysis
of research studies of' inservice programs conducted by Lawrence and Harrison
(1980). A study was included in the “meta-analysis if it -included measured

- outcomes of an inservice program. The outcomes could refer to teacher
competencies (dimension l'in our model) -or student objectives (dimension 5).

)

The effective practices identified by  the literature review are
described in the following sections and are summarized in Table 3 at the end
of the chapter.

.
= ‘ \ ' ’

A. Teacher Objectives 5
_ Inservice education is msually defined as a change in teacher ) ,
— — _____capacity brought about by new learning. For example, Joyce and his - »
colleagues (1976) defined inservice education as the "formal and informal '
provisions for the improvemeng of educators ‘as people, educated persons, and
professionals, as well as in terms of the competence to carry out their
assigned roles" (p. 6). Inservice education attempts to improve teacher’
o capacity in three broad areas: knowledge, attitudes, and skills. We def ind
o ‘ inservice teacher education, therefore, #s efforts to improve teachers’

capacity to function as effective professionals by having them learn new )
- knowledge, attitudes, or skiIls. These outcbmes constitute the teacher ‘ .
objectives of an inservice activity. '

1. Target Competencies

- . :

2

. Each of the ‘four - inservice expériments that yielded positive outcomes
—— ~-on-mea#ures-o£ basic skills achievement- emphasize teaching skills rathér than ’

ERIC L. 1e Lo S
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" TABLE 1 : s
A Set . of Dimensions for Characterizing Tedcher Education Programs

' < . . .

A. °Teacher Objectives

.

1. Target competencies 3. Complexityr
.- ) 2. -Operationalization . . 4, Expected 1eve1 of performance

vy

-

. quE; Student Objectives . l
5. Target objectives ! .
. N Expected level of achievement , N
'B N LY
C. Delivery System ’ - * o e . :
7. Readiness activities 10." Training site
8. Instructional process .11, Trainer
@ 9. Maintenance and monitoring 12. Scheduling
vt ] : ! . .
. B. Organizationel Context ) :
: . . kY - " )
13. Purpose for participation 15. Concurrent organizational changes
2? 14. 1Inservice cohowts _ 16. Other 1nservice activities
E. Governance , : L ' .
17. ‘Goverpance structure . = - - 20. * Incentives
“o 18. Teacher participation in governance 21. Sanctions . .
19. Recruitment of participants . ’ 22, Costs _
. V) . e . a

3

-F. Evaluation

'

23. Policy ' 26'. Measurement of teecher?competence A

K | 24, Needs assessment 27. Measurement of student objectives
25. Relevance to participants ' : . '

. . . -

t : -
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'knoéledge and attitudes. The content of the inservice programs. in these

studies was derived from correlational research linking specific teaching
behaviors to measures of growth in basic skills'achievement, Roehler and
Duffy (1981) indicated thas the teaching skills in these inservice programs
generally can beé classified into two types: (1) monitoring behavior in which
the teacher asks pupils to perfarm a desired "basic skill" (e.g., workbook
practice accompanied by teacher monitoring) and (2) reactive-corrective

~ _behavior to ‘help a student when hé or she fails to make the désired response.

These instructional strategies presumably are effective because they insure a
high ‘engagement rate of students 1in academic tasks,

The four inservice experiments involved long lisgs ;¥
behaviorally~defined instructional skills. (Several of the lists are . 1n.
Appendix A.) These skills collectively have been called a "direct
instruction" model (Rosenshine 1976). Several recent studies, still in
progress, are using a more general ALT (academic learning time) model as the

teacher objectives of.an inservice program. In the study being done at RBS -~
‘(Research for Better Schools) by Helmdi(described in Rouk 1981), the five key

instructional variables are: allocated time, engage-ent rate, student

" engaged time, taking into account students’ prioreclearning, and® instructional

" overlap (i.e., the match between instiuctional content and achievement test

content). Hutchins, at Mid-Continent Regional Educational Laboratory
(MeREL), 1is'also’ currently testing the effectiveness of an inservice workshop'
for increasing ALT in schopls (ﬂescribed in Saily 1981).

The last two instructional variables in Helms’ inservice program are’
of particular interest because they. require a change in teachers’ curriculum
content ‘rather than in their instructional style., Evidence on teachers’
ability -and willingness to change *¢heir curriculum content is not yet -~
available from Helms’ and Hutchins’ research. «Studies by. Porter and his
colleagues (1981) are relevant because they indicate that teachers are quite .
willing to change their curriculum content in response to such external '
influences as standardized -tests, principals, other teachers, and parents.

< «

Each of the four inservice experiments measure& teachers use of the -

- instructional skills that formed the target competencies. We should stay

open to the possibility of other teacher changes as a result of the inservice

' programs. For example, an inservice program may have effects on teacher

self ~concept or beliefs about education, even though those effects were not
part of the formal objectives of the program., These effects on teachers may
be immediate (side~effects) or may show up some months or even years after
training (long-term).

.

L4

A I

2. Operationalization

The research on curriculum implementation reviewed by Fullan and
Pomfret (1977) and by -Hall and Loucks (1980) fndicates that the explicitness
of a curriculum or inservicé content has an effect on its implementation. -
Hall and Loucks state: "...research and experience have shown that unclear
expectations are one way to guarantee nonimplementation. ' Teachers appreciate

. clear.objectives--they need to know what they are expected to do and how

their roles are to change" (p. 16). It is difficult to imagine how a teacher
‘can acquire new instructional skills unless the skills are clearly
operationalized. Thus, one criterion of an effective inservice program 1is
likely to be the extent to which its content 1is clearly operationalized. A

£ . . . . P
. . -

N
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.- characteristic of the four fnservice experiments is that the teaching skills

are stated at a relatively low inference level and are easily observable in a
model’ teacher’s performanee. . In contrast, Ogletree and Allen (1974) found .
that a majority of their sample bdf elementary teachers believed that the
.objectives of ytheir "inservice meetings were not clea def

’

-

_3_._. Complexity v

« The complexity of a new curriculum or inservice program has an effect
on 1its implementation. The complexity of teacher gqbjectives in an inservice
..program is probably a function of several factors: number of skills to be o
‘learned, whether the skills already exist to somé dégree in the teacher’s '
repertoire, and the extent to which the skiila must be adapted to classroom
e conditions. Hall and Loucks (1980) stated thnt. "When the innovation is
' complex,...majoy components should be phased in one or a few at a time" (p.
18). Gersten, Carnine} and Williams (1981) found that teachers in their \
sdmple ‘needed to learn the skills of a complex direct instruction model in :
phases--several skills in each phase--over a relatively long period of time.
These results suggest that 1f complex teacher ob;ectives are delivered to
teachers in just a few sessions, the inservice activity will have little
effect on’' their instructional behavior, and subsequently little effect on
Aatudents’ basic skill achievement. .

4. ectéd Leve gf Performance

LAY ) ) ‘;
“ ' In skills-based inservice programs teachers are expected to iﬁcrease"

or decrease their use of particular instructional behaviors. The diréction,,

. but not the degree of change 1s specified in most of these programs. An
interesting feature of the inservice'programs in the fout basic skills

experiments 1is that specific levels of use of some instructional behaviors

are specified. For example, orie of the recommendations in Crawford’s program

18, "Teachers should avoid calling on volunteers more than 10 or 15 percent

of the time during question-and-answer sessions" (Crawford et al, 1978,

Appendi: A,*p. 4). In the program developed by Good and Grouws (1979) one of - -

. the recommendations 1s to spend the first twenty minutes of a Monday math
, period conducting a review of skills and concepts covered during the previous
week.

[

This dimension of ihservice teacher objectives is related to the
second dimension (operationalization). Operationalization refers to the .
explicitness of the teacher objectives. Expected level of performance refers
to specificity of criteria for deternining whether the objectivec have been
met. .

¢ ¢ .
. .

7]

. L ) ., 'B.’ Student Objectives

We assume that inservice activities have objectives at two levels.
The immediate objective is to bying about an increase in teacher competence. :
The longer-range objective 1s to bring about improvements in student, u
,//perfornance as a result of the increase in teacher competence.

o . . ‘ ' -
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, In this section we discuss dimensions relatad to these longer-term
- objectives of inservice education, namely, improvements in student '
performance. We are aware that the connections between improved teacher

competence and>improved student performance are éomplex. The ‘connections may. ,

be explicit ‘and experimentally validated, as is the case with the training
programs used in the four inservice experiments., We suspect, though, that in
many inservice activities the connections between teacher objectives and

. student performance gains are vague and unverified. Weick (1976) and, others
have commented on the prevalence of "loose coupling” in school organizations.
One manifestation of loose coupling 'is that mesns, such. as inservice
activities, are often disconnected from ends, such as. improvement of student
performance ‘in the basic skills. e )

e - v
,//

» .

5. Target Objectives.

[

Public criticism of the schools in recent years has fogused on the
. failure of many students to acquire basic skills in reading and mathematics.
Educators are well aware of this ‘criticism. For example, a recent report on
the status of professéional development in Oregon (Schalock 1977) included the
statement that, '"There...is an increasing demand for schools in Oregon, as
_there 18 throughout the nation, to provide better preparation in the basic
skills of reading, writing, and computation" (p. 1). We might expect, then,
a high proportien of inservice activities concerned with. basic skill
objectives. However, “the only study that we could locate with pertinent data
found just the opposite to be true.  This study (Sullivan 1981), which we
cited earlier in the report, found that, only 10 percent of the New York City
inservice programs were related to reading and mathematics instruction.

.I

Resgarch on teacher preferences and values suggests that basic skills’

. development would not be a high inservice priority for teachers. Schurr and
his colleagues (1980) found that teachers prefer inservice topics that
concern student motivation and attitudes. ‘Recent "studies by Prowat and
Anderson (1981) found that elementary teachers congider their most important
task tq be attending to students’ affective needs?ﬁ\gi
their priorities, "tedchers made twice as many statements about things they
did to promote affective growth (for example, getting students to interact
positively or feel good about themselves) as compared to coghitive growth"
(p. 1). Similarly, a study conducted by Harootunian and Yarger (1981) found
that mogst teachers judge thetr success ‘By the degree to which they. involve
their students affectively in instruction. These relsults suggest that, given
‘the choice, teachers would opt for inservice objectives having an affective
theme rather shan inservice objectives relating to basic skills instruction.

Target objectives for students is a very important dimension of

inservice ‘education. Cawelti (}981) observed that support for inservice
~ education ultimately rests on its demonstrated connection to "objective

productiéity criteria," such ag basic ekills achievement. Critics of the
.federally funded Teacher Centers claimed that such ¢enters should .not be
supported because they served the needs of teachers rather than the needs of
studenta. : _ . v N .

. R4

Some inservice programs may seek to train teachers with the !

Ve ,

sp, when asked about . ~

~
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expectation that change !’ teacher competence will produce direct changes in
student performance. There may be an additional expectation that these
changes in studént performance will lead to ether changes in students either !
: -concurrently (side-effects) or over a longer périod of time. For example, o
o some “educators believe if. student self-concept is improved, there will be
subsequent improvements. in student academit achievement. Many dnservice .
wprograms ard designed to help teachers acquire sk1118 #or reducing student N
- discipline problems_in the classroom. It is conceivable that reduction of
* student discipline problems will lead immediately to more instructional time .
. on task (a side-effect). In, turn, increased time on task may resu1t ‘ :
graduaLiy in increased academic achievement. N )

“

6. Expected Level of Achievement .
. - & ; R
The effectiveness of the inservice programs used in the four
experiments was assessed by examining pre/post gains of the ‘experimental - ~
group and by comparing adjusted °post-test scores of the experimental and . .
control groups.” Statistical significance was the criterion of whether a
noteworthy effect occurred. ,.In regular school practice, though, educators
may be unwilling ‘to _sponsor inservice programs jugt to produce a -
statistically significant galin in students’ a%hievemen scores."

- There 1is ample research evidence (eegey Brophy and Good 1974) that °

educators have expectations about individual students’ achievement potential.
We know little, though, about the re1ationship between educators :
expectations for student achievement and éducators support for inservice
programs as a response to.these, expectations.' It may be that decline in test

. scores over time within a school district -1s a more effective trigger for

*  ipitiating a basic-skills. program than 1s the perception that. students ‘are

performing below expectations. In faét, there 18 some reason to believe that
educators adjust eipectations to match the realities of student achievement. ,
For example, the California legislature in 1976 enacted minimal competency ' .
requirementS*for high school graduation, but allowed each district to make.up
{its own test and set its:own standards. Savage (1982) reported that, .fewerv
than 1 percent of high school students were denied a diploma because of the

N testo <

: _ ' -

hadr]
- 3

. A
[ B . , '

c. DelivervaystEm » . -
. L . . ; . . -
The delivery system in inservice education refers to the process used
to achieve teacher-level objectives (i.e., gains in teachers’- knowledge, ¢ ) o
, y attitudes, and "skills). Traditional delivery systems in inservice- programs ‘ ©
o include presentations by experts during school districts’ "fnservice days"; F
- university coursework, which typically is in a lecture demonstration . o,
- discussion format; and hands~on workshops. Another characteristic of . '
traditional inservice delivery systems is that they are relatively brief
"one-ghot''{experiences. By contrast, *educators are increasingly advocatin& ’ N
multi-stagd, lengthy delivery systems that include both training and - -
implementation strategies. For example, Pankratz and Martray (1981) recent1y1 ‘1
J
|
|

forpulated an eight-stage inservice/school improvement model that includes
‘awareness building akill—training&/impl mentation asaistance ‘gnd' monitoring °*
and mainterance. in this section we revibw eviQ}hce that supports the -

. ' e 21" o T




effectiveness of these components 6f an inservice delivery system. - ’ 4
\’{ . . - . - . . »
{ 4 . . . . N
v ’ - ! ": . [ 4 AN ks
; 7. Readiness ‘Activities _ ®

We ufk the term "readiress activities" to refer to the inservice

~ experiences provided to teacherzland administrators prior ‘to the B
'skill-trainin Nphase of an iweervice delivery system. There is a small
amount of evidence that_.readiness aetivities have -an important effect on how
well inservice training and related school improvements are implemented
(Loucks and Pratt 1979).

The literature on inservice education suggests several activities
that should be included in the readiness phase of anm inservice delivery
system. Pankratz and Martray (1981) claim that these activities are helpful;
develop awareness of need among formal and informal school leaders; obtain

; their agreement on a delivery system; and use exploratory workshops to
provide information and to develop consensus. .
Msller £1981) argued that an important component of an effective
school improvement process is teachers’ acceptance of their personal
responsibilities for students’ basic skill achievment. Miller’s claim is
supported by Berman and McLaughlin’s finding (1978) that teachers’ belief
about whether they &uld help students was correlated with the degree of new
.programn implementation., Readiness activities might be copéted to help
teachers raise their expectations of students and improve eir attitudes
goward their own instructionhl efficacy, :

L . The concerns-based approachlto curriculum change developed by Loucks
.and Pratt (1979) suggests several readiness activities that  might be
incorporated. into. an inserviceNdelivery system. Loucks and Pratt found that
teachers have three "concerns" prior ‘to becoming involved in inservice
. training and curriculum implementation: absence of concern, concern to know
T more about the new program, and concerp about how its use will personally
gect each of them. Loucks and Pratt described a "hre-inservice" session
t #hey developed to help teachers deal with the first two concerns in a
particularscutriCulum implementation project.‘
(‘ .' \ N ) * = h » ’ ’ ”
K b,

8. Instructional Process . "

L

, Instructiondl process refers to the methods used by inservice staff
. to train teachers in knowledge and skills or to ‘modify their attitudes.
Table 2 submarizes the methods used in the’ four inservice txperiments and the

LR o ongoing studies by Helms and by Hutchins. : L
L )
. ‘Examining commonalities in four completed studies, we “find that each
“~ _ of th€ inservice programs involved at lea3t two .meetings. (The "minimal™
o group in Crawford’s study did not include any meetings, with resulting lower
end-of-year achievement,scores relative-to the "maximal" group,) Another
\4/ commori featuré across ‘tRe studies is the use of brief manuals to degcribe the
desired behaviors. ) ~N . : t — '
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: . TABLE 2 -
Instructional Process Used in Basic Skills Inservice Programs. . K J

~J

.

1. Anderson, EVertson, and Q;Ophy (1979)
Project staff met with teachers to discuss the study. ¢ Teachers then read
.a 33-page -manual describing "22 research-validated principles .of reading
‘group instructien, &nd: took a short: quiz on it. Teachers me¥ once again
with project staff to discuss the manual. ©One subgroup of these‘teachers -
was observed for their implementation of the principles throughout the ‘ .
school year., Another subgroup was not observed. (The two‘trained groups

did not differ from each other in end-of-year student achievement. ) .
. B
2. Crawfdrd et al. 1978 o . ‘ : s%ﬁ

“The "minimal" training group received a training manual and one
self-adminfstered test per.week for five weeks. The "maximal" group
“received the same manuals and tests, and also came to a two~hour meeting~\
‘with project staff each week. In these meetings the teachers discussed,’
practiced, and stddidd the techniques; engaged in role-playing exercises;
and viewed videotapes of a "model" teacher performing the behaviors.
(End-of-year -student achievement was somewhat higher for "maximal"

. group.) ) , o ‘

[y

ie

3. Helms (described in Rouk 1981) . .
- 5
Teachers follow a. five-step process:
(a),. teachers collect data on their students’ achievement and on
' their -own classroom procedures. .
+(b) teachers cbmpare their data with data of high-achieving classrooms.
(c) teachers select ways to modify their instruction to conform to
conditions found. in high-achieving ciassrooms.
_+ *(d) teaechers implement thei} modifications,
5 (e)° eachers repeat steps. (a) and (b) to determine progress.
Cre -

~4: Hutchins (described in Saily 1981) o

Four @ne-day workshopa dpread over ‘a period of several months. Each y
workshép * covers research-validated instructional principles. Betwéen o
wotrkshops "teachers carry.out "homework" assignments involving classroom )
observation and feedback. o R

5. Good and Grouws (1979) o ' : :

|

|
@ - |
., Teachers atterid .an int ductory 90-minute meeting and then read a 45-page

J

“‘manual of reseafch-validated principles of mathematics imstruction. Two
weeks *later teachers attend another 90-fiinute meeting in which project
staff respond to their, questiona and concerns.

6. 'Stallings (1980) . : . |
L . r . - _ |
Each teacher is observed for three d5§a, then given.a quantitative
summary of the observations as feedback to help change his/her
instruction to conform to’research-validated specifications. Teachers
also attend four two-hour-workshops over a .two-and-one-half month period.

’ .
v . . L] - , 'ﬁ,'v‘
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~ A Teacher behavior was observed and critiqued in two of the studies.
Stallings’ teachers were observed in their classrooms and given both a
qualitative and quantitative summdry of the results. Crawford’s "maximal”

e group- teachers were observed in role-playing exercises during meetingsf\

(Teachér behavior was observed in one of Anderson’s trained groups, but- the
observations were not shared with the teachers.) Classroom observation and
feedback are being incorporated in the lnservice programs currently beind’
evaluated by Helms and by Hutchins. Lawrence and Harrison (1980) found in
. their meta-analysis that successful inservice programs tend .to include a
, sequence in-which participants can" try out new behaviors in thetr classrooms
"(or in simulations) and then receive feedback from a.skilled- person.

It apperars that extensive skill, training of the type used in '
microteaching programs (e¢.g., Borg et al. 1969) is not necessary im a basic ' .
skills inservice program. The criticdl elements appear to be (a) the
- opportunity to study manuals that present research-validated principle& of
"instruction, and (b) the opportunity to.discuss these principles in meetings
“with an inservice trainer and other teachers at the same grade level. The
value of supplementing these process elements with classroom observation and

. feedback has not .yet been cleatly established.
oy .
The: results of this research suggest that teacher productivity in
basie skills instruction can be increased by using .a relatively simple -
‘instructional process. It should be noted, though, that these studies N
eutended over a period of, o more .than a single school year. Also, the
. inservice programs were not successful for all.teachers. Instructional
processes not used in the four inservice experiments may produce more
sustained effects, and effects for more teachers, than those observed in the
experiments. For .example, ‘the coaching procedure described by Joyce and °
Showers (1982) may significantly enhance the effectiveness of training
manuals and meetings by promoting transfer of the instructiomdal’ principles to
the teacher trainee’s particulﬁﬁ classrobm situation.

o

We could locate \no-data on the.frequency with which the instructional

* process described above (manuals and meetings focused on research-valid-ted
instructional principles) occurs in practice. A survey of 1,200 South Dakota
teachgrs (Betz, Jensen, and Zigarni 1978) found that they had engaged ‘in

- these types of inservice activities: reading of Hulletins, newsletters,; and
other printed matter (B0 percent of sample); inservice meetings (48-61
percent of sample, depending upon type of meeting); one-day workshops (48

- percent of sample); and observation of other teichers (20-23 percent of

- sample, depending upon type of observation). It is unlikely that the
objectives of these activities were simil#r to those of the objectives in the
four inservice experiments. . Reports of the correlational research on whith
the four inservice experiments were based,“and the experiments themselves,
had npt been widely disseminated at the time of Betz 8 survey.

" .The inservice instructional processes that were frequently recorded
in the survey (reading, meetings, observation) were the same as those~used in
the four" inservice experiments. Thus, it appears that an instructional
process is already in place (assuming that ‘the South Dakota data are
generalizable across states and across time) for incorporating the inservice

. prognams used in the four experiments. . > .

. ' -
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9. Maintenance and Monitoring, ‘ ,

Maihtengnce refers to the use of follow-up inservice activities to
help teachers preserve or increase gains made in dnitial training. *
Monitoring refers to the, use of procedures for making continuing observations
of teachers’ adherence to desired instructional strategies or of student
performance. .
. o A o
- There is evidence that changes in teacher beQ;yior as a result of
training tend to revert to baseline levels over longer periods of time than
those observed in the four inservice experiments. Johnson and Sloat (1981)
_ found reversions of ‘teacher behdvior to baseline rate twelve months -after
completion of training. . -Borg (1973) found reversions three years after '
training. It appears, then, that monitoring and, maintenance procedures are

desirable in order to preserve teacher productivity gains over:a period of
school years. : ) - Y

.

. v ' @ . 4 .
An_important element of the four inservice experiments is that the
project staff maintained contact with the teachers over a duxation of months
_ by-spacing training sessions and by collecting.classroom data on teacher '’
behavior and student performance (achievement testing). The continued .
observations are like a monitoring procedure and may have had the effect of .
cuing teachers. to reinstate desirable ;nstructibnal,behaViors.

. A-maintenance intervention was used in‘the Crawford experiment
several months after the initial five-week training period. Both the
"maximal” and "minimal" groups received a "refresher" training manual. In
addition, the teachers in the maximal group were videotaped and given
feedback on their implementation of the instructional principles. These

" mafntenance interventions were not |éxperimentally manipulated. (present’ versus '
absent) to determine theéir effect 9gn teacher and student performance.

A s

“

- ' One of thg.concl&%ions reached by Fullan and Pomfret (1977) in their
' review of research was that "intensive in-dervice training (as distinct from
. single workshops or pre-service training) is an. important strategy for °
. implementation” (p. 37). This particular conclusion was based primarily on
the Rand studies of educational change (Berman and McLaughlin 1978). It
seems reasonable that "one shot" inservice education will have less effect on
teacher productivity than 9gntinuou' inservice education that includes
monitoring and maintenance’ processes.

Maintenance and ﬁ;h{toring activities do not appear to be féatungs of .
current inservice practice. Less than. 20 percent of the teachers in the '
survey conducted by Betz and ﬂis colleagues (1978) reported that their
inservice meetings included follow-up activities. In an earlier survey ;

\\ Ogletree and Allen (1974) found that a majoritycof urban elementary teachers

reported no follow-up Jr evaluation of their inmservice meetings.
- [y

- -
.
’
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10. Training Site i o . . e
R - / . ) - <! . S .
We could locate no émpirical data concerning teachers’ preferences

J/A for training sites. The teacher’s own classroom was used as a "training"
. * ’ “
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sitg 1in the four inservice exberiments in that each.teacher’s classroom.
behavior was observed in order to assess implementation of the desired

A .instructional behaviors. 1In Stallings study these observational data wei?

also used as\Personal feedback to the participating teachers.
The meta-analysis conducted by Lawrence and Harrison (1980) found .
‘that inservice programs tended to be more effective if canducted at the
school'site. This generalization, however, applies only to inservice
programs that emphasized affective or skill performance objectives.

L

.

I

11. Trainers w
Each of the four inservice experiments required one or more inservice4
trainers., Thelr roles generally did not require cldse, sustained involvemert
with the teachers. It 1is not known whether individual differences between
inservice trainers would influence the effectiveness of the inservicef '

programs used in these experiments. .

The teachers surveyed by Betz, Jensen, and Zigarni (1978) reported
that they learned the most from other teachers. However, thelr ‘ratings of
college and university personnel and professional cdénsultantd were nearly as‘
high. McDonald (1980) reviewed a series of British experiments on' teacher
induction programs, and concluded that the most successful ones were those
that made available to the beginning teacher an experienced teacher who. could -
serve as a monitor, model, and counselor. McDonald raised the question:

. whether it was necessary for an experienced teacher to perform these roles,

or whether others--such as a principal or university supervisor--could

perform them. - : : .

12. Scheduling - )

We see at least three issues related to the scheduling of inservice
activities: time of day or week for holding an inservice session, spacing of
inservice sessions over time, and’ ' the time frame over which a particular
inservice program is implemented.

With respect to the first issue, Betz and "his colleagues (1978) found
that the teachers in their sample generally preferred inservice education to
be scheduled during school hours. In practice, though, over one-half of the
sample reported attending some inservice activities before and after school;
one-fourth of the sample reported attending weekend inservice activities.

The inservice activities in the four inservice experiments could be held at
any time of day or week, except for the colleetion of classroom obaervation
data and student achievement tests.

The results of Lawrence and Harrison’s meta-~analysis (1980) do not
support the teacher preferences expressed in Betz’s study. They found that
effective inservice programs tended to be scheduled at times (evenings,
summers) that did not compete with other professional obligations of
teachers. Inservice programs scheduled during work hours were considerably
less successful in achieving objectives. (3 .

»
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Sessions of a typical inservice program can be held all together
(e.g., an Iintensive weekend .workshop) or spaced qver a longer period of time.
We could locate no resedrch” findingg concerning teachers’ preference for o
"massed" or spaced sessions. A possible.advantage of spacing inservice ‘ )
sessions 1s that they provide sustained contact between teachers and ‘
‘trainers, allow for spaced practice of new skills, and allow more time for
teacher concerns to surface and be -addressed.

The third- scheduling issue 18 the time frame over which a particular

inservice program is to be-implemented. - Loucks and Pratt (1979) emphasized

the need.for a gGbstantial time period: "...reséarch indicates that three to

five years are hecessary to implement an innovation that is significantly
- * different from current practice" (p. 213). Fullan and Pomfret (1977) also
' concluded that implementation of innovations, with concurremt ingservice

support, réquired a long-term perspective.

. . The four inservice experiments produced effects on student
) achievement over much shorter time. frames than those recommended by the
, curr{Zulum implementation researchers mentioned above. Good and Groqya
» experiment (1979) extended over a four-month period. Training occured in the
first two weeks. . The experiment by Anderson, Evertson, and Brophy (1979)
. .extended, over a sghool year, but training involved just a few hours of the "
. :"teacher’s time at the beginning of the school year. The experiment by
Stallings (1980) X180 extended over a school year, with training spaced over
a period of approximately one month before and after the Christmas holidays.
The éxperiment by Crawford and colleagues (1978) extended over a school year, R
too. Training occured over a six-week period in early November, and there
was a refresher session several months later. ‘

The discrepancy betwéen the time frames in these experiments and
those recommended by curriculum implementation researchers may. reflect
differences~of purpose. The primary purpose of the experiments was to
demonstrate the effects of inservice training on student achié ement.
contrast, curriculum implementers are concerned with the institutionalization
of an innaovation as part of a school improvement effort.  This purpose may
well require a longer time frame in-order to accommodatezgfadiness
experiences, gradual training of all staff and monitoring)and maintenance off

training effects. ) , X N ' )

'Organizatidnal Context

u Inservice education 1is fundamentally a learning experience that
occurs for individual teachers. It is also the case that teachers are
members of school organizations. Characteristics of these organizations may

* well influence the delivery of inservice education programs to teachei
¢ These ‘same" characteristics may also influence the effects :of the program on
N teacherd and their students. We consider in this section three
+ - ' characteristics of school" organizations that are likely to influence
’ -inservice program éffectiveness.

RN
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“13. Purpose for Participation

-~ -

. This dimension was suggested by Joyce’s discussion (Joyce, Howey, and
Yarger 1976) of the "modal systqm" in inservice education. The modal system
refers to the organizational context in which inservice education occurs. ~
Five such contexts were distinguished by Jq&ce and his colleagues: '

1, - Job-embedded mode e.g., school committeé work. ‘ f v

2. Job-related mode, ,e.g., school di.mrict workshops outside of regular
: rschool hours. . :

> »
@

3. Credential—oriented mode, e.g., university certification courses.

. N . 5 . . .
)%. Professional organization—reiated work, e.g., NEA workshops.
e " ' N - : ' '

5. Self-directed mode, e.g., sabbatical lgaves.
We prefer to think of these modes as representing different purposes for
inservice education. We ﬁistinguish four'such purposes. '

1. Inservice for personal professional development, which cotresponds to the
‘self-directed mode and pefhaps the profeasional orgaﬂ!zation mode.

-

2, Inservice for credentialling, which corresponds to the P
Y
credential-oriented mode. * - .
) M ’ - N - L

3. Inservice for the purpose of being inducted into .the profession.
McDonald (1980) s argued that first year teachers need a schial form-
of inservice edgcation (called "induction") to help them adjust to
full-time teachding and to learn skills not covered in preservice
education: -

o

4, .Inservice for school improvement uHich typically would be done in the
job-embedded and job~related modes. R
, The first thfee purposes telate ‘to the deveiopment of the individual
teacher. Inservice for scheol improvement, though, gives priority to the
-school organization. 2eachers personal needs may be taken into account, but.

* teachers’ roles as members of the school organization'are critical to this. )

form of inservice education. Campbell (1981) developed two separate models
‘of inservice education based on this distinction between neéds of the school
system and needs of the individual teacher. Miller and Wolf (1&79) developed

a cyclical Staff Development/School Change model reflecting these two L

purposes of teacher education.

Each of the four inservice experiments was focused on the individual
teacher and his or her classroom. Teachers volunteered for the inservice
program. - They were not recruited because they were members of a particular
school etaff,——A&so-thE”bﬁiIdIii ‘principals and district curriculum

',specialists were not directly involved in the program, as they might have

been 1f the program had been conducted for the purp6§e of school inprovement.

Hutchins (described in Saily 1981) is currently testing basic skills

 inservice prograds for the purpose of school improvement. - The program ‘covers

¢ “\ ... - . 2 é N ' “':




content sinilar to that in the four inservice experiments, , but there are . _
several important contextual differences. The most critical difference 1is in
who receives the training: "The workshop series is génerally conducted for a
school district or group of schools within a district. Each. participating
~school sends to the workshop a team of the principal and two or three
teachers; a central office staff member is also. involved" (p. 11). The .
workshops also cover training in standardized achievement testing in order to .
help educators increase test validity in their district. Hutchins notes, .- s
howevers;. that improying test validity is beyond the .capability of individual
educators, and therefore requires "district-wide action.". ..
- The- meta-analysis conducted by Lawrence and Harrison (1980) found
that the more effective inservi¢e programs were designed as a collective R
effort of a school staff. Also, the 'more effective programs had shared goals - 'h('
rather -than individual teacher géals. These results suggest that inservice ‘
for school improvement is generally more effective than inservice for
personal -professional development. ‘ ‘ ,
) N . ' , - . . . CL
: "314. .Inservice Cohorts - N S TR

. The available research indicates that teachers have a strong
~ preference for working with other osachers, rathet than working alone, ‘in.
_their inservice activities. Lawrence and his ‘colleagues (1974) concluded x
" from their researeh review that inservice activities produced more positive - T
effects on .teachers when they provided mutual assistance in an,inservice
program than when they worked alone. . Holly (1982) found in’ h'; survey of 110
teachers that they most preferred inservice activities that allowed them to
work“With other teachers: "Teachers described their colleagues as valuable L
sources of-practical ideas and.information,welpful advisors on professlonal

, problems, the most useful evaluators of teaching skills, and’ understanding
‘allies" (p. 418). Similarly, Ngaiyaye and Hanley (1979) found in their
‘survey of 228 teachers ‘that ,the téachers preferred inservice meetings .
organized for colleagues with simildr teaching responsibilities. . : .

e We consider it worthwhile to distinguish at least three aspects of
" how teachers are grouped for an inservice activity: "individually-based
versus group-based instruction; groups that are. homogeneous or heterogeneous
with respect to teaching responsibilities, and whether the group includes
same-school or differentﬂschool colleagues. We ‘tould locate-no evidence
relating to the differential effectiveness of variations in these- inservice
-cohort factors. .The four inservice experiments used & combination of
individually~based irstruction (study of manuals) and group—based instruction
(inservice meetings). Also,.each study. included.teachers at the same grade,
level. This feature of inservice group composition may be particularly & S5
_relevant because it helps to increase the relevance of the inservice activity
|
|
|
|

to eaéh teacher '8 situation (see dimension 25).

. ' T ’ ’
B ’ ’ . -t
: , R .
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15. Concurrent rganiiational'Cha ges |,

[ R LY

" As indicated above, one major purpose. of inservice education is to -
bring about school improvement. If an inservice activity 1s used for this -
K4 ) . .
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accompanies curriculum revision.

purpose,” it would be informatiVe to learn whether the activity is supported
by other changes in the school system of which the teacher is a member.

The building principal is probably ‘the most influential aymbol of
school organization for teachefs. Loucks and Pratt (1979) concluded from
their rese€arch that, "...what the. rincipal does is critical to.the success ,
of an implementation effort" (p. 215). These critical role behaviors of the
principal have been referred-to as "instructional leadership" (Rouk 1981).-
Leithwood and Montgomery (1982) recently reviewed the -research on the role of

-the principal in schodl improvement. These reviewers found that the more

effective principals were more likely to participate in teachers’ inservice l.
activities. Participation included attending all or at least the early
inservice sessions provided for\teachers. v o

L] ]

Another type of organizational change relevant to inservice education .
18 curriculum. revision. ' Inservice education is sometimes used to support
implementation of a new curriculum. In turn, the new curriculum may include
features that facilitate ‘the teacher and student objectives of the inservice
program. Examples of such features are: teacher manuals that contain lesson
plans based on“direct instruction principles° criterion-referenced tests, and
learning activities that insure high student success .rate, We could locate
no research concerning whether inservice is more or less effective when it

\ . ’ ’
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16, Other Inaervice Activities

The effects of a particular inservice program are possibly dependent

~ on other inservice programs that the teaczer experiences either concurrently

or at some other point in time. ~These o programs may reinforce and build

-upon the objectives of a particular program. Another—possibility is that
other programs neutralize the impact of a particular brogram\by\diffusing the

teacher’s attention across disconnected priority goals.’

Ty

Research 18 uninformative about how teachers’ inservice experiences ) .
articulate with each othex across a specified period of time. A few studies,
however, have addressed the related question of quantity of inservice that
teachers recek#ve. Arends (1982) followed beginning high school teachers over
a three ye\r\period. His sample participated in a mean number of 10.5
inservice activities during this interval. This is an average of 3.5.
activities per year. The mean total number of inservice hours for the sample
was 291 hours, or 97 hours per year. 1In contrast, Schalock (1977). surveyed
430 tea‘hers'and found that they engaged in a mean number of 1. 5 activities.
over, the course of a year.

I ' .- S

Two differences in the nethods of Arends’ study and Schalock s study
may explain their disparate estimates of ingservice quantity. Arends used -
interviéws and only studied beginning teachers. Schalock used questionnaires
and_studied teachers representing a~-uch-wider range of teaching experience.

An interesting finding of Arends’ study was a correlation of .67 . .
between (a) principals’ ratings of a teacher’s competence at the end of the -
teacher’s first inservice‘year and. (b) the teacher’s total number of

inservice hours over the three year_period; This finding nay mean that

w30
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" participation in many inservice activitieleeads to improved teacher . .
effectiveness. An equally plausible interpretation is that a teacher’s high Y
- involvement in inservice is seen by the principal as a sign of competence. .
.‘I. oo . ("3.‘
p .. E. Governance

-

- ’

"Governance involves a number of policy and management decisions that
may influence the effects of dnservice education on teachers ‘and their .
students.’ Governance issues have been at the forefront of di;logue on-
inservice .education in recent years. For example, the federally~-funded
Teacher  Centers were established on the premiee that inservice educstion ‘
_would-be more effective if teachers controlled its design and governance. We .

‘review in this section the available research concerning various dimensions A
-of inservice governance. The four inservjce experiments ‘are’not informative
about these decisions because the decision to institute, thé experimental .
inservice programs reflected researcher initistives primarily rather than_
echool system-initiatives. -

" e co - . o

- 17, Governance Structures o . .

This dimension 18 meant to represent ‘the individusl ot group that has
responsibility ‘for making key inservice policy decisions concerning:

. selection of inservice objectives and activities, design of the activitiee,
incentives and sanctions, and allocation of .resources. Teecher Centeis and:
some school districts have governing boards to make these decisions. In o

" other settings these decisions may be left to the puilding principal oxr .
district-staff developnent specialist. s '

]
-

Inservice activities may be associated with eeversl levels of
governance. For example, an office of a state depertment of, education may
‘make the decision to mapdate a certain type of traiting (e.g., in ..
mainstreaming) at the district level.  In turn, a governance board at the -

" school district level may assume the responsibility for how this g;sining
will be designed and offered to, district teachers. We could identify no
research on variations in: govérnance structures and whether such vsriations
have an influence on the effectivenese of ineervice progrins. :

18.. Teacher Participation in'Governance S cte

As might be expeqted, seversl surveys (Betz, Jensen, and Zigarni
1928 Holly 1981; Schurr et al. 1980) have found that teachers desire input
into the planning of inservice programs. Inservice leaders (e.g‘, Gehrke and
Parker 1981; Johnston and Yeakey 1977) also etrongly advocate collaborative
.planning among teachers and administrators in order to insure successful
implementation of an inservice program. Three prominent educators (Ryor,
Shanker, and Sandefur 1979) stated: "Inservice programs imposed from the top -
down are doomed to failure" (p. 1S). Lawrence and Harrison’s meta-analysis
(1980) found that inservice programs-in which teachers chose at ‘least some of
the goals and activities were more effective than entirely preplsnned ‘
programs in incressing ‘teacher conpebence. .




r reference.was made to the possible use of coercion to secure teachers’

v non-patticipatéon. An example of such a tactic is to require. "remedial"

19. Recruitment of . Participants

. N .

. Participation in an inservice activity éan be voluntary or required.'
There probably are degrees of participdtion between these two extremes. For
example, administrators may stop short of requiring participation, but may
use strong sanctions'and incentives to.insure high participation rates. The
critical element, then, is probably not whether the inservice activity is
voluntary or mandatory, but whether teachers feel coerced into participation

. against their wishes. Even 1f a partitular inserviceractivity-is required,
"N teachers may not react negatively if they wish to participate. . &
The four inservice experinents involved volunteer samples of

. teachers. Voluntary ‘participation seems reasonable if the purpose of the P

inservice activity is to conduct a Pesearcher-controlled experiment.(as in

! - . the case of the four experiments) or-to emcourage the professional :
development of individual teachers. ' When inservice education 18 used for the
purpose of school improvement, however, mandatory participation may be more -
effective. School improvement may require the staff to make their individual
preferences and needs secondary to school goals. We could locate no research

: data about the extent to which current inservice activities are voluntary or
required. An interesting finding of Lawrence and Harrison 8 meta-analysis
(1980) .18 that mandatory versus voluntary participation of teachera .did not
predict inservice program effectiveness. <

[}

20. Incentives
A réasonable hypothesis is that incentives_have an influénce on
teachers’ willingness to participate in an inservice activity and their
satisfactioh with the experience. We could locate no empirical tests of the
hypothesis, however, . Some deqdriptive data about inservice incentives were
. collected in a survey of teachers by Betz and colleagues (1978). Teachers
/ . reported that: "The most common and also the most,preferred types of
" compensation in luded re1eased time, expenses, credit for certificate level,
and college, cre 1e" (p. 492). ‘Approval of thv principal may. also function as
- an incentive. The Rand studies (Berman and McLaughlin 1978) found that
- teachers were unlikely to coditinue implehenting a’ new curriculum or method
without thé approval of the principal. The reports of the four -inservice
experiments do not specify Yhat types of incentive, if any, were gliven to
teachers for participating in the inservice programs. « v “a

- . . . <

-
4 . t

21. Sanctions - \

_In the discussion of patticipant recruitment (dimension 19),

participation in an inaervice activity. The dimension of sanctions refers to -
the use of threatened negative consequences to secure teachers’ agreement to -
participate ifi an inservice activity, ‘or to punish them for :

4 . "




of sanctions in inservice programs could be located.

22. Costs . o v -

_Level.IV =~ Changes in tne enviromment.. Level II and III effects of a program

Y

supervigion as a condition of continued enployment in a school distfjct.
Another example is non-renewal of a teacher-certificate if a sxeacher Aoes not
earn a minimum number of credits within a time limit. No resegrch about use

23
b

There is surprisingly little information in the’ literature about the 7
costs of particular inservice programs. A eurvey of Orégon school districts
several years ago (Schalock, 1977). found that typically 3 to 5 percent of
district budgets was allocated to inservice education. It is not known how
much teachers pay on their own for inservice programs, and whether such- ..
expenses affect how much they benefit from the programs. . ’ .

- . —

.- ' . E. Selection and Evaluation
- . : ] . L . , v,
The evaluation of -inservice programs is not a well-developed field.
. Lawrence and. Harrison (1980) stated that their meta-<analysis of .the ineervice ¢
" 1iterature began with a review of approximately 6,000 abstracts and o
references, Only 150 of these documents reported quantitetive datag and only
59 of them contained sufficient data for inclusion in the nete-enalygis.
The Lawrence and Harrison nete—enalyeis euggeste thnt eyetenntic )
evaluation-of inservice programs is the exception rather than the rule.
Also, there have been few efforts to conceptualize the parameters and
purposes of inservice evaluation. One of these efforts was a - .
conceptualization of the levels of impact that might.result from an inservice
program (Gall et al. 1976). Four levels of impact were dietinguilhed.

Level .1 - Implementing the ervice progranm. Thie level of inpect refers to
how well the program 1s nducted. A poeeible indicator pof level 1
impact, for example, is, the number of teachers who choose to participate
in the ‘prograa and conglete ic. . : o . o

Level II - Teecher!;iprovenent._ This type of impect refers to the effectn of
- the inservice program on teecher competence, ’

. Level III - Change in etudent ‘behavior. Many inservice programs. have the
goal of changing stodent behavior by first changing teacher behavior _ ,
(level 1I).

might spread to ‘other contexts. For example, a teacher who learns about
a new instructional practice in an ineervice program might informally
‘teach it to his or her colleagues. .

Each of these. levele of impact can be the object ‘of evaluation. We
have included Levels II and III as dimensions below (nos. 26 and 27) because
they are the most direct outcomes of inservice programs. We have also
included several dimensions (nos. 23-25) relating to the quality of the
process by which an ineervice program is selected or developed for
prelentetion to teachere. .

A~




23. POlicz ' . v " [J
N b - 1

4 . This dimension refers to the rationale and evidence that -

decision-makers use to justify theé use of inservice activities to achieve
" educational’ goals. Inservice education is just one optiOn ‘that can be used

by. decision-makers ‘to implement policy. For example, if the goal is to . P
improve students’ basic skills. achievement, administrators might consider. ., :
these options, among others: 'reduce -class size,. hire more teacher aides, or .

. 1issue directives to teachers-to spend more .time on basic skills instruction. g
Ifservice education lust compete with these options in the policy-ﬁsking ‘

3 process. '

"A decision-maker’s rationale for se1ecting the type of inservice v .
‘activities used in the four inservice experiments probably would be that such
. ‘activities are of demonstrated effectiveness in improving student
"achievement. There 1s evidence, though, that decision-makers may no¥® be
.receptive to such research data on inservigce effectiveness. Schalock (1977)
found widespread concern among Oregon educdtors about the effectiveness of
" inservice educetion as a method of improving educational practice. ‘The
problem 1s compounded by the fact that, at least in some seftings, staff
»  development Specialidts are only "loosely coupled" ‘to policy making. Vacca,’
Barnett, and Vacca (1981)'found in their study that: "No one identifying .
primarily with staff development claimed to experience imtimate involvement
o in the decision~making process. Staff developers perceive themselves as
° middle managers with limited access and litile power" (p. 51).
Vs
The most noteworthy feature of the four inservice experiments is that
the teacher objectives are derived directly from cortelational research
linking teacher instructional behaviors to student -gains in basic skills
achievement. This "rational" approach may be the exceptio] rather than the ¢
rule. Bermam and McLaughlin (1978, p. 14), in a study of ‘curriculum
implementation, found that few school districts in theiy sample conducted a
rational search for better ways to educate students. Similarly, Edwards ' .
(1981) criticized staff development programs for being "a conglomeration of
activities determined by décision making criteria such as cost or
availabllity or strong advertising" (p. 2).

24', Needs Assessmgng | | N
SR - The training programs in the four inservice experiments were not °
lelected as a result of.a formal needs assessment -process; The purpose of
these studies was to validate through controlled experimentation the o
effectivenass of particular trsfning programs, rather than to respond to
identified needs of school districts. In practice, though, school districts -
may initiaste inservice programs for reasons other than denonstrsted

effectiveness. . . . LI

The literature suggests that a formnl needs assessment is the process
. by which particular inservice objectives become identified snd dchieved
through the i-plementation of particular inservice sctivities. :

v
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, Neumann-Etienne and Todd (1976) and Powell (1980), for example, have
. described models for developing a comprehensive 1nserv§ce program for a
: ~school system. Both models rely heavily upon .such needs assessment )
. techniques as site viaitations to diagnose system needs, survey’of ‘éacher * J
. coricerns, and survey of teacher pt‘iorities. Simijlarly, the Hontggzry
County, Maryland school district (Nelson l98l)\1n1tiated inser¥ice program P
to support an instructional renewal. rocelé'by_firatf§rnd ting an assessmenn
' of training needs for the district’s teachers. ~

2

L]

s We weré unable to locate, any research, however, on: the’ prevalence of -
formal needs assessments to 1dent1fy 1n§erv1ce objectives. It may be that’ _
inservice objectives and activities are selected by a much more informal , Vet

o opportud!stic proceas. A particular adminietrator ‘may initiate an’insexvice * - Yy
activity because an inservice trainer made a convincing prelentation of its ' ’
merits; because he or she heard about its syccess in another diaErict- -
because the school board identified a problem for which an 1n¢erv1cq,activity
seemed an appropriiate. so%ption, or for some other reason.
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25. Relevance of Content T N . : o
¥ . . Lt .

Researcherl have found that teachers generally evaluaterthe ' ‘ .

effectiveness of an inservice program by how relevant its content is to their .
partieul;r classroom situation. - Holly (1982) interviewed 100 K-12 teachers S L
and concluded that, "The single most important factor determining the value ),\('

“ teachers placed on an inservice education activity was its personal . - - Y]
relevance" - (p. 418). 81n11ar1y, Vacca and her colleagues (1981) found that , ;~d, .

teachers’ major criteria in. rating the effecq{;g:::é of staff development ‘'

. personnel was their relevancy. Teachers preferged, staff development . . ¥
specialists who gave.them "ideas, strategies, and“materials that relate - . . Ty
directly to their own classrooms" (p. 51). It is disappointing, then, that - -
the elementary .teachers in one study (Ogletree and Ailen 1974) felt their -« ]
inservice meetings genérally were irrelevant to their professional work. - )
Similarly, the.directors of the ISTE: (Inservice Teacher Education) Concepts ~ rv

. Project interviewed many teachers and found that "the interviewses were much

" less specific and clear about substance and procags than any ‘other aspect of . _
the structure of ISTE" (Joyce, Howey, and Yarger 41976, p. 23). They reached . )
this conclusion: "The interviews, position b@pere. and literature all reveal o
an agreement that much of ISTE contains substance which is irrelevant to the -
needs of classroom teacherltiiz. 23). : : ) SR

.JThe training provided™-in the four 1nlerv1ce experinentl was prbbably )
dmplemented in part because it was quite relevant to the classroom situations o
of the participating teachers. The instructional principles were derived
from previous correlational relearjh based on observations of teacherl o
similar to those who participated:-in each experiment. (In Stallings’
experiment [1980], some of the teachers had also participated in the - o
correlational study.) Thus, the fnstructional principles were directly T \ oy
relevant to the teachers’ classroom situation. The teachfng behaviors o 4
reflected' in the 'principles were- -already present to some degree in-most = .
teachers’ repertoirel. Inservice training consisted primarily of having
‘teachers do either more or less of what they already gere doing in their,
classrooms, and.to -sequence their activities appropristely. The: training in ~
‘the four experinente was’ lllo relevnnt in thnt all of the pdrticipating

,.""
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teachers in a particular experi nt were at ‘the same grade level. Thusy a

question or problem raised by a’teacher at a training meeting probsbly would
be . releVant to the othet teachers, too. _ .

-

26. Measurement of Teacher Conpetence

. .
- A e

g desirable changes in: teacher competendte. Our review of the literature

A major justification for inservice programs is that thhy produce

revealed that this claim is rarely tested. Evaluation involving objective
_measurement of teacher competence is seldom included as a cbmponent of
inservice programs for teachers, Measurement procedures can range from

‘- administration of questionnaires and surveys to observation of teachers’
clagsroom behavior. : . o : L
Each of the four inservice experiments on basic skills instruction

invedyed direct observation of the teachers’ classroom behavior before and

after the inservice program. The observations were focused on teachers! use

of .instructional behaviors that researchers had found to be. correlated with
student achievement gains. The purpose of the observationnl dita in each
experiment was to determine whetWer the experimental inservice program was
,more effective than a no—training condition.

)

. -

P Measurenent of gains in teacher competence requires resource .
expendjtures by the agency sponsoring the inservice programy We could . |
identify no studies that determined whethe y this type of measutement occurs ﬁ
in practice and -whether policy maikers find'utility in measurement data on - -
teacher competence. Also, no studies could be located on the relative

benefits of collecting teacher competence data and student achievenent data

for evaluating inservice programs.- ,

¥

-Measurement of Student Objectives.‘ a
- Educators have available the technology to measure most student

objectives of 'inservice programs. Whether they choose to measure the
objectives, and for what purpose,'aro matters of policy. In the fbur
inservice experiments, the student objectives were, basic skills in reading or
mathematics.. These skills were measured in each’study by standardized
achie¥enent tests. The test data were nused to assess the effects of the
inservice programs that comprised the experimental treatments in these
studies. -Reinstein”(1976) noted other useful purposes that could be served
by sue¢h achievenent data; determining allocation of resources to alleviate
weakness in instructional programs and assessing whether students are
scquiring "minimum competencies" as tley progress through school.

Although standardized achievement tests are useful in_certain .
circumstances, they are also proble-ntic. Saily (1981), for example, - ‘
referred to a recent study at 'the Institute for Research on Teaching at -,
Michigan State University which found that 30 to 40:percent of items in '
standardized achievement tests 'are not covered by commercial textbooks at the
same grade level. Because teachers rely heavily on these textbooks to
determine-their classroo- instructional content, there is probably a weak
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~to school system efforts to pronote basic skills achievenent.ﬂ‘ .

_ associated with particular dimensions. In a f8w.cases (for exasiple,

. 1.  Basic skills experiments. These are the four inservice experiments by.

. statement of a finding from one or more resehrch studies. In a few cases the

.

J/ ' —

match between what teachers teach and what standardized tests measure. Thus,
the, test results may have low validity for‘neasuring the objectives of.some
inservice programs.. If teachers attempt to "teach to the test," they may
need to deviate substantially from their t¥xtbooks and devote extra effort in
order to improve the match between their instructional content and the test
content. This txtr; effort may arouse ‘resentment in teachers and resistance

Another potential problen of standardized achievement tests is that
‘they may be used to evaluate teachers and to make them the ‘prime targets of
accountability for student progress. Edwards (1981), for. exanple, claimed
that "apprehenaivenes"of teachers about the process of evaluation, their
distrust of the accountabili;y novenent, and their fearfulness of beconing
scapegoats fox the failure of innovations..." is widespread. .

-
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Sun-arz'ég Inservice Practices
. The effective practices identified, through the preceding res%arqh
review of 27 inservice diménsions are summarized 'in Table, 3. The first
column of this table lists 'the dimensions and the headings under which they
are organized. The next ‘column lists -effective fnservice practices R

dimension 11), an efféctive praeticeucouldanot be id&ntified. o

The third column of Table 3 indicates the type of research from which
the effective practice was: dsrived. The types of research listed in this
column are as follows:

Y

-
- L d . .

. Anderson, Evertson, and Brophy; Crawford et al,; Stallings~ and Good and "’
Grouws. ‘ o

o . .
2. Implementation research. These are studies (mostly descriptivb and
' correlation;T\ in which thé criterion was how well a curriculum or
instructional method was impléiented in a natu:al school setting.
<
3. Inservice research. These are ushally experiments in. which effects of
different inservice practice‘ on teacher competence (i.e., knowledge,
< skill attitudes) were assessed. .

Yy a

4. Survey research. These are déscriptive studies of teacher preferences
and attitudes concerning particular inservice practices.

5. Other research. Some studies relating to teacher expectations, school '[
' principals, and achievement tests are relevant to several of the :
insetrvice di-ensions.

.Yy

In most cases the effective practices listed in Table 3 are a direct

effective, practice is a reasonable inference from ‘esearch findings. For
‘exaaple, the practice associated with dimension‘S is a reasonable inference .
from the basic skills experiments. Each of these experiments focused oi S .
improving student achievement in the basic skills. This focus was not o
systematically varied within or between experiments. It-seems reasonable

- that inaervice prograas focused on this objective would tend to be more .

. : S
'; 30 ‘34 ’I
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 effective in lchieving the objective thﬂn inservice programs foculed on other
objectivel. :

The get of research—based, effective practices Aunnarized in Table 3
provides a standard for comparing current inservice practice. An empirical
survéy of currént practices relative to .this standard is reported in the next
three chapters. . ‘

) The effective inservice practices summarized in Table 3 are slanted
‘ toward improving basic skills instruction. Most of ‘them also apply to other
instructional goals. The few that.are specific to basic skills instruction

- could be modified so that they are generic or so that they apply to other"
o , 1nstructiona1 goals. .
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Summary of Resegrch’on Effective Inservice Practices for Improving

TABLE 3

Basic Skills Instruction

Dimension

v - Effective Practice -

Basis

A. Teacher Objectivéa

o

performance

r%échers should use direct in-

1. Target Competencies
" i . struction methods experiments
2. Operationalization Inservice program should have Implqnentatioh
’ operationally-stated objec~- research
tives for teacher behavior.

3. Comptexity ° If the skills to be learned Implementation
are complex, phase them into research; in
the teacher’s repertoire service
gradually research

. 3 o . N - . ¢
4. Expected level of . Teachers should be told speci~ ° Basic skills ex-

fically how much to use parti-
cular instructional behaviors

.mentation research

Basic skills.

periments; imple-

B. Student Objectives !

¢

- achievement

’ o

5. Target objectivél . Inservice pmogram should focul Basic skills
- . ) on improving student achieve~  experiments
N ment in basic skills = ° '
‘6. 'Expected level of . Teachers should be helped to  Basic skills ex-

believe that students’ basic
8kill achievement can be

- " improved. tations research
"Ce 'Qgiivqu System - ’ .
. 7. Readiness Hold meetings that deal with Implementation: .
activities teachers’ concerns about the research - ’
: ) inservice program and that
3 build consensus agreement to
participate in it .
8, Iqstructiodhl Teachers should study manuals Basic skills
process describing direct instruc- experiments;
tion methods; should discuss inservice
. the methods in group meetings research

with a trainer; and should

‘receive obgservation and

feedback on their behavior

v 2

S e

periments; ’
teacher expec~




‘TABLE 3
(Continued)

.

Dimension Effective Practice Basis
9., Maintenance and inservice program sﬁould main- Implenentation
tain, build on, and monitor research

monitoring

) 10, Training site

3 . -

11. Trainers

12, Scheduling

.

gains made in initial
traioing

. Inservice program should use

the teacher’s classroom as

. training site at least part

of the time to provide
observation and feedback

‘Schedule insef%ice'sessions

at times that do not interfere
with teachers’ cthér obliga-

_tions . J

D.. Orgdnizational Context

13. " Purpose for
ﬁarticipation

L14. Inéérvice cohorts

15. Concurrént
organizational
changes

16, Other incerVice
’ activities

' Governance Structure

17. Governance.struc-
ture

Inservice program should focus
on school improvement rather
than personal professional
development ‘

Inservice program should
provide activities that allow
teachers to work with and
learn from each other

Principal should participate
in and support the teachers’
inservice activities

Basic skills
experiments;
inservice
research

-
Inservice
research .

Inservice
research

Survey
research

Implementation
research;
research on
principals’
behavior
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TABLE 3
) (Continued)
- .
“ '« ° Dimension - - Effective Practice : Basis
- » . .
. [ M {
) ) 2% ‘
' ' .o . . - . . ~ &
; 18, Teacher partici- Teachers ahould have” oppor- ‘Suryey research &
T - ,. -pation in tunity to help plan the < : ‘ '
a : governance . 1inservice program . o : :
19.° Recruitmené"of . ?ar;icipation should be man- Inservice .
participants datory in order to bring about research . SN

schoolwide improvement

| i . N . N . .
! - & ca
9 . : s ‘ .

1
.

20. Incentives " Provide incentives like re~ - Survey research;
L T leased time,; expenses, college - implementation
: or district credits,” approval - regearch
. by school prinéipal - - ]
21, Sancéions .
22. Costs. o - : ' . // o

5‘

Selection and Evaluation

23. Polié& ‘ " Inservice program should be Basic skills
: ' selected because of its . - experiments ~
- demonstrated effectiveness : :
in improving students’ basic v
skills achievement : v

24, Needs assessment Inservice program should be -
- : given  in schools where students
have -been identified as low
achieving in basic skills

Z5. .Relevance to Content of the inservice , Survey research
participants . ' program should be relevant
R ’ to the teacher’s classroom _ -
situatiocn , T )
; . > o
26. Measurement of Teachers’ classroz= performance - J
teacher competence should be assessed to determine : ‘ '

teacher implementation of ‘ ; |
_1nservice content ‘ o T
]

«

’ 8

27. Measurement of- - Inservice program effect;veness Research on
o stident objectives should _he assessed by measuring achievement ) 1
’ . _ ltudenc ‘performance on content- testing . |
C valid achievement tests and in : .
DA - ) such’' a way that teachers do not ’

feel threatened

o - 4y

T

. ‘;‘1 : - . . . . N
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i

2 o ' . A S et BT
: . . ] ) . - . \ L .

‘Relearch Deeign
‘ L
An empirical etudy was undertaken to answer tht five research. - N :
,queetions stated in Chapter 1. The research design was descriptive. Ore . B
part of the deeign involved collectiﬁgﬂdata to describe teachers’ ecg/////
:administrators” inservice activities and their attitudes, toward the
activities. It was originally plenned that data about the activities would
| ’ be collected et approximately the time that they occurred. Had this - .
| occurred, the study would have been pienned as a longitudindl design with .
| data collectiqn extending over at least a school year. However, 'the grant . ~
A funding cycle and other factors mgde 1t more feasible to use-a retrospective
| . survey of the’ eemple s inservice activities. Each educator was.asked at the
| ., ehd of the schaol year (approximatély Ju e.1982) tp recall the inservice ° -
xctivigdes in which he_or ehe hed perticipéted during the echool yeer and the
preceding summer. £ . .

"

A
Y

The other part of the reeearch design involvéd a descriptive suxvey
of the sample’s attitudes toward selected aspects of inservice education for
improving ‘basic skills instruction. These attitudes were assessed”at ‘one
point in time. Longitudinal factors (e.g., changes in attitude over time)
were not considered in this part of the research design.,

L3
g‘v

Semple

Sampling design. The sampling procedure invo{ved selecting three
school districts and two elementary schools within each district. A central
office administrator was selected in each ‘district (total N = 3) to represent
district-level management of inﬁervice education. Each principal of the
participating schools (total N = 6) was selected to represent school-level
management of inservicé education. Six teachers in each schgool (total N = . ,
36) were selected to represent participants in inservice education. - Teacher * BN
selection in each school was stratified to imclude three primary teachers - L
(grades 1-3) and three intermediate” teachers (grades 4-6). The sampling plan
for .one of the three districts is illustrated'%elow. ~ . T




.

~ between districts,. between achocl » between achoola-uithin—diatricta; and

~ involving other differencee will be done -at ‘a aubaequent date.

was paid to each participant in recognition of the time required ‘to complete.

.community with'a preponderance of low~income families and some transient
students.

other two districts.

‘

“Diatric;I. ‘ _ . (

T

.DistrictpAdlinie;retor’

”Aschool 1l Schoci 2

Principal l Principal | 3

3 Primary
Teachers

Teachers

'3 Intermediate

i Intermediate
‘Teachers '

Teachers

(1.e., schools and districts)<

between teachers.

The ‘research rebults presented in Chapter 4 involve - e
primarily total sample and between-district analyses. 1

Suppleaentary analyaea

Three school dietricta were . recruited to participate An the study.
The researchers sélected the diatricte to represent a range of community
characterietica. The first step was to meet with central office
administrators and principala to secure their approval. These groups also
reconnended schools that had the most low-achieving students in the district. .
The next ‘step was for the researchers to meet with the principal and teachers
in each school to recruit their participation. Cooperation was good. There - -
was -‘no need to recruit additional school districts because of refusal to
participate by one of the initially. approached sites. A modest honorarium

the interview schedules.

‘School and. dietrict cheracterictica. cherecteriatice of the echcol
districts are summarized in’ Table 4. District I is a mixed socioeconomic

District III serves some-children from lowﬂincoae families, but
the community as a-whole is middle-class. District II is quite unlike the
Itgaervea a relatively isolated coaetal commlnity with’

' 4 rj . ' “ ¢ - Y
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St - TABLE &
Characteriuticc of Participating Schools "
" Characteristic District I District II District II

School School School . School  School . School

.1 2 3 4 5 6
Setting . Small Small - L.zge
' o N Suburban Rural Suburbln
Student - Population 200 300 . . 300 -300 400 300
Title I Status .. Yes Yes No Yes No' Yes :
: - - < e : 3
Number of = 10 05 T 14 4 15 10 :
Regular Teachers ' : : < - " :
Number of ~ .3 5 SR N 5 5 :
Specialist Teachers - . ® : - L .
Note: . The data in this table are given as appraxinationn to precerve the ; f
sample s anonymity. - . . - . %

-
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_many small farming and fishing families. The district is spread over a’

fairly wide geographical area. All of the districts are located in the
Pacific Northwest. o :

- .
- v
-

A central office administrator in.each district nsde available
district testing results for the 1981-82 school year. Grade level
equivalents itn the two. schools of district I ranged from one year ‘below grade’
level to grade level for the classes that were tested. ' Test scores in thé

~ two schools of district II were below the national average in most areas. of

reading, language, and math. Test scores in the two schools of district III
were generally at or above the national average. ) : "

One item of the interview schedules aske@ teachers and adninistrators o
to characterize the abiLity level of their students. Results for this item.
are shown in Table S. The majority of teachers and administrators rated
their students as being of medium ability level. Teachers and adninistrators

‘'were also asked to rate their students’ progress in learning the basic. -

skills. As shown in Table 6, most of them were satisfied or very satisfied . .
with students’ progress in the basic skills of reading. math, and language

' arts. ‘ - ‘ , .

-

The school districts were not selected because they had a noteworthy :

- inservice program for their teachers. They were selected primarily because

they were accessible for purposes of data collection and because they
represented a range of size and resources for schooling. One item on the
interview schedules asked thoge sampled to characterize ‘their 'school or

‘district as a climate for insefvice education and professional development.~
- Results for the items are sho

in Table 7.  The majority of the teachers and
all of the administrators percgeived that the district provided a supportive
climate for-inservice educatjbn.- .

One item on the interview schedules asked teachers and administrators,
to characterize the difficulty of their work environment. Results for this .
item are presented in Table 8. Only a third of the teachers considered their

‘classes easy to teach. Similarly, only a third of the principals and

assistant superintendents considered their schools or districts easy to o,
administer. v

Sampling of teachers.. It was hoped to select a randop stratified
sample’ of three primary grade teachers and three intermediate grade teachers
in each school. This procedure would have helped to insure a representative -
sample of teachers across schools. Howevér, the principals requested
voluntary participation of their teachers in. the study. They agreed, though,
to selection of a stratified grade level sample if. teachers were willing.

The sampling of teachers by grade level . in each school 1s shown in

'Table 9. One more teacher than necessary in schools 4 and 6 volunteered to

participate. They were included in the sample.

Because the teachers conprised & volunteer sanple, their

( characteristics may. differ from the population of teachers in the

participating schools. It is possible that they may be more interested in
inservice education than the general population of ‘teachers. It is also
poasible that their interest level is the samé as other teachers; but that
they happened to hava more ti-e available. for participation in the study.

L ‘w' 38 415 | , .: | . o -f




, ; . TABLE 5
: Riting of Students’ Ability Level by Their o »
‘ Teachers and Administrators :
j(N = Nnnber of - teachers or administrators)

> -~
. | . ——
Rating of Student - Total Sample District I District I1 District III
. Ability Leval - N % N % N X N 2.
1.. Teacher rating ‘ S T oo o
. High 8 222 1 92 -5 392 ‘2. 15%
- Medium 26 702 8 73%x . 7 53 11 - 85%
" Low’ 3 & 2 182 1 8 " o oz
* '2.' Administrator rating. . . i
' ' High "3 3N 0 0% 1 33 2 672
Medium 5 562 -2 67% 2 672 1 332
1 0 oz - 0 0z

Low . ° 1 11X 33%

L . - . ] . ,\

Note: Data source for 1ten 1 is Appendix B, item 5. Data-cburceh
for item 2 is Appendix F, item 7. ° ;

14
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TABLE 6 .

" Educators’ Satisfaction with Students"ﬁiogress in'Learning <.
the Basic Skills o
(N = Number of teachers or administrators) .
- - ‘ , Teachers !
| ' ) | ' : Total Sample District I District II ‘Dipfrict III :
°  “Basic Skills . . N 2 N 2 N Z . N. -2 Lo
) : - ' -.1 T Rl X - .(;
L Reading - o o ~ : : ‘
Very satisfied 17 50%° 5 . 462 9 692 3 307
" Satisfied . 15 442 4 362 4 312 7 710% "
| Dissatisfied . 2 62 2 182 .0 0z 0 0%
Hlth ) . B . 9 . . -

- Very satisfied . | 16 462 6 S55% 5 382 5 45%
Satisfied S .16 46% 3 27% 7. 54 6 552
Dissatisfied 3 8z 2 18% 1 8% “0 . 0%

i - ) ' - ) : . . ’ - _ 71
_ ﬁinguage'Arta , o . ' _ : -
Very satisfiled '10. 292 4 36% 4 33% - 2" 18%°
. Satisfied 20 592 6 552 5 - 422 9 82 ;
Dissatisfied 4. 12% 1. 92 3 5% 0 0% -
’ /
, &
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TABLE 6
(Continued)

]

* - Administrators .

Total Sample .Dist

rict I District II. District III“'

Basic Skills - ., . N % N ¥ N 2 N X
Reading , : o -
Very satisfidd 5 562 1 332 1 332 3 100%
Satisfied 3 33z 2 672 - 1 337 0 0z
Dissatisfied 1112 0 0% 1 332 o 0z
Math - o
' Very satisfied 1 112 0 0z 0. 1) 2 1 33z
Satisfied 6 67%. 2 672 2 6.1 2 6772
Diasgtisf;ed 2 222 1 ,132 1 337 0 oz
Language Arts . ' L
Very satisfied 1 112 -0 ox 0 0z 1 33
~ Satisfied 6 67% 2 672 2 672 2 672
Dissatisfied 2 222 1 332 1 337 0 (4 4
T i _ . .
Note: Data source for teacher table is Appendix E, item 3. Data

source for administrator table is Appendix H, item 3..
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%, “ : TABLE 7 oo
B . : RAting of’the School and District as & Climate
: 2 ‘ for Inservice Education
- (N = Number of teachers or administrators)
E * v: s LT B . . . b
. 3 | A
- Ratings of Inservice ~Total Sample ;/District I District II District III
L - ; - Climate ‘2 /- N ) 4 N 2 N %
i o _I; Teechers’»;etfng. N B -
: , ' Supportive 32 84% 9 ' 75% 100 77% 13 100z
_ Neutral 3 8 1 8% 2 15% 0 oz
A Ungupportive 3 8 2 177 1 8% 0 (174
[\.4 ~‘ , » " .  ‘ ' ‘
, > “
2. Administfatorsf rating | . o -
) Supportive 9 1002 -3 100% 3 1002 3 100%
: .- Neutral ’ : s : -
Unsupportive
o "_ q ~ ' ’ . )
_fNotez.'Data source for item 1 is Appendix B, item 7. Data source for
. item 2 is Appendix F, item 9. - : oo
! .
4y
[ -
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. _ Rating of the Classroom and School o K1
i as a Work Environment : S
s
- (e

3
3
:
:
L
X
L
l K f ) ’ - (N = Number of teachers or adninictratorc)
} Total Sample District I District II District III

| Rating of ‘Work Setting N y 4 " N X2 ° N 2 N 4
S " f
| 1. (Teachers) How difficult
| is this class to teach? ' . . h
Easy - 13 34X. 4 33% 2 152 6 46X
Medium 11 29% 4. 34X 5 » 392 -2 -15% "
Difficult 14 37§\ . 4 33% 6 462 .5 39 '
A
2. (Administrators) How S o ‘ _ -
difficult is (are) _ ‘ - L ) : .
your school(s) to = - | T .
administer? . : ) : ‘ o :
Easy 3 3 17 33%° 1 332 1 33 o
Medium ro1nx -0 ox 6 o0 1 34 :
‘ ' ' Difficult 5 56X . 2 B 2 672 1 3N '

Note: Data source for 1tem 1 is Appendtx B, iten 6.' Dqta'coutée
for item 2 is Appendix B, item 8. ' ‘




Sampling of Teachers from Each‘Participating School

~

- TABLE 9

Number of Teachers by Grade Level

Total

slightly to predgerve the Qanple 8 anonymity.

L

I

' School 1 2 3 4. 5 6
District I : o o
1. Total 2 2 2 .2 2. - 10
~ Sampler -2 11 0o -2 1 6
L2, Total -~ 4 3 3 37 2 - 15
Sample 1 -2 0o 2 1 6
District II. . .
3. Total 3 3 3 3 2 - 14
™ Sample 1 1 1 2 1 6
4. Total 3 02 3 3.3 - 14
Sample 1 1 1 2 2 7
District III | |
5. ~ Total 3 03 3 2 2 2 15
Sample 0 1 2 0 2 2 6
6. Total 2 2 2 2 2 2 10
"Sample 1 1 ‘1 1 .1 17 7
‘Note: Description of teachers by grade level in "total" rows was altered




- both tend to have many years of experience as prefessional educators. : .

s

" in inservice educetion than educators generally. .

" the sample of teachers is predominantly female, and the sample of .

.”Heeiures )
Description of Meeaures : , T . . R '
The data collection measures in this study took the form of o -

q

Our. geéneral impression is that the use of volunteer schools and teachers
resulted in & slight bias toward 1ncIud1ng educators who are more 1nterested

”~

Teacher and ‘administrator characteristics. As shown in Teble-lo,

administrators is with one exception male. -The teachers and administrators

.

<,

semi~-gtructured interviews and checklists. Separate but related measures
were developed for teachers and adn;nietratore. Except for a few llight ‘ '
changes in wording, the same measures were given to both types of .

adainistrator: building principal and assistant superintendent .for i |
curriculum and instruction. . All of the measures were administered by trained |

+

interviewers. . . . - T L

_ Each teacher measure 13 deecribed below, follqwed by a delcription of -
the administrator measures. A “CopYy - of each measure is included in the
appendix . : . . o < :

. : \ . .
Teacher Interview Schedule.zl Part One (Appendix B). One purpose of
this measure was to obtain demographic information about the teacher and
information about her work situation (items 1-7). The major purpose of. the .
measure was to obteih & list of the teachér’s inservice activities over a
twelve-month period extending from Juhe 1981 to May 1982. The teacher was

=

.given a definition of inservice education (item 8) and then asked to recall

inservice activities morith to month (item 9). Pilot-testing of this
procedure and experience during actual data collection indicated that .
teachers had no difficulty recalling their inservice activities over this
period of time. Item 9 provided the primary basis for answering research
-question 1 ("How much inservice education is currently received by -
teechere...? ). e s

-~ The consultant to the project luggeeted that it would be interesting
to obtain information .about the teacher’s informal activities that resulted
in profeesionel development over the same period’of time. Since little
edditional effort was required to collect this information, it was included
1n the interview schedule (item 11). The resulting data were not analyzed
for this report, but will be enalyzed at a later time.

> '

'this measure was to, obtain detailed InformatTon about each inservice activity

Teacher Interview Schedule I, ‘Part Two (Appendix C).~ The. purpoee of : f}
' 1

identifted on page 3 of Part One. Information was requeeted about each
dimension in the researchers’ model for describing inservice education
programs (see Table 1 in Chapter 2). Thus, the five sections of this measure
are'labelled: “teacher ohdectivel, student objectives, delivery eylten,
orwnizetioml context, and - govergence.« Therbl in Table 1 a set of

% -
o A
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TABLE 10

¢

Characteristics of the Teacher and Administrator Sample

- // Teachers P
- € ° Total Sample District I District II  District III
Characteristics .= . (N=38) (N=12) ., - (N=13) (N=13) .
¢ Ve . T ) Y
Male N 4 2 17%, 0 . 0% 2 15%
; Female N 34 10 8% 13 1002 11 85%
. Years Teaching M 12.26 11.67 15.54 9.54
.SD ¢ .,’ 7002 7000 ’ ) 7.82 5008
Age M 38.34 '39.50 |, ’41.23 34.38
D - 8.89 10.00 ( 9.15 5.48
4 I .
g G
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Table 10
(Continued)

Administiators‘

Total Sample’ District I' District II

District’ ILI.

6.85

3

Characteristics (N =9) (N=3) (N= 3). - (N=23)
Male\ N 8, 31008 ‘2 67% 3 - 1002
Female™. . N 1 00X 1, 332 0 oz
. . - \ﬂ
Years as - M | 27.88 8.67 27.00 _ 27.67 .
Educator - §D 6.80 9.29 5.09 4.99 -
Years as M W 17.33 21.33 12.67 18.00 .
Administrator SD 9.15 10.84 7+.59 6.16

~ Years as M ' 15.78 20.33 9.33 ,17.67
Administrator SD "9,54 10.21 | 8.34 5.79
in District ' -
Age M 50.56 .48.33 51.67 « 51.67

e SD 9043 /‘ 4071‘ 4071

A

Note: Data source for teacher characteristics is Appendix B, items 1-3.
Data source for administrator characteristics is Appendix F, items

s 1-3' 5-60
for this table:

., age of 55,

The midpoint of the age intervals were used as data

- (21-25) = 23; (26-30) = 28; (31-40) = 35;
. (41-50) = 45. Educators whose age is 55+ were assigned an
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dinenaiona labelled "Selection and Evaluation" that does not appear in the

¢ measure. The reason for the difference is that this set of dimensions was
conceptualized after the measure had been developed. Several of the
dimensions under this label, however, are included as items at various points
in the measure. .

*

n

. .The items in this interview schedule were framed to elicit a
description of, what occurred with respect to each dimension of inservice
programs. Also, an effort was made to phrase the item so that it could be
determined whether a research-based inservice practice (see Table 3) had
occurred. Because aur review of research literature continued past the
deVelopnent of this measure, some of the research findings reported in //
» Chapter 2-are not reflected in the measure.

... ‘The measure included a mix of cloaed—form items (mostly items that
- elicired a yes/no response) and open response items. The former items were
. intended to yield data that could be analyzed and reported within the funding
' period of the project. The latter items were inclyded to provide in-depth.
« data that gould be analyzed within the funding period or at a subsequent
point in time.

The items'of this interview schedule provided the basis for answering
research questions 2 ("What percentage of current inservice activities 1s in
the area of basic skills instruction?") and 3 ("What form do current 4
inservice activities take.es?"). B

"Teacher Interview Schedule I, Part Three (Appendix D) After
_ completing each gection of the Part TWo {nterview schedule, the teacher
cogpleted a corresponding rating form on Part Three. The five sections of
Part Three correspond to the five .sections of Part Two. The Part Three
rating forms provided the basis for answering research question 4: '"How
: - effective and satisfying is current inservice education as perceived by
; educators?n~

Teacher Intgrview Schedule II (Appendix E). The teachers were

. typically interviewed over several sessions to collect data about each of
their inservice activities using the Part Two and Part Three schedules.

. After those interviews were completed, the teacher was interviewed a final

. time using Schedule II. The various parts of this measure were intended to
provide data for answering research question 5: "In the opinion of
educators,. ‘what constitutes an effective inservice program for improving
teachers” basic skills instructfon?"

-

The first.section (items 1-3) .asked for the teacher’s opinion on the
importance of basic skills instruction and her students’ progress in this
area. The second section (items 4-8) elicited attitudes toward standardized
measures,of basic s.ills achievement. This type of measure was used as the
criterion in the four inservice experiments described in Chapter 2.

*The third section (items 9-20) asked for the teacher’s attitude
toward various instructional practices that have been found effective in
improving students’ basic skill achievement: allocating more time for basic
skills instruction (item 9), keeping students on task (item 12), and bringing
. - 1instruction in line with content on achievement tests ({tem 15). The teacher
’ was also asked for her attitude toward an instructional strategy used in one

" "

-
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of the four 1nserv1¢2>exper1ments(1teme 18-20) . .Several of the items.in '
- this section.asked whether the teacher had ever received inservige education

in these instructional praétices.
¢

'

,The remaining- séctions of Schedule II elicited teachers’ opinions and

~ preferences regarding inservice dimensions in the areas of delivery system,
organizational context, and governance. Where possible, items asked for the
. teacher 8 opinion regarding a research-validated ‘inservice practice.

Administrétbr Interview Schedhle.lL Part One (Appendix F). This .
interview schedule served the same functions as Teacher Interview Schedule I,
Part .One. The major differcnce is that teachers were asked to recall

inservice activities in which they had participated,.whereas administrators

were asked to ‘recall inservice activities that they had administered or
sponeored for teachers. ‘Item 12 of this schedule provided the basis for
answering research question 1: "How:much inservice education is
currently,..sbonsored by administrators?" -

Administrator Interview Schedule I, Part-Two (Appendix G). Each
inservice activity sponsored by the administratur was probed using this
interview schedule. Items 1, 4, 5, and 6 were intended to provide. data for
angwering research question 2:  "What percentage of current inservice '
activities 1s in the area of basjc skills instruction?" The remaining jitems
were intended to reveal the administrator’s involvement in decision-making
and policy-making with respect to inservice education for teachers. “The
items were outside the formal scope of work for this project but were
included because administrators’ responses to them might be useful in
interpreting findings of the present study. The items will be analyzed and
presented in a subsequent report. '

' Administrator Interview Schedule II (Appendix H). This interview
schedule closely paralleled Teacher Interview Schedule II. Where -
appropriate, items from the latter schedule were reworded to reflect the fact
that principals and assistant. superintendents are sponsors or administrators
of 1nserv1ce programs for teachers.’

g_Development'and Administratiqn,giiMeasures

The first version of the measures was developed and pilot-tested by
" the project staff in March 1982. The major purpose of pilot-testing was to
check the clarity of each item and to determine whether it elicited the"
intended type of data. Another purpase was to check the sequencing of items.
and the number of items that could be asked before the respondent became )
tired or restless. Also, the format of each interview schedule was checked
- to determine that there was adequate space record responses. The pilot
tests were conducted primarily with respondigéz who were graduate students
with recent or current experience as an elementary teacher or administrator.

Each measure was revised based on pilot geat'feedback from
respondents and interviewers. When necessary, all or part of a measure was
retested to check the adequacy of the revision.

A total of nine interviewere>COnducted the interviewe" Some of the

4986
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- cases a second interviewer finished the interviews. . .

interviewers were pro ect staff and local doctoral students. Other
interviewers were educators with research training who lived in or near the _ s
sites that were distant from the university., o

~ It would have been desirable to randomly assign interviewers to 4 -
subjects in order to minimize .the effects of interviewers. on'observed group

" differences. However, this was impoasible for several Treasons: some
' interviewers could pot travel to distant sites; project expenses q}uld have

increased substantially, and it would- have been disruptive to a school to -

. have as many as seven or eight interviewers calling on the teachers and
'j‘principal. : -y L _ o

i

-~

The assignment of interviewers to subjects is shownain Table 11. In -
a few cases (approximately-6) an interviewer could ‘not complete all of the
interview schedules for a particular teacher or administrator. In these

Each interviewer was trained by a project staff memper to use the’

‘interview schedules. - One staff member did &ll of the’ training. Most of the
‘training effort was spent on Teacher, and Administrators Schedules I, Part One

and Part Two. The interviewer conducted simulation interviews with the staff
member and also conducted practice- interviews with an accegsible teacher or
administrator.

It was expected that an interviewer could compIete all of the R
measures for a teacher or administrator in three sessions of approximately '
one hour each. - This time estimate™ assumed that 4 typical educator would have
participated in two inservice activities over a year’s period of time. In
fact, the typical teacher participated in three times that number of
activities. . Therefore, interviews often lasted beyond an hour .and four to
8ix interviews were usually required to complete all of the measures for a
subject. . . -~

The interviews in districts I and II were‘completed in May and June
of 1982. The interviews in district III were completed in late May and June, -.

"with the exceptions of Teacher Schedule II and Administrator Schedule II.
““This district was recruited later than the other two districts, and many of
" the teathers_and administrators had left for the summer before Schedule II

could be administered. These interview schedules wereé- administered from late
September to early November. . ' , R

. The completion of measures by participants is displayed in Table 12.
Everyone completed Part One of Schedule I. With two exceptions, everyone
also completed Schedule IXI. The two exceptions were teachers in the third
district. They had been available in Spring when Schedule I was
administered, but they went on leave in Fall when Schedule I1 was
administered. o ' RN .

As stated above, Part Three of Teacher Interview Schedule I was
administered whenever Part Two was administered. Therefore, the "Complete"
column of Table 12 includes the number of completed matched pairs of Part Two
and Part Three schediles for each teacher. Because of ‘the unexpected: high
frequency of inservice activities, 4t was not always possible to collect data
on each activity recorded on Teacher Interview Schedule I, Part One. The_
time required to complete all of these schedules was too great for"some

%o
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TABLE 11 - | S
Assignnent of Interviewera to Teachers and Admiuistrators

P

»

‘ , Inter- ’ "+ Inter- 4 Inter-
- District I  viewer Distridt II  Viewer District III  viewer
School 1 School School 1
Teacher 1 A Teacherqr , _F Teacher 1 H
2 A : 2 F 2 H -
3 A 3 F 3 H,
4 B 4 F 4 H
- 6 C 6 F 6 H
Principal D Principal . F Principal I
School 2 ‘ . School- 2 €chool 2
Teacher '1 A Teacher. 1 G ‘Teacher 1 H
2 A 2 G ' 2 ‘H
, 3 c o 3 G “ 3 H
4é . ¢ - 4 G. 4 H
5 c 5 G | 5 H
6 E 6 G - 6 . I
7_. G . < 7 % 1
Principal D Principal B Principal J. .
Asst. Supt. D Asst. Supt. B Asst. Supt. J
/ .

Note:

Each letter in the interviewer columns represents a different
interviewer. o




‘ TABLE 12
-, : Number of Measures,Completed by Each Teacher and Administrator

>

¢ Part’ / Parts Two and Three* Schedule
District I - One / Complete Not Dome 11

!

School 1 ’
Teacher 12

7

4

S .
6 . | . 4

6
3

+ 4+ ++++

1
2
3
4
5
6
1

+4++++++

Principa

e

-_School 3‘
Teacher 1

P

Principal

. Asst. Supt.
n .

* Principals and-assistant superintendents only completed Part
Two for Administrator Schedule I. : o

T

A+t
++,++‘+~+++’4

B

N WUW> W Wnm

L3

8 " " part ' Parts Two and Three Schedule
: District 1I One _Complete Not Done ‘11
B : . ' . s . nr-’ -
School 1 - y o .
Teacher 1 + 6 .7 +
2 + 7 7 . + -
: ' 3. + 8 -2 ‘ +
¢ 3 4 + 7 2 +
.o, TN 5 + ] 1 +
6" + . b 1 + e
Ptincip,il + "3 + '
School 2 :
Teacher 1 ’ + 3 +
2 L+ -7 +
3 + 6 +
o4 +° . 5 +
5 o+ 3 4
v 6 + 6. +
R R S +
Principal ! + ' 5 -
Asst. Supt. % + . 3 «

T N 14 . e ¥
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TABLE 12
(Continued_)

]

H

Part . fart- Two and Three

Schedule

" pistrict III . One  Complete = Not Done  II
School 1
- Teacher 1 + 7 ‘1 +
| 2 - +. 4 L2 +
3 .+ 3 2~ ¢ .
4 + : 4 4 T+
: 5 + 5 - + .
. 6 + 6 2 +,
- Principal +. 3 ' + .
School 2:
Teacher 1 + - % +
2 + 6 ) +
3 + 4 . 3 +.
4 + 3 ‘
5 + 4 +
6 + 6 +
7 ,+ 4
Principal + 3 +-
" _Asst. Supt. + 2° +
: e ) .
Fodd ' 2.
A\
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,teschers, especially teachers with a high. frequency of inservice’

participatton, The time ‘demands for these teachers exceeded the time
estimates that they had been given at the -qutset when they were recruited for
the stydy. The interviewers were ‘instructed not to "wear out their welcome."
They were also instructed to use Parts Two and Three for the most important

" activities, and to obtain a brief summary description of the other

activities. ' . .

- School district I caused nbd difficulty. With one exception (teécher ;
'3.1in school 2), all activities wege probed using the Part® Two and Three.
'schedules. School 1 im district 2 2 had a substantial number of" inservice

activities or whicl Part Two and Three data were not collected. The number
of inservice activities in: this school was high: with one exception, each

" teacher had more inservice activities than the most active ‘teacher (no. 2) in . -

school 2. The interviewer completed as many Part Two-Three schedules as

‘possible within_the time available: School 1 in school district III also had

a substantial number of -inservice activities. not probed by Part Two and Three
schedules.q The teachers in this school were very busy at the end of the
school year, and so it was difficult to arrange sufficient time for all of

.

the interviewing that was required. : .
° : o :

T T T S
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. . .
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- CHAPTER 4
. RESULTS

a ) : AV T Data'Anllylis Proéedune;‘~f *

The relearch queltionn posed in this study generelly call for

' delcriptive inquiry. Therefore, all of the data analyses presented in this

aggregated to the district level. It is important to realize that

chapter are summarized in the form of descriptive statilticl. frequency
counts, percentages, means, and standard deviations.’ Many of the tables
present dencriptiVe statistics for the total sample and for each of the. three

- school districts. Tests of statistical significance were not done on _
‘observed between-district differences, though. It did not seem reasonable- to'

use infereptial statistics to make generalizations about popuiation’
paraseterf from sample statistics when the sample (in this case, school

‘districts) was not randomly drawn from a clearly defined population of gchosl

disgricts and when subjects within diatricts comprised a volunteer sample.
The analysis focused instead on the ‘ocbserved magnitude of district-level
differences to determine whether the 'districts wersq generally similar to each
other in inservice practicel and perceptions.

Inspection of the data luggeltl that inservice education 1- generally
organized at the district level rather than at the school level. With a few
exceptions then, the analyses focus on teacher and aduinistrator data '

district-level data analyses do not imply that the activities were

district-sponsored. An activity was assigned to a district only because the

teacher who participated in .the activity worked in the district. The

.activity may .have been diltript-uponlored or sponsored completely outlide of

district auspices.

. As described in Chapter 3, different 1nterv1ewers were alligned to
different schools and different districts. Thereforé, it is possible that
observed group differences reflect diltrict effects or interviewer effects.
Efforts were made to standardize the interviewing procedure, but there is no
way of knowing for certain how well interviewer bias was controlled in this
study. Observed differences between districts -heuld be 1nterpreted
cautiously. '

S Two different units were used in the statistical. analyses. In sowe
analyle. the individual educator (teacher, principal, or assistant

. superintendent) was the statistical unit. The 1nd1v1dual inservice activity,

-however, was used as the statistical unit in analylel of diata from Teacher

Schedule I, Parts Two and Three, and from Administrator Schedule I, Part Two.
The number of inservice activities varied substantially between teachera.
The range was from 3 tc 15 activities. Whea this much range occurs, data for
individual inservice gctivitiel can become unduly weighted when aggregated to
the teacher level. . . .

The problenxof*aggregrat;on can be 111ultrated‘by this'exalple.
Suppose a teacher participated in three inservice activities, all of which
were mandatory. Another teacher participated in ten inservice activities,
only three of which were mandatory. This situstion can be depicted as
follows (M = mandatory, V = voluntery): '

55‘4
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~ _between the two statistics (46 percent and 65 percent) is‘ﬁubstantial.

- advantage of giving more weight to teachers who have been frequent -
participants in inservice activities. At the same time, we realize that
- there are insights that can 'be gained by aggregating inservice activities so

- because two teachers were on district leave when this schedule was

vin;person interviews with each educator in the sample. There are a few

missing data

a

'reaé\:r,\l":f MMM | . - :
Teacher 2 MMMVVVVVVV . { _
A sunnary statistic to’ describe nandatory inservice cdn be calculated in two $

ways. If the teacher 1s the unit, one would compute the percentage for each
teacher (100 percent; 30 percent) and divide by N (in this case, 2) yielding
a mean percentage of 65 percent. If the inservice activity-is the unit, one
would sum the mandatory activities (N = 6) and divide by the sum of all the
activities (N = 13), ylelding a percentage of 46 percent. The difference

-

It was decided that the analyses for this report would use the -
inservice activity as the unit of statistical anglysis. This unit has the v-*?

that the teacher is the focus of statistical description. Such analysis is.
beyond the scope of the present report. A few impertant variables, ‘though,
have been analyzed at both levels here. - o - .

The ‘inservice activities reported by different teachers are not
necessarily independent events.. Teachers from the same school and from the
same district often attended the same inservice activity, for example, a
beginning-of-year orientation meeting organized by the district. The extent
to which activities overlapped among teachers is represented ‘to a degree, 1in
the data analyses concerned with thé organizational context of inservice
education (see pages 78-83). The overlap.of activities poses no special
methodological problem. The reader should keep in mind, though, that data
analyses in which the inservice activity is the statistical unit are not
dealing with completely independent events. :

Missing data were negligible because data were collected through

missing data entries because the interviewer skipped over an item qr forgot

to record a response. " Also, missing data occurred when a teacher did not
record a response om the rating forms on Teacher Interview Schedule I, Part
Three. In tables where the teacher is the unit of analysis, missing data can -
be’ inferred when total N is less than 38 or when district Ns are less than 12
(district I} or 13 (districts II and I11Y). An exception to this rule is that
N should be 11 for district III in analyges involving Schedule II; this is

administered. Missing data for administrators can be inferred when total N
is less than 9, when principal N is¥less than 6, or when assistant s
superintendent N 18 less than 3. ) : .

an be inferred when:

L

When Qeacher inservice activity 1is the unit of statistical analysis,

Total N 1s less than 213. , . .

. District I N is less than 82. v "
: District II N is less than 73.
District 1II N 18 iess than 58.

When administrator inservice activity is the unit of statistical analysia,

missing data can be inferred when.




Total N is less than 25.

District I N is - less than 6.

District II N#is less than 11.

.District III N is less than 8.

Principal N is less than 19.

Assistant Superintedent N is leee than 6.

The data source for the eun-ary etetietice in each teble is given in
a note to the table. ' These notes refer the reader to the appendix containing °

the appropriate interview schedule., The summary statistics for data relating

to an interview item sometimes follow the response options for the item, for
exanple, yes/no. However, rating scales are usually. collapsed to a smaller

. number of values for data presentation unless it seems ilportant to preserve
. the total scale. For example, the satisfaction scales in Appendix D (very

satisfied, satisfied, dissatisfied, very dissatisfied, not -apglicable) were
usually collapsed to three values: satisfied, dieeetiefied not applicable.
The resulting tables of results are more eeeily interpreted. Also, the
validity of the diet*ﬁction between adjacent veluee such as "very satisfied"
and “satisfied" is uncertain.

©0

- Research Question 1
- How much inservice education 1s currently received
by teachers and eponeored'kz admninistrators?

" Teachers were asked to recall the number of inservice activities in.

which they had participated during a twelve-month period (a summer and ‘the

following school year). An ihservice activity was defined as any event,
however brief or long, that is intended to 1nprove ‘the teecher s capacity as
a professional educator.-

The number o6f inservice activities recalled by each teacher is shown
in Table 13. The mean number of activities (7.34) is muéh greater than that
reported in previous research. There is between~district variation, but it
is not substantial. The most noteworthy group difference is between the two
schools in district II. The mean frequency in school 1 is- twice that of
school 2. The between-teacher variation is also very substantial. There is
a small cluster of teachers with fewer than 5 ectivitiee and another cluster
of teachers with 10 to 15 activities. :

- The number ofpteacher inservice activities sponsored or administered
by principals and assistant superintendents is shown in Table 14. Most
noteworthy is the fact that each administrator was involved in at least one
teacher inservice activity, and séveral were involved in 4 or more. As with
teachers, there was substantial variation between principals .and assistant

‘euperintendente in number of activities sponsored or edlinietered.

Nunber of activities 1- a liuited index of teecher and edlinietretor
involvement. in inservice education. Extent of involvement also needs to be
indexed by measures' of the length of the activities. Data on the number of

" hours required by each activity is displayed in Table 15. These data .are

teacher reports of the length of each ectivity in which they perticipeted.

Fully half of the 1neerv1ee ectivitiee shown in Teble 15 are 4 hours -

584.('




R o .. TABLE'13 ,
. Frequency of Teacher Inservice Activities
' ~ (N = Number of inservice activities)

] t )

I ‘e

D\strict I  District IT  District III

Teacher . - N, . . N ' N
School 1 .
1 . 12 13 8 T
2 10 14 ° 6
3 6 10 . 8
4 9 10 8
5 . 7 8 5
"6 6 5 8 .
- - N A
School 2 | A . T
, 1 13 3 2
X 2 '8 9 8
3 15 6 7
4 4 5 5
- 5 6 3 4
6 ~ 5 2 8
7, ’ ’ 4 5
L School 1 M '8.33 ©10.00 . 7.17 ' |
School 2 M . 8.50 5.4 . . 5.57. o
District M o swa2 0 738 6.3l )
. SD -b ' 3030‘ 3.48 1090
Total (N=38) M 7.34 -
SD ' 3.09 '

» Note: Data source 1s the frequency of activities recorded for. . i
Appendix B, item 9. S _ ) v '




: " TABLE 14 ’
Frequency ‘of Inservice Activities Sponsored by
" Principals and Assistant Superintendents
; (N-= Number of inservice activities)

Administrator . : ) N

: Districtgl

Principal, School 1 4
. . Principal, School 2 2
. Assistant Superintendent 1

- District II
Principal, School 1 : . 3
Principal, School 2 - ' Y 6
Assistant Superjifntendent -7
|

District III i ‘ | -
Principal, School 1 R ' 4
Principal, School 2 . ' 4.
Assistant Superintendent N N .2

, —
Principal e M . 3.83

Assistant Superintendent M , ' 3.33

. ‘Note: Data-source is the frequency of activities recorded for
Appendix F, item'12. ’

&




. TABLE 15
'\Q}stribution of Durations of Teacher Inservice Activities

" No. of

126~192

[ Cum Bar Graph of Number of Activities
Hours | % I .
I
. | ) i
1 . | 132 XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX , :
2 - 34% | XXXXXXXXXXXKAXXXXXXAXXXXXXXKXKXXKXXXKXKXKXKXKXK
3 46 | XXXXXXXAXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXKKX
4 53% | XXXXXXXXXKXKXX
-3 59% | xXXXXXXXXXXXX
6 662 | XXXXXXAXXXXXXXKX
N 68% | xxxxx —~
8 74% | XXXXXXXXXXXRXX
9 75% | xx o e T
10 77 | xxxx . "
: 12 812 | xxxxxxx
"3 817 | x .
14 82% | x
17 822 | x »
18 832 | x
20 84% | xxxx
22 -85% | x
24 877% | xxxx
25 87% | x-
30 89% | xxx
32 90% | xxx
34 912 | x
35 912 | x
38 922 | x
40 932 | xxx
44 94% | xx
45 942 | x
48 952 | x
53 95% | x
56 96 | ‘x
64 97% | xx
70 L97% | x
80 98% | xx
'100-125| 99% | xx -
100Z | xx

el

. w S
Note: Data source is Appendix C, item 18e.

6

60




1 . - -
.

or less. A modest skill training prograﬁ for teachers might be 30 hours or
more. (Borg et al. 1970). Only 11 percent of the inservice activities were of
this duration or longer. A typical univeraity course for teachers is 3
credit hours, which involves 30 contact hours with the professor plus an
estimated 60 individual hours of independent study. Only 2 percent of the
.inservice activities were as long as the 90 hours required for a university °
course that wnight cover one topic in depth., - 2 . /

Data on scheduling’ provide additional insight into the length of
inservice activities. These data are summarized in Table 16. Almost . ‘
three-quarters of the activities are scheduled for one meeting (the "all at ,
once" variable in Table 16) Ninety-one percent are completed within a
school term. Research on curriculum implementation suggests the need for a - *
time frame of 3 to 5 years for incorporating an innovation into a school ’
system. Just 1 percent of the inservice activities lasted a_year or more.

. There is little variation between districts in the incidence of
one=shot inservice activities (72 percent, 73 percent, and 69 percent).
There 1s more between-district variation in occurrence of inservice K '

activities laating fiore than a school term (13 percent, 7. percent, and 4 '
percent). : . ' P

Taken together, TaBlog 13, 15, and 16 characterize inservice -
activities as a relatively frequent occurrence for teachers, but they are .,
' mostly one-shot events of short duration. The model of inservice education
in which a few school improvement priorities are worked on by a sthool staff
over a substantial period of time is weakly represented, if at all, in these L.,
data. * g

) L

The extent of participation in inservice activities was also analyzed
for individual teachers. This analysis involved summing the number of hours
of all the inservice activities in which a particular teacher participated.
The results of this analysis are shown in Table 17. The extent of variation
is large: two teachers .each reported a total of only 12 hours of inservice
activity, whereas two other teachers reported a total of approximately 250

ours. .There 18 much less variation between schools, with one exception. . t
One: of the schools in district I had just one-third the number of inservice

hours of any of the other schools in the sample. There is some variation . - .
when the data are aggregrated to. the district level, but this variation 1is s
largely a function of the one school in district I. . .

The mean number of inservice hours for the total sample of teachers )
i8 73.34, Using 8 hours as ‘the equivalent of one work day, . 73.34 hours ‘e v
equals just over 9 work days. This means, then, that the typical teacher is <
involved in inservice activities for almost 2 weeks each calendar year.

|
|
1
4 |
The median numbex of inservice hours for the total sample is 46
hours. This 1is a substantially lower figure due to the skewed distributicn ‘
of the data. The figure of 46 hours equals approximately 6 work days, or,
Just over a week of inservice activities each calendar year.
i
|
|
.

Table 18 presents examples oi 1iservice activities that are of brief
or long duration. The six longest activities and a random selection of
one-hour activities (two from each district) are included. Four of the six 2
longelt activities involved university coursework. Just one of the brief

Q ' , y
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- oV e | . . TABLE 16
| + Scheduling of Teacher Inservice Activities
(N = Number of activities)

H

|
l‘ - Scheduling'of Activity 'Totai Sample District I District II District II

, : 1
. — -

~

NQEe: Data source is Appendix C, item 18c.

N Cum N N CumN N CumN N Cum N
SR A % z %
All at once ; 141 722 59 72% 49 - 73% 33 69%
| o™ . i
| . , ‘
l Over perfod of few days 8 76% 3 76% 4 79% 1 71%
l L . _ o . .
| " Over period of week 9 802, 0 76% 4 85% 5 81%
' 2 - 4 veeks . 6 83% 2 782 0 8% 4 90%
. J , ) - ) . - . . K
"5 - 8 weeks =, 6 86X 3 82 2- 88% 1 92%
} e A school term . 9 91% 4 8% 3 93% 2 96
| — , — —
v Two- terms . 9 95% 7 95% 2 96% 0 96%
o ' 4 i | :
A year ‘ 7 99% 4 1002 2 997 -1 98%
More than a year 2 100% 0 100% “ 1 100% 1 100%




: TABLE 17
Number of Hours of Imservice Activity Per Teachet
Over a One~Year Perlod - o

T

District I ° District II District III

+

Teacher - Hours Hours Hours
School 1
1 90 132 83
2 256 142 : 88
3 12 39 20
4 40 36 124 o
5 40 65 . 147 ‘
6 19 52 29
School 2 T )
1 32 " 15 47
2 27 1000 . -~ 65 ‘
3 46 © 115 - R LA o |
4 19 . 59 © 95 .
-5 18 38 14 - ;
6 . 12 251 175
7 17 53
School 1 M . 76.17 77.33 81.83
v School 2 . M 25.67 85.00 89.43
District M 50.92 - 8l.46 - 85.92
SD 65.15 63.60 53.56
' A |
% ( / B . o ' |
Total (N = 38) M . 73.34 ~ Median = 46 - i
: sD . 62.78 A o
. - .

|

Y . . . ) X 1‘

Note: Data source is Appendix C, item l8e. . : ) , . _‘
T r R . . . ‘




TABLE 18
. anmples of Brief and Long Inservice Activities

Brief-éptivities

(1 hour) Teachers were trained how to teach students the mechanics
of test-taking. ’g .
. .

(1 hour) ‘A workshop on how to teach students about energy.

(1 hour) A presentation on rape awareness.

(1 hour) School district orientation at beginning of school year.

writing skills.

(1 hour) Orientation of cooperating teachers to student teacher
supervision.

,Logg Activities

*

7.

8.

9.'

10,

11.

12.

|

1

\

(1 hour) Inservice on district 8 program to improve students ' '
¢

(125 hours) University course on beginning computer programming.

(80 hours) University course, "Coqnseling for the Classroom Teacher." ‘
|

(80 hours) Participation in district 8 "Instructional Theory Into oy
Practice" _program. . Coe .

(128 hours) Five university courses toward a master’s degree in .
curriculum and instruction.

_(lOO'hours) Inservice program on ocutdoor education.

(192 hours) Three university courses toward a special’ education

certificate.




inservice activities (no. 6) was university-based. Also, just one of the
long inservice activities (no. 9) was clearly a school improvement effort.

t Research Question 2
" What percentage of current inservice activities is
Ain the area of basic skills instruction?

»

The data used to answer‘this,research question came from teachers’
descriptions of the teacher objectives (Appendix C, item 1) and studemt -
objectives (Appendix C, item 8) for each inservice activity. Each
description was transcribed onto a separate sheet of paper. A content
analysis procedure was developed to code the inservice topics mentioned in
these descriptions. - A total of 18 topics were coded. (The list of topics

"appears in Table 19). The content analysis procedure 18 described in

Appendix I. ,
Each inservice activity was scored b& two raters. ‘Two types of rater
disagreement could occur. Because inservice activities could include more
than one fnservice topic according to the content analysis ptocedure, raters
could disagree on the number of topics represented by a set of inservice

- activities. A reliability check on 78 of the activities indicated 6

disagreements on number of topics. This is a disagreement rate of 8 percent.
The raters resclved their disagreements on this variable before checking on
the ‘accuracy of their coding of activities: by topic. A reliability check
indicated 15 percent disagreement in codingcof. topics. Disagreements were
resolved by discussion between the two raters. The disagreements were
generally attributable to vagueness in teachers’ descriptions or in
interviewers transcription of the descriptions.

A total of 246 inservice activities were available for content
analysis. This total includes 33 more activities than were included for data

analyses involving Parts Two .and Three of Teacher Interview Schedule I (N =

213 activities), These additional activities were briefly- recorded by the
interviewers even though the Part Two and Part Three gschedules were not
completed. The 33 additional activities correspond to the "Not Done"
activities in Table 12. (Table 12 actually includes 35 "Not Done"
activities, but 2 of the activities had no description available for content
analysis.) ‘

Of the 246 activities that could te.contentfanalyzed, 210 covered a
single inservice topic each. The other 36 activities covered 2 inservice
topics each.

Table 20 presents the frequency and percentage of inservice

_activities that dealt with each topic. Six'of the topics were considered to

be in the area of basic skills: reading, math, language arts, handwriting,
composition, and spelling. More than one-third of the inservice activities
were concerried with basic skills ifistruction. Twenty-seven percent of the

. inservice activities were concerned with specific areas of the elementary

school curriculum such as art,: science, music, and social studies. One-third
of the inservice activities dealt in a more general way with matters of
elementary curriculum and instruction. Examples of topics included in this
category are: classroom discipline, teaching the learning disabled, computer
education, and Madeline Hunter’s ITIP (Instructional Theory Into Practice)

65 7.;‘,_ -
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' 8. Handicapped & Gifted. Ex.: inservice on role of career

<~TABLE 19

List of Inservice Topics Included in Content_Analyais'System'

pa

Basic Skills

1. - Reading. Ex.: workshop-soonsored by-international Reading Assoc.

2. Math. Ex.: 1nserv1ce meetings to discuss a pilot program to help
‘students’ develop math problem solving strategies..

3. Language Arts. Ex.: inservice program to develop 1nstruct1onal
materisls Tor - reading and writing. .

4. Handwriting. Fx.: inservice on district_adoption of new hand-
writing program. . . : . .

5. Composition. Ex.: inservice on holistic writing program aﬁa\\‘
how to implement -it. C s o

6. Spelling. Ex.: inservice on adoption of uew‘speiling program.
- = o .

General Academic . .
7. .General Academic. Ex.: 1lecture on effective schools research.

education in special education.

9. Management & Discipline. Ex.: workshop on aohieving positive
classroom behavior. . : : ‘

Specific Curriculum Areas

10. Art. Ex.: workshop on how to use paper scraps for art projects.

11. Career Education. Ex.: 1nserv1ce on career awareness and sex

equity.

-

12.. Music. Ex.: workshop on how to play the autoharp.

13. Mental Hygiene. Ex.: inservice session on how to help students
deal with personal loss and death.

14. Phggical-Education.' Ex.: workshop on how to do ekercising

to music.

15. Science. Ex.: inservice on how to teach energy conservation to
students. ' -

v

16. Soc¢ial Studies. Ex.:vvinservice on'how to do social studies“

' .textbook adoption. .

Professional & Personal . . v

17. Professional & Personal.- Ex.: inservice on mental health and
stress for teachers.

18. District & School Policies. Ex.: beginning-of-year orientation
to district policies concerning pupil discipline problems.

Y

¢ . . ‘ 721 66 ."
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) TABLE 20
Rclative Frequency of Inservicé Topics for Total Sanple
‘ (N = Number of inservice activitiec)

’
-

_ L . L] Cum ** .
Topic -+ R -~ N Z* S 4
: . 4 : —
Basic Skills; _ : ’ ‘
. Reading : - 26 112
Math ' . 24 10% -
Language Arts- 23 - 9 .
Handwriting - . - o 7 32 LT
Composition’ L 5 2% ;
~ Spelling . 4 22 _
> ' 37%
[ad
General Academic o
General Academic , . 59 242
Handicapped & Gifted ' 10 4%
Management & Discipline 9 ¥4
- o 322
Specific Curriculum Areas .
Art ) 12 5%
Career Education , : 5 2%
Music v 6 22
Mental Hygiene o 3. 12
Physical Education 12 - 5%
Sciente ‘25 102 o
Social Studies 6 2z - - .
. o - 27%
Professional.g Personal : _
’ Professional & Personal * 28 11%
District & School Policies : 15 62
Ce ‘ - 17%

% The percentages are the number of activities coveting.a‘topic

divided by the total number of inservice activities (N = 246).

The cumulative percentage for each category is the number of

- activities covering the topic divided by the total number of
inservice activities (N = 246). Occasionally an activity

.would cover more than one topic within a category, but their .
incidence is low (N = 5 or less) and would not affect the
cumulative percentages. Note also that the cumulative per-
centages add up to more than 100 percent because there are.

more topics (numerator) than activitiZs (denonminator).

67 71
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program. Finally, 17 pérceqc of the inservice activities concerned diétrict
and -school .policies, and personal and professional development.

F

>

, . Table 21 presents the same statistics as Table 20. but at the district
, level. There is little between-district variation in overall emphasis on
) inservice activities relating to basic skills inbtruction.’ There are- ,
'ubltantial.dibtrict‘differencec in emphasis on specific basic skills topics, )
. however. Only district I emphasized reading. District III' had virtually no - - -*|
: math inservice, and district I had very little "language arts inservice
o ' relative to the other two districts. Other categories of inservice content
: also vary substantially. District I emphasized inservice on specific areas
of the curriculum; district III emphasized inservjce on general curriculum
topics; and district II emphasized inservice on professional and personal
development. v - . o T

Table 22 presents the same data as in tables 20 and 21 but organizes

" them at the individual teacher level. - Each "X" in a column of the table .
oy indicates that the teacher participated in at least one inservice activity on
o - the topic represented by that column., - The table reveals that each teacher in
. - the district I sample participated in.at least one reading inservice. Almost
~every_teacher in the district II sample participated in at least one language"

arts inservice. No basic skills priority was evident .in district III,_
although generally the various aspects of language arts curriculum were

.

e enphasized. With respect to the other curriculum areas, only district I °
* revealed any priority areas for inservice (in physical education and
science). . S SR

%

L.

Tables 20, 21, and 22 together create a picture of an inservice 1

- program that is fractionated over many ‘topics, with a few priorities apparent
in basic skills instruction (especially reading inservice ‘in district I). _ {
The 18 categories used to group the inservice topics do not fully represent = '1
the extent of fractionation. Categories like "general academic," "science," 1
- and "professional/personal”. each fnclude a wide range of inservice topics., 1

., - -

. Table 23 presents the inservice topics sponsored by the principals
and assistant superintendents in the sample. The coding procedure was
exactly the same as that used for coding teacher inservice activities. Each
- administrator activity was double-coded. Interrater reliability was good (90 o

percent agreement); differences were resolved by discussion between the
raters. : ' < ” ‘

The topics shown in Table 23 indicate that principals and -
superintendents mostly sponsor inservice activities on basic skills
instruction. Seventy-six percent of the inservice activities dealt totally
or in part with basic skills instruction. This is double the percentage for
"~ the activities in which teachers participate (37 percent; gsee Table 20). _
Also, most of the basic skills inservice activities sponsored by l
administrators are in the area of language arts instruction, whereas i
- teachers’ activities are dispersed over more categories of basic skills
' ~ 1nstruction.: : ‘
\
|
|

Table 24 presents educators’ perceptions of the pertinence of each
inservice activity to basic skills instruction. Interestingly, . : :
administrators rate 83 percent of their sponsored .inservice activities as : N
pertinent or very pertinent to basic skills instruction. This is close to

7




TABLE 21 S .
Relative Frequency of Inserviceg Topics for Each District
' (N = Number of inservice activities) :

District T District I1 District III

. Cum * Cum** . Cumkkk
Total L ¥ X 2 N 2 2 N X Z
: -~
Basic Skills : ' ‘
1. Reading : . 17 202 4 42 5 8%
2. Math : . , .10 12% 13 14Z% 1 iz
3% Language Arts ' 3 &2 16 18X 4 6%
4,  Handwriting ’ 7 10X
5. Composition ' 2 22 3 42
6. Spelling , A
: 382 : 36% 352
General Academic . : :
7. General Academic = 22 27% 18 20% 19 26% -
8. Handicapped & Gifted . 2 2% 8 112
9, Management & Discipline 1 1% 2 2% 6 8% ‘
- o ' 28% 242 - 45%
: » R ° . . "
Specific Curriculum Areas _ _ o
10. Art R : 4 52 & A% 4 6%
11, Career Education 1 12 4 4% :
12, Music _ 6 7% ' :
13. Mental Hygiene ‘ " 1 12 2 3%
14, Physical Education 12 15% 4
15. Science : , 12 15% 7 8% ‘ 6 82
16. Social Studies ' .2 22 4 6%
) , 43% ‘ 19% 23%
Professional & Personal ‘
17. Professional & Personal 4 52 .16 182 8 112
18. District & School Policies 15 162%
5% ° 34 112

-

I

* Total activities within|a category divided by 82 activities. .
% Total activities within'a category divided by 91 activities.
#*% Total activities within a category divided by 72 activities.




- E
o , TABLE 22
- Number of Teachers Participating in Inservice Activities
» - on a Particular Topic . - : .
(N = Number of teachers) S o -
K District I -° ‘ -

Teacher ., Basic Skills General Academic Specific Curficulum. Prof/Personal ,

. " ID Jd 23456 789 1011 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 g
L4 ' R
1 X X X b 4 b 4 X X
.2 "X X X X X X x X X °
-3 X X X X X
4 X x X X X
5 X X X X X X
6 X X | X X X
7 X X X X X X
8 X X X X X X
9 X X X X X XX ' X
10 X / X : X
11 x X ) 2 3
12 X X X
[
/ - : -
N 1272020 120 1 4 1 6 0 9 8 0 2 0 '

District II

_ Teacher Basic Skills General Academic Specific Curriculum Prof/Personal

1D '£ﬁ2 3456 789 10 11 12 13 14 1516 - 17 18
13 X X X X X X X
14 X X X X X X
15 X XX X X X X
16 X X X X X X X
17 X X X b 4 b 4 X
18 X X X X
19 X x
20 X X X X X X
21 X X X X X
22 X X X .
23 X X
24 X X X X X
25 X X
: |
N 4811100 11 2 2 3 4 01 0 6 2 8 2 {
|




o

v'(Continued)

District III

|
\ TABLE 22 & ‘ (3

Teacher . Basic Skills General Academic Specific Curriculum . Prof/Personal .
T ID 123456 789 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
-
26 XX X x x x x x !
B 27. X x X x X x
v, 28 X X b S S . X x
29 XX XX X X X
30 X x X x X
31 X X X X x X X X b4
32 X x ‘
33 x x X X X x
34 x X XX X x
35 xx . x x
36 X X X X
37 X X XX : x
38 X X x

N 514734 12 6 5 - 3 00 20 5 3 5 6°

Note: The inservice topics represented by the number designations beneath
each content category can be determined by referring to Table 21.
For example, 1 = Reading, 2 = Math. ///7 :

e
- /'




Topics of Inservice Activities Sponsored by Principals
-and Assistant Superintendents

o

TABLE 23 .

’

7

District I
Tojy ics

1

District II .~
Topics

District III
Topics

Principal, .School 1

1. (BS) Math

2. (BS) Language arts
3. (BS) Language arts*

4, (SC) Mental Hygiene*

Principal,{School‘g
1. (SC) Music '
2. (SC) Mental Hygiene

BN

.

~ Asst. Superintendent
1. (BS) Language Arts

Principal, School 1

1. (BS) Math

2. (BS) Language Arts
"3. (BS) Language Arts

. Principal, School 2
1. (BS) Language Arts
2. (BS) Language Arts
“3. (BS) Composition
4. (GA) Handicapped
and Gifted
5. (SC) Art

Asst. Superintendent

1. (BS) Language Arts

2. (BS) Composition

3. (BS) Language Arts¥*

3. (GA) Handicapped
and Gifted#*

3..,(SC) Physical
Education*

- 2. (BS) Language Arts

Principal, School 1
1. (BS) Language Arts

3. (PP) Professional
and Personal .

Principal, School 2

1. (BS) Language Arts

2. (BS) Language Arts

3. (PP) Professional _
and Personal

Asst. Superintendent

1. (BS) Math
2. (BS) Language Arts

Note:

area; PP = professional and personal.

was covered.

BS = basic skills; GA = general academic; SC = specific curriculum

|

|

o |

*There are inservice activities in which more than one inservice topic (
‘ |

|




TABLE 24
Educators’ Perception of Pertinence of Inservice
Activities to Basic Skills Instruction
(N = Number of inservice.activities)

. Total Sample” District I District II District III
Perception N 2 N 4 N % ‘N %

*  Teachers ' _ .
1. How pertinent was activity
to helping you instruct . :
students in basic skills o _ - »

of language, reading, and : - . c
arithmetic? N ' : o
Very pertinent 74 35% 27  47% 25 347 22 27% v |
Pertinent . 67 32X 17 30% 27  37% ‘23 ' 29%
Not Pertinent 70 332 13 23% 21 292 36 447 .
Administrators

2. How pertinent was activity
to helping teachers instruct
students _1in basic skills of
" language, reading, and

arithmetic? ) . . _ .

- Very pertinent 14 58% 5 83% 5 50% 4 50%
: ' Pertinent 6 252 0 0% 3 30% 3 382
1° 17 "2 20% 1 122

. Not Pertinent 14 17X

Note: Data source for 1tem 1 1s Appendix C item 4. Data source for item
2 is Appendix G, item 6., o




the finding of 76 percent stated in the above paragraph as the percentage of
basic skills activities in Table 23. As shown in Table 24, teachers also see
that a high percentage of their activities are pertinent or very pertinent to
basic skills instruction (67 percent). This percentage is much‘higher than
the percentage of 37 percent (Table 20) derived from our content analysis. A
likely explanation for this discrepancy is that teachers perceive that basic

skills are embedded in and reinforced by other curriculum subjects.

~

Research Question 3 .
What form gg current inservice activities take and how
does this form compare with recommended practice?

This research question was answered by comparing the descriptive data
on teachers’ inservice activities with the recommended practices listed in
Table 3. The recommended practices were derived from a review of research on
v inservice education. These practices are organized into six major
‘*« categories: teacher objectives, student objectives, delivery system,
‘organizational context, governance structure, and selection 'and evaluation.
The following presentation of data.is organized by the same categories. . °

It-will be apparent that data are not available for some of the
.  recommended practices listed in Table 3. This is because some of the
practices had not been identified through a literature review at the time
, that the measures were designed. Also, some of the data relating to
coe recommended practices are open-form responses to interview questions. They
' were not analyzed in -time for this report.

L

- Teacher objectives. The first category of imservice practices
_ concerns teacher objectives. These objectives are the information,

' understandings, skills, and attitudes that teachers are expected to acquire
as an outcome of participating in the inservice activity, The literature
review indicated that training in direct instruction strategies is an
effective teacher objective if the eventual goal is to improve students '
basic skill achievement. . T

. . ' _ /-

To determine whether such training occurred, teachers’ descriptions .
of their inservice actjvities over a year’s time were mwnalyzed to determine
whether they included mention of training in direct instruction strategies.
{Content analysis procedures are described in appendix I.) An activity was
coded as including such training if the teacher referred to any of these
direct instruction strategies:

1. Monitoring behavior in which the teacher asks students
- to perform a desired basic skill, for example,
- warkbook practice accompanied by teacher monitoring.

2. Reactive-corrective behavior to help a student
when he or she has failed to make the desired
response. ’

3. 'Increasing time allocated for basic skills
instruction.

4. Increasing students’ on task behavior during

, A

84“




basiclskilla-instruction.

S." TaKing into account students’ prior
learning. ‘

6. Increasing the overlap between instructional
content and achievement test content.

The results of this analysis are shown in Table 25 (item 1). Only 3 percent
- of the inservice activities included mention that such training occurred.
This 3 percent statistic includes just 8 of the 279 inservice activities that
were content-analyzed on this dimension.

A similar content analysis was done on administrators’ descriptiens
of the inservice activities that they sponsored or administered. Only 3 of
the 28 activities (11 percent) included mention of direct instruction
techniqués. This percentage is higher than the percentage reported by
teachers, . .

' Teachers were asked in Interview Schedule II whether they had ever
been trained .in several of the techniques that comprise direct instruction.
Their response to these questions is also shown in Table 25 (items 2-4). A
majority of the teachers stated that they had recégved'training in techniques
for keeping students on task at gome point in their careers. . A much smaller
percentage of teachers stated that they had received-training in-time
allocation and instruction/test content overlap. The large between-district
variation on these training objectives (for example, 0 percent on time -
allocation in district I, but 38 percent in district II) suggests that
individual districts.have made these objectives a priority at some point 1in

time. E . '

The literature rdview indicated that the teacher ohjectives for an
inservice activity- should be stated in operational form a ith explicit
criteria for performance. The descriptive data presénted in Table 26
indicate that the majority of inservice activities had clear, operationally
stated objectives, Less than half of the activities, however; presented
criteria so that teachers would know when they had achieved an objective.

_ Student objectives. Research findings indicate that effective
inservice programs for improving students’ basic skills achievement focusa
directly on this objective, Research question 2 addressed part of this
student objective, namely, the prevalernce of inservice activities that deal
with basic ski._ls. The research results relating to this question (see Table
20) indicate that a bit more than one-third of inservice activities relate
directly to basic skills, with ipbltantial between-district variation in -
emphasis on specific basic skill areas (see Table 21). Basic skills
instruction doubtless also received additional attention in inservice
activities classified as "general academic" (24 percent of the activities
received this classification--see Table 20). Given the many facets of the
elementary school curriculum, this amount of emphasis on the basic skills may
be quite adequate. '

The other part' of recommended practice is that inservice activities
should aim to increase achievement of the basic skills. Teachers’ '
descriptions of the student objectives for inservice activities in which they

\
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TABLE 25
Prevalence of Training in "Direct Instructioan” Strategies
in Current Insgervice Practice

' _ Total Sample District I District II- District III
Direct Instruction (DI) . N¥ )3 N X N* X N X
3 ) .

1. Did last year’s in-

) service include ] : g
. training in direct - . |
instruction? : |
Yes 8 3% 4 4% 2 2% 2 3%
No 271 97% . 90 96X 102 98% 79 97%

in hqw to allocate
‘more time for basic
skills instruction?

a

1‘
|
2. Ever been trained - _ .
|
|

Yes 9 26% 0 (074 5 38% 4  36Z
No 26 74% 11 100% 8 622 7  64%
3. Ever been ttained
, 1n how to keep
students on task ‘
during basic skills,
- instruction?
h Yes 21 60% 6 54%. 7 54% 8 73%
No 14 40% 5 46% 6 46 3 97X

4., Ever been trained .
" in how to increase v ~ .
overlap between ‘ _ :
content of basic . ‘ Co
skills instruction
‘and test content? . .
' Yes 11 31% 6 54% 3 23% -
No - 24 69% 5 46% 10 77%

18%
82%

N

Note: Data source for item 1 is a content analysis of Appendix C
item 1.
Data source for items 2-4 is Appendix E, items 11, 14,
and 17, respectively.’

o
R

~
' b

. *N for 1 1s number of inservice activities. N for items 2;2 is .
number of teachers. . ., o

we BCERRD




2. Measurement of Teacher Competence
Were you given criteria for
_knowing whendyou achieved an

inservice objective?

31 16% 16 20% 11

Yes
No

89 422 32 392 28
124 58% 50 612 45

382
622

29
29

TABLE 26
Prevalence of Effective Practices Relating to Objectives of
Inservice Education for Basic Skills Instruction
(N = Number of inservice activities)
Practice Total Sample District I District II District III
N 4 N X ' N 2 N %
1. Operationalization
a. Were the inservice ,
objectives clearly _— -
communicated? ‘
Yes 179 84z 61 74 67 92% 51 882
- No | 34 16% 21 26% 6 8% 7 122
b. Were the inservice
- objectives clear
to you? . :
Clear 176 842 - 65 80Z 60 84X 51 882
Unclear 16% 7 12%

50

50%

Note: Data source for items la and 2 are Appendix C, items 3 .and 4,

77

g respectively. Data source for 1tem 1b is Appendix D, 1tem 3.




had participated were content-analyzed for mention of-  student achievement

" outcomes. Any mention of achievement tests, achievement test scores, or

grades was. considered an indicator of focus on student achievement. This
variable was not limited to achievement of basic skills, but all of the
inservice activities that included mention of achievement concerned basic’
skills or general academic performance.

The results of the data analysis are shown in ‘Table 27. Only 20 of
the 279 inservice activities made any mention of student achievement
outcomes, and the majority of these activities were in 1 district. The
‘raters’ impression of the teachers’ descriptions was that. the emphasis of
inservice activities was on improving the instructional process and student
motivation for learning. There was .very little emphasis on student ’
achievement of basic skills as an outcome of inservice activities.

A similar content analygis was made of administrators’ descriptions
of the inservice activities that they sponsored or administered. Only 2 of
the 28 activities (7 percent) included mention. of student achievement as an.
outcome of inservice activities.

1 4
Delivery syStem. This category refers to the design of the
activities involved in the inservice program. Two recommended inservice

practices are to include 'readiness activities and followup activities. The

research results presented in Table 28 indicate that approximately one-third
of the inservice-programs included readiness and followup activities.

[

These results are consistent with the data presented in Tables 15 and

>1Q ' Twenty-eight percent of the inservice programs (see Table 16) included
_ more than one session, which would provide opportunity for readiness and/or

followup activities to occur. Similarly, one~third of the programs (see
Table 15) ‘'were 7 hours or more, which is sufficient time to include a
readiness and/or followup activity.'

Research on effective practices for scheduling inservice actiyities‘
has yielded unclear results. There is evidence that- teachers prefer
inservice programs £o occur during school hours, but there is also evidence

> that effective inservice programs are scheduled outside of schgol hours. The .

data presented in Tablé 29 inditate that the majority of inservice activities
are ‘scheduled during regular work hours (65%) in the afternoon (50%).
‘One-fifth of the .activities are scheduled outside of teachers’ regular work
hours.

- : 9
.

Organizational context. This category includes dimensions that
reflect whether the -inservice activity is connected to the organization and
work of the schopl system. The first item of Table 30 presents data on the
extent to which teachers perceive that- inservice activities are directed"
toward school improvement. ‘ Less than one-fifth of the activities were
perceived as being for this purpose. The majorifty of the inservice
activities were perceived as being for personal professional improvement., -

-

* A content analysis’ of teachers’ descriptions was done ‘to determine:
the extent to which inservice activities were tied to curriculum adoptions.
A reliability check indiceted that the two raters agreed on~86 percent of
their classifications. All activities were double~coded, and disagreements

were resolved by discussion. One-third of the activities were rated as being

. T
g . ' o \
.
. 3
. ol .
\ 50 . f
. .
- : .
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TABLE 27 | :
Teachers’ Reference to Student Achievement Outcomes
in Describing Inservice Activities
(N = Number of inservice activities)

| ‘ _ Total Sample District I District II District ITI
" Practice N N 4 N % N - 2 N %

Were student achievement
outcomes mentioneqﬁin a
describing the inservice - .
activity? ' - , A

' Yes 20 7% 13 14% 2 2% 5 6% o
No - 259 , 93% 81 86x 102 98% 76  94Z% '

T

Note: Data source was a content analysis of Appendix C,
items 1 and 8. o '




TABLE 28
- Prevalence of Effective Training Procedures in
Current Inservice Practice
(N =_Number of inservice activities)

Practice Total Sample District I District II District. III
N X N X N X N Z

1. Readiness Activitiés
- Did .you sparticipate in v
readiness activities S ‘ 7
, prior to the inservice? o
: - Yes ' . 69 322 21 262 29 402 19 33%
/- No 144 687 . 61 74% 44 602, 39 672

Any followup activities S : o -
to help you maintain or '
increase what you O . . _
learned initially? ' o ) ' T
Yes ;.18 37% 28 342 .20 27% 28 482

|
|
l
| - T - .
2. Followup Training { ' . L e
1
No 135 632 54 66% 53 <732 30 52% |

(9% ]
.

3. Checking for Application , .
Did anyone check to see -
.1f you weére applying
what you learned? : o : -
Yes " 51 24%. 22 277 9 13% 20 35% .

B Na : 158 762 60 73% 60 87% 38 65%

J
|

4
f

Note: Data source for items 1-3 is Appendixrc, items.lz, l4a, and 14b,d
respectively. « ' . .




TABLE 29
Times of Day and Year for Scheduling Inservice Activities
"~ (N = Number of inservice activities)

" Scheduling = N

)3

N

%

. — - B :
Total Sample District I District II Distr?ii I1I
N %

y S N.

1. Time of day

Morning 14
Af ternoon . 106
Evening 17
All day = . 73

2. Percentage of
scheduling during’
regular work hours*

0% 47
>0%<1002 -~ 28
\ 100% 138

502

7%

8%
35%

222
132
65%

3
57%
10

12

17
10
35

42
70%
12%
147

212
12%
‘67%

5
30

32

15
14
44

7% 6 10%

43% 19 332
4% 4 7%

46z . 29 502

212 15 26%

~19% 4 72
60% -39 67%

Note:

*The mean and standard deviation (in parentheses) of percentage
for total sample,.72.58 '(41.45); for district I,

scheduled is:

74.00 (40. 86), for district II 72.25 (40. 54); and for district
III, 71. 00. (44. 01)

‘Data source for items 1 and 2 is Appendix.c, item 18.




Prevalence of

(N

»

TABLE 30
Effective Practices Relating to Organizational
Context of Inservice Education '
= Number of inservice activities)

[

Total Sample District I District II District III.

S

Practice
N, % N X N X% N %
1. Purpose for Participation:
To improve myself . .
professionally 124 647 48 62% 43 72% 33 59%
To help improve my , _
school 22 112 8 10% 8 13% 6. 11z
To help improve my :
school district 14 7% 9 12X 2 3 3 5%
To satisfy credential .- : . , '
requirements 6 32 2 % 3 5% 1/, 22
Other 27  14%° 10 13Z 4 7% 13- 23%
iy 2. Were curriculum or
other changes related
‘ to the inservice -
being made? .
' Yes 89 42% 39 48% 28 38Z 22 38%
No 124 58% ' "43 52% 45 622 36 62%
3. Was the-activity
tied to a curriculum
adoption in the
district? '
’ Yes 93 33% 39 42% 17 16% 37 46%
.. No - 186 67 55 58% 28 84% 44 54%
4, I did the inservice T
activity:
By myself A ‘
Yes 69 33% 28 352 > 18 25% 23 407
. No. 143  67% 53 652 * 55 75% . 35 602
+ 5. I did the inservice
activity:
With other teachers
from my school. :
Yes . 168 79% 69 -85% 58 80% 41 71% -
X . No 44 217 12 152 15" 20% 17 29%
6. I did the inservice
-. activity: .
. With other teachers
” from different e
! schools in my.
district. * : ) _
SN Yes 138 652 67 83% 35 48% ° 36 62%
o No’ 14 17% 38 52%. 22 38% -

7&‘] ?SZ




TABLE 30
(Continued)

-

Total Sample District I District II District 111

Practice . N Z N Z N % N %
7. Was your principal
involved in the’
inservice? :
Yes 139 65% 48 59% 45 62% . 46 79%
No 74 35% 34 427 28 38% 12 21%
8. Were school district
- administrators
involved? : :
: Yes 112 53% 53 65% © 32 447 27 482
No - 99 47% 29 35% 41  56Z% 29 52%

.Note: Data source for 1tems‘1, 2, 7, and 8 is Appendix C, items 20,
22d, 22a, and 22c, respectively. Data source for items 4-6
is Appendix D, item 2la. Data source for item 3 was a content.

analysis of Appendix C, item 1.




tied to a curriculum adoption (Table 30, item 3). ‘A related question in one
of the interview schedules asked whether the inservice activity was :
accoupanied by a change in curriculum or in some other aspect of schooling.
As expected, this item ylielded a higher percentage of ‘inservice activities
that accompanied a change process in the school or district (Table 30, item
2). Curiously, though, the percentage of curriculum/other-related activities
for district III was lower ti.an the ‘percentage for curriculum-adoption
inservice activities. _ ’

One might imagine that teachers would consider curriculum adoption to
be a school improvement function. The data indicate, however, that 33
percent of the inservice activities were tied to curriculum adoptions, but
only 18 percent of the activities were perceived as directeq/toward school or

district improvement. Perhaps some ‘teachers perceive that curriculum

adoptions are a school maintenance function ratheg/than an improvement
function. .

”

Principals’ and assistant superintendents’ descriptions of the
inservice activities that they sponsored or administered were also content
analyzed for mention of curriculum adoption or change. The content analysis
involved administrators’ responses to items 1 and 5 of Interview Schedule I,
Part Two (Appendix G). Thirteen of the 28 inservice activities (46 percent)
made reference to curriculum adoption or change.

Table 30 indicates that approximately 80 percent of the inservice -
activities (see item 5) involved more than one teacher from the same school.
A smaller percentage of activities, but still a majority (65 percent--see
item 7) involved thLe teachers” building principals. It is also the case that
a majority of inservice activities involve teachers from different schools in
a district (65 percent--see item 6) and school district administrators (53
percent--see item 8). These findings suggest that currrent inservice
practice 1s designed to be administered to schools and districts as
organizational units. 'This organizational arrangement should facilitate
inservice for school or district improvement, yet it is not often used for
this ~purpose, as was indicated aboves

Governance Structure. This category refers to practices involved in
administering and managing inservice activities: A key administrative

decision is whether to require teacher participation in an inserviece program

or to allow voluntary participation. The results shown in Table 31 (item 1)
indicate that the use of required and voluntary participation ‘is equally
prevalent in current practice. There is little basis in previous research
for determining whether voluntary or mandatory participation is more
effective, but it would seem that mandatory partigcipation would.be a
necessary condition for schoolwide or districtwide improvement of
instruction.

Another.practice available for administering inservice activities is
to use incentives and sanctions to motivate teacher participatioir. The
current prevalence of incentives and sanctions is shown in Table 31.
Incentives were used in approximately one-half of the activities, and
sanctions were used in juot one~fourth of the activities.

" The .sponsors of {nservice activities can boer'the-costs assocfated
with the inservice activity or require teachers to pay some or all of the

. =
P ! .

)
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" TABLE 31 )
Prevalence of Effective Practices Relating to
Governance of Inservice Education
(N = Number of inservice activities)

) : Total Sample District I pDistrict II District III
Practice N % N % N 2 - N %

1. Type of Participation -
My involvement in this

inservice was: .

Voluntary 104 4972 30 37% 43 592 31 53%

Required 102 487 S0 62% 27 37% 25 432
| Not required, : )
, but felt pressure - .

to participate 6 3z 1 12 3 4z 2 42

2. Incentives
" Any incentives for
participation in this
activity? .
" Yes 116 557% 20 247 45  63% 51 88%
No 96 45% 62 76% 27 37% 7 12%

3. Sanctions
> Any negative conse-

“ quences for not
participating, for ",
poor performance,
or for non-imple- -

mentation? i ,
. Yes 53 25% 18 22% 26 36% 9 15% .

No 159 75% 64 78% 46  64% 49 85% ' B

. . e

4. Costs , . .

Any out-of-pocket ‘ -

costs to parti-

cipate? o . _ '
Yes T 47 22% 14 17% 25 35% 8 147

. "~ No 163 78% 68 83% 46 65% 49  86%

Noté: Data source'for’i}eﬁ 1 is Appendix D, item 25.
e Data source for items 2, 3, and 4 is Appendix C, items
25, 26, and 19,.respectively. '

. X . | R N .
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costs. As shown in Table 31, the.sponsor bore the costs. of almost 80 percent
of teachers’ inservice activities. Content analysis of interview data on
governance structure has not been done yet, but it appears that the great
majority of teachers’ ‘inservice activities are sponsored by the school
‘district. The costs associated with the activities, then, are largely paid
by the district. For those activities that involved out-of-pocket -expenses,
the median cost for the total sample and for each district was approximately
$25. The range of costs was from $2 to $1000. Only 4 percent of the
activities involving out-of-pocket expenses had cost. of $100 or more.

Several between-district variations in results shown in Table 31 are
worthy of note. Relative to the other districts, district I had a high rate
of required inservice activities but a low rate of incentives for -
participation. District II had the highest rate of voluntary inservice
activities, but also the highest rate of sanctions for non-participation and
the highest rate of activities with out-of-pocket expenses.

Selection and evaluation. This category refers to procedures for
selecting and evaluating inservice activities. Table 32 presents data
analyses relating to current practices in these aspects of inservice
education. Teachers report that.only 12 percent of the activities were
selected as a result of a formal needs assessment (item 1lb). Also, it
appears that teachers were seldom asked (10 percent of the time) whether they
needed the training provided by the inservice activity (item la). Despite
the low incidence of needs assessment to select activities, most of them (88
percent) were perceived as relevant to the teachers’ work (1tem 2a).

A key feature of reSearch on basic skills 1nstruction has been the -
use of achievement tests to evaluate students’ progress and to evaluate the
effectiveness of inservice programs. The data analysis shown in Table 32
(item 3a) reveals that only 6 percent of the activities involved assessment
of students for any type of outcome to determine the effectiveness of the
inservice activities. Ot activities in this group, just a small number
included an expectation of how much student change or gain might result from
the 1nserv1ce activity.

The data analysis reported in item 3a of Table 32ids consistent with
the data analysis reported in Table 27. As shown in the latter table, just 7
percent of teachers’ descriptions of inservice activities made reference to.
student achievement outcomes as ‘'an objective  of an activity. Similarly,
Table 32 reports that just 6 percent of the activities included assessment of
student improvement.

Research Question 4
How effective and lltilfytgg is current inservice
* education- ggAg_rceived Bx educators?

Teachers completed # rating form (Appendix D) for each inservice
activity described in Interview Schedule I, Part Two (Appendix C). Teachers’
responses to-this rating form provided the data base for most of the analyses
that were done to answer the research question stated above,

Table 33 reports data analyses for several measures of teacher .
satisfaction with the effects of inlerv;ce aetivities on their performance.

re
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) TABLE 32
Prevalence of Effective Practices’ Relating to . . s
Selection and Evaluation of Inservice, Education

ey N

Prac:ice " Total Sample District I District II District IIT
N 4 N Z . N 2 N %

1. Needs Assessment
a. Were you asked whether

- ' you needed the
inservice? . ® : :
" Yes 21 10% - 8 10% 5 7% -8 147

No 192 90% 74 90% 68 932 50 86%
b. Was this inservice :
selected by a formal )

needs assessment? ' .
Xes 24 12% 13 16% : 5 7% 8 147

No : 173 88% 66 84% 68 93% 50 86% .

2. Rélevance -
a. Did the inservice
. pertain to your
work as a teacher? :
Yes 187 88% 70 85% 54 88% 53 91%
No 26 12% 12 15% g 12X 5 9%

3. Measurement of Student Objectives
a. Were students assess’d -
. for improvement or
change as a result
of your participation
in the inservice?

Yes ’ 13 6%° 4 5% 5 7% 4 7%

. No . : 200 94% 78 95% 68 93% 54 '93%

b. If "Yes" to 3a, above,, : :

were you given an _

expectation about how

much of a gain or .

change in students

would result?* . . _ N
Yes 4 27% 2 50% 1 20% 1 17%
No ‘ 11 73% 2 50% 4 80% ) 5 83%

Fote: Data source for items 1, 2a, 3a, and 3b is Appendix C, items 7,
16, 9, and 10, respectively.

* »

*Por two inservice activities, the teacher indicated a "No" response to
item 3a in the table, but answered the next question (item 3b in the table)
anyway . ‘ .

g7 Iy




TABLE 33

Teachers’ Degree of Satisfaction with Effects of Inservice:

Activities on Their Performance-
(N = Number of inservice activities)

~ Total Sample District I District II  District II

Effect
N Y4 . N % . N Z N Z
o B
1. Effects of the
inservice on my 5
competence as a
teacher. g ' , .
Positive effects 157  75% 57 71% 53 84%. 47 81%°
Negative effects 5 2% 2 3z 2 3% - 1 2%
None 48 23% 21 26% 17 23% 10 17%
2. Sidereffects of the .
inservice on me. . ’
Positive effects 142 68% ~ 53 68% 50 68% 40 69%
" Negaftive effects 35 17% 14 18% 13 i 18% - 8 4%
None ' 31 15% “11 142 100 142 10 '17%
3. Long-term.effects . - -
of the inservice
on me. ® ) - .
Positive effects 161  79% 59 76% 52 76% " 50 88%
- Negative effects 22 11z 8 10% 12 17% 2 3%
None °

21 10% 11 14% 5 ba/A 5 9%

Note: Data source for

items 1, 2, and 3 is Appendix D, items 27,

2a, and 2b, respectively.

Ed
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A veryllow {ncidence of negative effects on teacher competence (2 percent)
was noted. It is surprising, though, that teachers reported negative
side-effects for 17 percent of the activities and negative long-term effects
for 11 percent of the activities. Overall teachers felt that approximately
75 percent of the activities had positive effects on their professional
performance. * :
: . Teachers’ satisfaction with the content of inservice activities is
shown in Table 34. More than 80 percent of the activities were satisfactory
in this respect (items 1 and 2). A remarkable finding, though, is that
teachers felt that they had adequate mastery of the content of 63 percent of
the inservice activities beforehand. This finding suggests that teachers )
were generally satisfied with inservice content for reasons other than that
it filled gaps in their knowledge, skills, or attitudes.,

Research results relating to teachers’ satisfaction with effects of
inservice activities on their students’ performance are shown in Table 35.
Where student effects were noted, they were generally positive. A
substantial percentage of inservice activities (34 percent), however,
produced no cognitive or affective effects.

. Table 36 presents data analyses relating to teachers’ satisfaction
with the various dimensions of inservice delivery systems.:- Teacher
satisfaction level was generally high. Where dissatisfaction occurred, it
was selective across dimensions. There was low dissatisfaction with

)

.readiness activities, training sites, and costs. Higher levels of

dissatisfaction were reported for learning process (19 percent of the
activities) and inservice trainer (16 .percent of the activities). There was
relatively little variation in satisfaction levels across districts.

- Teachers’ degree of satisfagtion with the organizational context of -
inservice activities is reported in Table 37. Teachers generally were quite
gsatisfied with the involvement of other teachers, principals, and district
administrators in their inservice activities. Thelir degree -of satisfaction
with other teacher participants was especially high. ’

Teachers’ degree of satisfaction with several aspects of 1nserp1ce
governance is reported in Table 38. Teachers expressed a moderate amount of
dissatisfaction with inservice policywmaﬁing, including their involvement in
the selection and design of the activities. They expressed less .
dissatisfaction with the incentives associated with inservice activities.

The interview schedules included only a single item concerping
teachers’ satisfaction with the evaluation of inservice activities. 6 Results
for this item are reported in Table 3%. Teachers are generally satisfied
with the way that student effects associated with the inservice activities

v

, were measured. The validity of ‘these data is doubtful, however. The total

sample reported satisfaction or dissatisfaction with 79 of the activities.
The sample also reported that only 13 activities included assessment of
student improvement or change (Table 32, item 3a). The difference in
Frequencies is probably dye to the ambiguity in the wording of the item that
provided the data base for Table 39. .

Summary. The results presented above indicate that teachers are
generally satisfied with the butcomes and processes of their imservice

L
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: _* TABLE 34 . -
. ‘ Teachers’ Degree. of Satisfaction with the Content
of Inservice Activities
(N = Number of inservice activities)

~ .

<2

h coa
i
(. . . -

.

b

Content Total Sample District I District 19 District III-
- » f\vN % "Nz )4 N X% N Z
+1. - Satisfaction with
what I was supposed ) X 4 -
to learn from the ° :
© Activity. - o, N
. Satisfied . 179 85%. 66 81% . 60 85% 53 91%
Dissatisfied - 32 152 ' ' 16 19% 11 15% 5: 9%
. a“ C ’ *
-2, Satisfied with
relevance of . i
inservice :
- . . content. - ' ' T
s satisfied = ‘176 82% 63 77% 60 82% 53 91%

Dissatisfied . 33 16% 18 22% 10 14% 5 9%

3. Prior to the inservice, .
my knowledge/skill/ ' ‘ " : . ’ .
attitude relating to
“the inservice was: :
‘More than adequate 29 14X 11 14X~ 10 '14% 8 142

Adequate : 103 49Z .39 49% 38 52% 26 45

Less thah adequate = 79 = 37% 30 37% 25 34% 24 41%

Note: Data source for items 1, 2, and 3 is Appendix? D, items 1,
‘ 16, and 28c, respectively. )




. TABLE 35 . .« ‘.. A
Teachers’ .Degree of Satisfaction with Effects of )
Inservice Activities® on Their Students’ Performance °
(N = Number of inservice aptiyicies) ’
. . ! PR ¥

+
&

3 .

_Total Sample

g

District I District IL., District IIIL

Effect .
‘ : N % o N % N~ % N
‘ . : ¥ '
1. Satisfaction with ' . -~
intended effects of ’ '
the inservice on my -
- students. L.
Satisfied 156 73% 60 73% 50 68% 46 79%
Dissatisfied 24 11% 14 17% - 5 1% . 5 9%
Not Applicable 33 16z - 8 10%x 18 .25% . 27 12%
2. Side-effects of the “ * .
' - inservice on my \
' students were: . ' : -
) Positive ' 136 62% 51 64% 43 61% 36 63%
Negative 8 4% 4 5% 2 KRN 2 4%
‘None - 70 34% 25 31% 26 36% 19 33%
3. Long-term effects of - o
the inservice on my :
students were: . v
N Positive ‘ 141 69% 48 61% 50 71% , 43 78%
Negativd 6 3% 4 S% 1 1% 1 2%
None 58 28% 27 34% 20 28% 11 20%
4. The effect of the ,
- inservice on stu-
' dents’ cognitive
growth was: o ‘ ' » » o
Positive "137. 66% 48 60% 44 - 63% 45 78%
Negative 0 0% 0 0z 0 0% 0 0z
No effects ' - 71 34% 32 40% 26 37% 13 22%
5. The effect of the
A *  inservice on stu- ‘
. dents’ affective
growth was: ,
Positive 136 65% 49 61% 44 63% 43 " 747
Negative - 1 1% 0 0% &40 °O% 1 2z
No effects -71  34% 31 .39%2 . 26 37% 14 247

- J

~

.

_Note: Data source for items 1, 2,

8, 9a, 9b, 28a, and 28D, respgctively.
N b L3 .

LY

‘3, 4, and' 5 is Apggﬁ&ix D, items
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TABLE 36
Teachers’ ngree of Satisfaction with the Delivery System
' Used in Imservice Activities.
(N = Number of inservice .ez-tivities)

Delivery System Practice Total Sample District I District II District III

N 4 N Z N Z N Z
| 1. Readiness Activities : ’ ',‘
' Satisfied 105 492 - 43 52% 33 45% 29 50%
Dissatisfied 19 92 7. 9% 5 7% 7 12%
Not applicable 89 42% 32 397 35 48% - 22 38%
2. Learnggg Process ' h'_ : '
: , Satisfied 168 79% 62 77% 87 78% 49 85%
h ' Dissatisfied 41 19% 17 21% 15 21% 9 15%
Not applicable 3 2% 2~ 2% 1 1% 0 0%
3. Followup Activities " - i
Satisfied " 81 38% 36 44% ' 18 25% 27\ 47%
Dissaticfied 24 117 - 13 16% ) 7% 6 10%
’ Not applicable 107 51% 33 40% - 49 68% 25 43%
4. Training Site ’ | ) :
Satisfied 197 93% . 18 95% . 62 85% 57 98%
Dissatisfied 14 6% 3 4x . 10 Clax 1 2%
" ! Not applicable ' 2 1% 1 1% 1 1z 0 0%
5. Inservice Trainer : )
_ Satisfied = ° 172 82% ,68 83% 53 76% 51 88%
Dissatisfied 34 16% 12 15% - 16 23% & 10%
Not applicable 4 2% 2 2% 1 1% 1 ,2%
. ' : ' ‘ ‘ .
6. .Scheduling '
‘Satisfied 181 85% 72 88% 61 83% 48  83%
DisBatisfied 25 12% 7 8% - 10 14% 8 14Z
- Not applicable A ¥ 4 3 4z 2 3% 2 3 N
. H ¢ ' -
7. Cost c - . : ¢ - h
Satisfied . 128 .60% 51 62% 37 51% 40 69bﬂ
Dissatisfied 11 . 5% - 1 17 8 11 : 2 3%
Not applicable 74 35% . . 30 37% 28 38% 16 28%

Note: Data source for items 1-7 is Appendix D, items 12, 13, 14, 15, 17,
‘ 18, and 19, respectively. :

-~
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TABLE 37

Ty

Context of Inservice Activities
- (N = Number of inse

2

r.,.

ce activities)

Teachers’ Degree of Satisfaction with the’ Organizational

-

Organizational Context

Total Sample

>
-

District I District II District IIT

_ Practice . N % N Z N % N Z.
1. Satisfaction with .
' .- teacher’s who parti- y
- cipated in the in- - , .
.service with me. . - - .
Satisfied . 189 .892: , 70 85%- 39 95% 51 882
Dissatisfied 6 3% 4 5% * 1 12 1 2%
Not applicable ‘17 82 8 107 3 4% 6 10%
2. Satisfaction with my
principal’s involvement ’ . h
in the inservice. . : :
Satisfied 111 53% 43 52% 27 37% 41 71%
Dissatisfied . 200 9% 10 12% 10 14% - 0 0%
N Not applicable 81 38% 29 36%Z .’25 49% 17 29%
' ) \ . °
3. Satisfaction with the
school district/central
office administrator’s
involvement in the ¥
inservice. , . 4 . . o
Satisfied 101 48% . 49 60% 28 40% - 24 .41%
- Dissatisfied 20 9% 7 8% . 8 11% ‘5 9%
Not applicable 90 437 26 32% 35 492 © 29 50%

.

)

¢

. Note:
. respectively. .

93

P

1ov

.

Data sources for items 1-3 is Appe&%ix D, items 21a, b; and ¢,

‘ .
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TABLE 38

Teachers’ Degree of Satisfaction with the Governance

of Inservice Activities

N

4 \ N ) N v
) ’.«) : : ° 4 ’
Governance Practice - Total Sample District I District II District III
4 + N 4 N % "N %7 N2
© . -
1. satisfaction with the , . _ L
policy-making that led ‘ ‘ .
up to this activity.s . :
Satisfied . 124 59%- 47 5§% © 41 562 36 62%
Dissatisfied 30 142~ 12 1527 13 18% 5 9%
.No opinion. .~ 38 27% 22 27% T 19 26% * 17 . 292
2. Teachers’ satisfacyion 4
with their jnvolvement ' .
in selection and design t
of the inservice RN
activity. L )
- Satisfied .. 96 45% 29 36x 38 53% 29 50%
Dissatisfied 29 147 14% 17% 10 14% 5 9%
No opinion 86, 41% 38 47% 24 33% 24, 412
3. satisfaction with : . ?
_incentives associated o
with this activity. ,
Satisfied ‘133 - 64% T 39 49% 47 66X 47 81%°
Dissatisfied 17 8% 8 '10x . 6 8% 3 52
No. opinion 59 282 33 412 - 18 26% 8 14%
. \

Note: Data source for items 1, 2, and 3 is Appendix I, items 23, 24,

and 26, respectively.
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. SRS - TABLE 39 | : S
) : ' Teachers Degree of Satisfaction withsfﬁe Evaluation . . -

of Inserviceg Activities

J j o , Total Sample District f Dpistrict IT District III
Evaluation Practice: N % . N % N 2 N X

o

Satisfdction with the
that 'student effects
associated with the
activity were o ’
- measured. : v '
=71 347 - 26 322 27 3872 18 327 )
4% 4 . 5% 1 1% 3 5% o~

Satisfied
63% - 43 61% 35 63%

Dissatisfied 8 .
Not applicable 129 62% 51

.
- <

~ ‘ - Al
Note: Data source. for this table is Appendix D, item 10.
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activities. No more than 19 percent of the activities were considered
unsatisfactory on any of the dimensions that were measured. Teachers .
expressed ‘greatest satisfaction with the effects of the inservice activities
on their competence, with the intended ‘effects on their students, with the
training site, and with other teachers participating in the activities. They
expressed mpderate dissatisfaction with the relevance of the inservice
content, with the learning processes used in the activities, with inserv‘Ee

policy making, and .with the tralner. , Teachers in district III generally ¢
. expressed more satisfaction and less dissatisfaction than the teachers in the
’ other two districts. S, .

f , g Teachers’ level of satisfaction with their inservice activities over

' - the ‘past year is mixrored.in their overall attitude toward inservice

" education. As showh in Table 40, only two teachers expressed a negative
attitude toward inservice.education. All nine of the principals and
assistant superintendents in the administrator sample indicated a positive
attitude tdward inservice education for teachers.

€

~

Research Question 5
r In the opinion of educators; what constitutes an effective inservice
program for improvin& teachers’ _hgsic skills instruction?

Teachers: and administrators were asked their opinion of various

inservice practices identified as effective by resedrchers. Emphasis was
. placed on Inservice practices:that have been demonstrated® to lead to

" improvements in students’ basic skills achievement. Teachers’ opinions were
solicited in Teacher Interview Schedule II (Appendix E). The opinions of
.principals and assistant superintendents were solicited in Administrator"
* Interview Schedule II (Appendix H). The data analyses presented here are
organized using the dimensions presented in Table 3. These dimensions are
grouped under six major headings: teacher.objectives, | student’ objectives,
delivery system, organizational context, governance, ‘and v
selection/evaluation. )

- . , , _ D)
~ Also, the results are.reported for each group of educators (teachers,

.principals, and assistant superintendents) rather than by district. The
reason for reporting the data in.this form is that our main interest was “in
whether educators in different roles have different opinions about. how
inservice programs should be constituted.

Table 41 presents the sanple s opinion about teacher competencies
:(dimension 1  in Fable 3) that have been found effective in improving
students’ basic skills achievement. It appears that most teachers and
adpinistrators believe that these conpetencies are effective.

~

The next annlysis concerned educators beliefs about the importance

——  of basic skills instruction. The results of this analysis are presented in
, Table 42. Most teachers and administrators believe that basic skills .
instruction is critically important. A.mindrity of teachers and s

~adninistrators, however ‘do not think that basic skills’ instruction 1is more
important than other curriculum sonls., .

 Table 43 presents the sanpde s opinions about what type of delivery

| - ‘ 96
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_  TABLE 40 .
Educators’ Attitude Toward Inservice Activities.
(N = Number of educators)

-

»

bt

Total Sample District I District II pistrict IIT

Attitude * N Y4 N % 1 N 2 . N 2
1. (Eeachers) Attitude
toward_activities. ) ) - -
Positive 29 85%2 - 7, -T0% 10 91X .12 92%
Neutral 3 9% 2 20% 1 9% 0 0%
Negative 2 62 1 10% 0 0%z . r 8%
2. (Administrators) :
Attitude togatd
inservice education
for teachers . y
Positive 9 100% .3 100% 2 100% .3 100%
Neutral '
Negative )
- ’ N
Note: Data source for item 1 is Appendix B, item 10.
Data source for item 2 is Appendix F, item 10.
F \\

’




TABLE 41 "

Teacher and Administrator Beliefs About Efficacy of Direct Instruction
Techniques in Improving Basic Skills Achievement

> (N = Number of Educators)

~=,/f . ’ '
A ) Assistant
Techniques for Improving Students’ " Teachers Principals Superintendents
. Basic Skills Achievement (BSA) N 2 N X ( "N- X
l. Do you believe that allocating
. more time for basic skills in- =
- struction is an effective
technique for improving BSA? . W |
Effective 23 70% 6 1002 . 3. 100%
,: Not Effective 10 302 0 0% 0 0%
2. Do you believe that BSA would \ 4
improve if students stayed on
task more often’ < '
' Yes , 35 1002 5 832 2° 672
No 0 0% 1 17% 1 33X
3. Do you believe that BSA would . * g
improve if teachers focus :
their instruction on the
content covered on the tests? , L
Yes ' 31 942 6 100% 3 1002
. No -2 62 0 ox 0 0z
4. Do-you believe tha” math BSA ~
would improve if teachers used
' Good and Grouws’ ‘approach to
teaching math? o ' ‘ - : )
d Yes ‘ 28 852 6 100%, 3 100Z
No 5 1s2 o 0% "0 0%

1

3

Note: Data source for teachers’ responses tq items 1,

2, 3, and 4 is
Data source '

Appendix E, items 9, 12, 15, and 18, “l:espectively.
for administrators responses to items l, 2, 3, and 4 is Appendix

“H, items 9, 11, 13, and 16, respectively.

’
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. TABLE 42 :
~ .Teacher and Administrator Beliefs About the Importance
of Basic Skills As'a Curriculum. Objective A

(N = Number of Administrators)

- : . ; Assistant

‘ Belief ’ Teachers Principals Superintendents -
! ' N % N N X

.~ 1. How important is it for teachers

to teach the basic skills? ' ‘
Critical ® - 33 942 5 83% 3 100%

\ . Important 2 6% 1 17%

. Slightly Important’ ‘ S

- Unnecessary

n r o
2. How important is it for teachers
to teach the basic skills relative . - .
‘ ‘to other curriculum goals? . . -7
: ore Important, 25 712 4 67% 3 100%
o . 1ly Important 10 292 2 33X v
L ss Important ' . .
" * ' .
g . —
" ]
. ‘ .
i *
) 4 . » - ”
‘l #
4 . )
bw ‘ - , -
. ' ‘1(“0 .
. { L3




TABLE 43
Educator Preferences Concerning the Delivery of Inservice
Education on Basic Skills Instruction &
(N = Number of educators) ’ '

\ -

. Assgistant
Feature of Delivery System Teachers Principals Superintendents
N 2 N Z N 2
i ) . _ - ]
1. If you were involved in the Good* . :
and Grouws’ inservice program,
would you want training to start .
right away? ‘ » ' . ' ;
Start training right away ~* 11 33% 0 0% O, 0%
.First have sessions to 22 . 67% - 6 100% 3 100X
address persohal concerns ’

we

4

2a. (Teachers) How would you feel ~
about practicing new teaching v : .
skills while having someone '
observe you and give you - .
feedback? )
Positive ) 31 89%
Negative 4 11X

2b. (Principals) How,wouldd you
feel about ‘observing teachers . ;
and giving them feedback on » .
their teaching skills? . ‘
Positive . .
Negative

1002
02

oo

2c. (Central Office) How would you
feel about principals perform-
ing functions described in 2b?
~ Positive . o . 3 100%
. . ..Negative . . . ' S < o oz
3. Do you prefer an inservice on
.basic skills instrhction to (a) .
occur, all at once, or (b) begin ‘ .
with initial training and be ‘ o
followed at intervals with ) ' '
further training and refresher . - 1
experiences?’ , T . S
All at once ’ 3. 9% 1 17 0. 0z
At intervals : 31 912 5 832 3 1002

.
-~
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1/4 TABLE 43 ,
' (Continued),
o . * Assistant
Feature of Delivery System Teachers Principals Superintendents
' N Z N Z N Z
z
4., Where wpuld you prefer inservice
sessions on basic skills instruc- °
tion to be held? (More than 1 .
response allowed.) , ° .
At teacher’s school 23 66%* 4  67%% 2 67%*
At school district offices' 12 34Z. 3 502 0 0z
At a university 7 . 20% 1 17% 1 33%
Other 4 11Z 0 0Z <1 33%
It doesn’t matter * 9 262 1 17% ,0 0%
* Whom would you most prefer to
conduct an inservice program Bn
,a new approach for teaching the
'basic skills? . - :
A- teacher .13 37% 0 0% 2 67%
A district specialist 3 9% 1 17% 0 0z
. A professor 5 14% 0 0% 0 0%
N Other ' -6 17% 1 172 0o 0z
o No preference 8 . 232 4 662 1 332
6. How acceptable is each of these
times fd? holding 1nservice .7
meetings?
~ a. Early in the morning before .
) classes.
Acceptable, 4 11Z 1 17% 3 100Z
« Unacceptable 31 89% 5 83% 0 0z
b. During regular school hours ’
(assuming a satisfactory
replacement i8 found) ' .
Acceptable 3 972 6 100% 2 67%
Unacceptable 1 Ky 4 0 0% 1 332
- " At
c. In the *afternoon after school. . = \
Acceptable ° 22 632 .4 67X 3 100% _
Unaccegptable 13 372 2 33 0 114
d. In the evening after school. . :
. Acceptable 15 432 3 602 1 33%
Unacceptable 20 57% 2 40Z 2 67%
¢ :‘. .
- ‘ N - ° ~
n - 1 ‘ -
101 o




’ . : TABLE 43
. : . (Continued)

halit . o, VN

\ .

. \ o . : . Assistant

Feature of Delgiery.System,. \ Teachers Pripcigals Superintendents
. ‘ ': . TN % N N 2
‘* . . .

A .

e. On inservice days when no R
classes are scheduled. ~

Acceptable 32 91% 6 100% 3 100%

Unacceptable -3 - 9z 0 0% 0 0z

f. Weekends during school year.
Acceptable 8 242 1 17%
Unacceptable ’ 26 76% 5 83

332
672

TN

g+ Just before the start of
the school year. , : :
Acceptable ' 29 83% 5 83% )

\ , 100% -
N S Unacceptable 6 17% 1 17Z :

0%

oW

7 : ~.. h. During the summer. - _ - :
i . - Acceptable .19 '54% 4 67% 2 67%
‘ _Unacceptable : ?T&\\NQQZ\\\ 2 33 1 332
Note: Data source/ for teachers’ responses to.itemsgz\\zs\*3 4, 5, and 6

is Appendix E, items 21, 23, 25,.26, 27, and 28, respectively.
! " . Data source for administrators responses t¢ iﬁems ZEXF, 3, 4, 5, and
6 is Appendix H, items 20, 21, 22, 23| and 24, respectively. e

*Denominator 1is number of reSpondents (teachers N-35 principals,’
N=6; administrators, N=3).




system should be used in basic skills 1nsgrvice education. The majority of .
teachers and all the administrators believe that an inservice program shoyld
start by addressing teachdrs’ concerns. Their opinion is consistent wit
recommendations that have emerged from curriculum implementation research
(see item 7 in Table 3). The teachers and administrators feel positively

- about the use of classroom observation and feedback in inservice education.

This view is consistent with another set of research findings (item 8 in

. Table 3). Again, consistent with research findings (item 9 in Table 3),

almost the entire sample believes than an inservice program should begin with
initial training and should be followed at intervals with further training
and refresher experiences.

Table 43 also presents the sample’é preferences concexning inservice

. tréining'sites. A variety of sites are acceptable,?with the most desirable

site being the teacheﬁés school. Consistent with this preference,;séme or
all of the training in the basic skills experiments descFtbed in Chapter 2
occurred in the teacher’s own school. The educators have no clear preference
about who the trainer should be, nor does any clear recommendation emerge

from the research literature. Finally, several times for scheduling

inservice sessions are acceptable to teachers: inservice days, regular -

school hours (assuming a satisfactory substitute teacher), and just before
the start of the school year. Weekends and early in the morning are

- unaccelptable to most educators as times for inservice sessions.

Teachers and administrators were asked for their preferences
concerning the composition of participants in inservice programs.  .The
results of data analyses are shown in Table :44. The majority of both groups
prefer that the insérvice program include teachers across different schools.
Almost without exception, teachers and principals feel positively about
having the principal participate in inservice programs ﬁpr«teachers. C
Assistant superintendents also feel positively about participating in these
programs. The views of these groups are consistent with research findings
concerning the role of the principal in teacher inservice education (item 15
in Table 3). . T

> Table 45 presents educators’ views about mandatory participation in
inservice education under the condition that the school district’s’goal is to
improve students’ learning of the basic skills. Most .of the teachers ard
principals, and all of the assistant superintendents, believe that
participation should be mandatory under this condition.
. \ ,

The data analyses presented in Table 41 1nd1cate‘th9t'mo;t educators
in the sample! believe that direct instruction techniques are efflective in
improving student achievement. This belief does not mean, however, that
educators  will feel that they neéd or want inservice education to improve

their use of such techniques. Table 46 shows that the percentage of teachers
.expressing interest in inservice programs varies according to the direct

instruction techniques that would be covered.  For example’, 83 percent of the .
teachers expressed interest in learning more about how to keep students on
task during basic skills instruction. Only 29 percent of them, however, feel
positive about participating i any inservice progrym that would help them

_hring their instruction in lipe with‘the content of Ytandardized orx .
‘curriculum~-referenced achievement tests. :

As shown in Table 47,ﬂa11_adm1niétrators in the‘samble advocate the

w110




TABLE 44 ,// s | . '
Educator Preferences Concerning. Orggnizational Context for~
Inservice Education in Basic-Skikls Instruction -
(N = Number of edUcatorq)

o

. ¢
£l

. Assistant .
" Feature of Organizational Context Teachers Principals Superintendents .
‘N % ‘N % N Z
- la. (Teaéaars) What is your first: ~ .
preference concerning who your ‘ : S .
fellow participants will be in , .
. an inservice on basic skills :
“instruction? | . »
N i. Just teachers from my own :
school ‘ _ 8 25%
. ii. Just teachers from other 2 6% .
3 schools , *
iii. A mix of i and ii 22 69% .

1b. (Administrators) What is your first
" preference concerning the grouping S
of teachers for inservice on basic ' '
skills irstruction?

Just teachers from same school 0 ,. oz - 1 332
Teachers from different schools 5 1002 *~ 2 67%
e . 3 -, . . . . .

2a. (Teachers) How would you feel if your
- principal: participated in a basic

- skills inservice program with you? : .

Positive 34 972 o Lo

[N

" Negative - , I 32

.

2b. (Administrators). How would you
feel about participating in a . »
* basic skills inservice program
with your teachers? ‘ .. T s
Positive, = : 6 100% 3 1002
Negative _ . 0 0z _ b ox
‘ _ . : i

3

Note: Data source for teachers’ responses to items la and 2a is Appendix
E, items 29 and 30, respectively. Data source for Adninistrators’
‘responses to items lb and 2b is’ Appendix H, items 25 and 26 N
respectively. . . '




* N
oo A TABLE 45 | ' o
Educator Preferences Concerning Required Participation . .
in Inservice on Basic Skills Instruction g
(N = Number of educators)
. e eea - . . Assistept
g - Participation “ Teachers Principals Superinteridents-
o ' ) N 2 N Z N X
- | | N .
Suppose that a sthool district had
the goal of improving students’ ‘ . )
-+ learning of the basic skills. . -
. . Should teacher participation '
be mandatory under such . )
. circumstances? ' : . 's
« Yes ‘ ’ 27 822 5 83% 3 100%
No ; 6 18% 1 172 0 0z
' f o . : M @
 Note: Data source for teachers’ résponses to thé item is Appendix ,
« E, item 31. Data source for administrators’ responses is s
Appendix H, item 27. -~ . : ' _
- I
s,
¢
“
LY




TABLE 46
Teacher Attitudes Toward Participating in Inservice Education i
. on Direct Instruction Strategies

A

- i (N = Number of teachers)

2

Total Sample
N 2

-

Would you want to phrtieipate in inservice
* education that helped you...

—— ettt vt |

-

l. Find ways of allocating more time for
basic skills instruction? . ‘ ‘
Yes 18  51%
. Ne . . - S 17 497 , -
- ’ ) .
2. Learn teaching techniques to keep

Students on task during basic skills . : .. .
%nstruction? ' __ ‘
: . ~ Yes ’ 29 83%
;o ) . ) No . .6 1

' . -

\ 3. Bring your basic skills instruction )
more in line with content of
standardized. or curriculum-referenced
achievement tests? - v
Yes, . 10 292 :
No “ . 24 712 . -~

4. Learn- how to use Gopod and Grouws’

"approach to teaching math?. : ' : o :
Yes ' .22 63 Lo
/] ‘ . : No . . 13 32

Note: Data source for items 1, 2, 3, and 4 is Appendix E, items
104 h3, 16, and 20, respectively.

.\




) < TABLE 47
- - - Administrator Attitudes Toward Advocating Inservice Education
) ) ., on Pirect Instruction Strategies

- (N = Number of administrators) .

.

. _ . .. Assistant .

Attitude ' Principals Superintendents i
‘ : N % N Z .
1.  Would you advocate use of inservice ' . Do
education to help teachers increase ) C
their use of direct instruction e
" strategies? b
o <. Yes 6 100% 3 100%
) No - ‘ .0 0% 0 0y
2. Would you advocate the use of 1nserv1ce . L .
education to help.teachers learn how to . o .
use the Good and Grouws’ approach? B o - , .
- Yes | -5 83% 2 671
' ‘ No - 1 17z 1 332

Note: Data source for itenms 1 and 2 is Appendix H, items 15 and 18,
: respectively. ' . :




g ; . TABLE.48 ' e
Teachet ard Adminiatrator Attitudes Toward Measurement
» : of Basic Skills Achievement. .
‘ - i ‘(N = Nunber of educators) '
‘ . , : Assistant
. Attitude Teachers Principals Superintendents
N Z N Oz ‘N %
l. How do you feel ahout use of ) *
- standardized tests to measure
‘basic skills achievement? . °
« Positively 12 44% 4 802 -3 100%
Negatively 15 562 1 20% 0 0z
2. How do you feel about use of
curriculum-specific tests to
measure basic skills achievement? . ) !
. - Positively 11 442 5 1002 3 1002
Negatively 14 562 0o oz * 0 0z
3. Are-you negative towaid achieve-
ment tests because you feel they
0 will be used to evaluate teachers y.}
or hold them accountable? . : : ‘
, Yes, very much so 1 32 1 172 0 0z
T Yes, somewhat ‘ 9 26% 1° 172 0.- 0%
No 712 4 662 3 1002

)

sample to items l.and 2, is due, in part, to lack of

' Note; Data source for items 1, 2, and 3 is Appendix E and Appendix H,
. - items 5, 7, and 8, recpectively.

Low response for teacher

familiarity with standardized and cugriculum—referenced tests

(see Appendix ‘E, aitens 4 and 6)..

-
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use of inservice education to help teachers increase their use of direct
instruction techniques. The majority of them are also favorable toward Good .
and Grouws’ inservice program on direct instruction for elementary’ '
mathematics. A few administrators and a minority of teachers (see Table 46,
item 4), are not positive about an inservice program built around this
particular model of direct instrugction. '

The criterion of effectiveness in recent research on basic skills
inservice education has been student gain on achievement tests measuring
basic skills (see item 27 in Table 3). The éamplé of e::ifigfg,nas.asked how
they felt about the use of such tests to measure studen achlevement of e

* "basic skills. As shown in‘Table 48, all -of the assistant superintendents and
most of the principals are positive about the use of these tests. Almost
half of the teachérs, however ;- tidve negative feelings about these tests
irrespective of whether they are standar@ized or curriculum-specific. At
least part of their negative attitude can be ‘traced to the fact they feel

these tests will be used to evaluate their performance. '

~

. X . . v
Summary. The .results presénted above indicate that . teachers and
.. administrators generally agree with the recommendations that have emerged
from research concerning the eléments of effective inservice programs for
improving basic skills instructioh. Agreement with the recommendations,
however, does not mean that they desire inservice programs based on the
recommendations. 'Their endorsement .of such programs varies depending upon
: . the particular teacher competencies that are the object of training. Also,
° the results presented in Table 48 suggest that many teachers and some
principals would not advocate these inservice programs if they are conaected
conceptually or in practice with student performance on achievement tests.




. ~ CHAPTER 5
Discussion
oA - s . \ : i :\j ’
. » L E . L - ’ * o . .
X "Four objgctives for ‘this research project were stated in the first -
. -chapter: ° s : ’ - :
" l. . To develop a set of dimensions for characteriz;ng'- !
° inservice programs. ' . -
2. To identify dimension-related. prpciicea whose S . »
effectiveness has been demonstrated through
research. : '
' 3. To determine the extent to which reseérch;ﬁalidated
insérvice practices are ‘present in current inservice
_ activities. ;
. ‘ o/ .
4. To determine the/extent to which teachers and admini- .

strators have, g/positive attitude toward reséarch—
‘validated inservice: ctices %nd towarq current
inservice practices. -~

. . A A
The following discussion is organized around these objectives.

o

)
L]

©
R Regearch Objéctiée 1
The Dimensional Structure 2£_Inlervice Education Programs ’

A4 F . \4

-The, conceptual frameworks developed by the ISTE Concepts Project
staff (Joyce et al. 1976), by curriculum fmplementation researchers (Fullan
and Pomfret 1977), and by others proved useful in thinking about how to
characterize the structure of inservice education programs. A total of 27

- dimensions organized under 6 ma jor headings were identified as involved in

. the design of an inservice program, however brief or’ long, however limited or

' éxtensive 1in scope. )

’

'O .

This analysis of the-multi-dimensional character of- inservice
education suggests the following.three generalizations.” 'First, inservice -
education forms a complex subsystem within thie complex system of schooling.
Even a simple inservice activity can involve students, teachers, principals,
central office administrators, external jrainers, and persons representing
various constituencies. A temporal sequence of teacher effects leading to
student effects needs to be conceptualized. Organizational context. and
. ‘governance structure must be taken into account. The second generalization
- ~ 1is that inservice education is linked in complex ways to the work of schools.

. It is linked to school goals, to school currftculum, and to school alnenqmenf. )
The third generalization is. that inservice programs extend over' time and are
linked to other systems of schopling that extend.over time. , - :
These observations about characteristics of inservice prograﬁs seem’

obvious once stated. We believe, however, that the concepts of system
complexity, and temporality are fyndniital to underetanding inservice
» .

-

i

. o . . »
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education. Without these concepts, it is not possible to understand research
findings on inservice effectiveness «nor is it possible to understand current
. patterns of inservice practice. Many inservice activities appear simple--for
'example, an afternoon workshop for distrfct teachers on how tqﬁtelp students

take standardized achievement .tests.

Although simple on the surface, such

activities represent a complex convergerce of elements from several gperating
systems- within the district and beyond. Also, the compression of the *
activity. toda single afternoon reflects the particular way in which
stakeholders in the activity E?ve decided to manage the temporal nature of

change processes. * e

-t . ‘ i

Research Objective 2 '

Charac;éristics Qf_Effective Inservice P‘ograms

It should be understood that
in Table 3 are a construction. The
several lines of research inquiry.
incorporate all of these practices 1

the effective inservice practices listed
Iist is a synthesis of findings from

Few, if any, current inservice programs

n a systematic manner, The major studies

includeg in the review (Anderson, Evertson, and Brophy .1979; Crawford et al.

1978; Good and Grouws 1979; Stalling
inservice programs of brief duration
inservice programs within the contex

. Despite tigse limitations, t
inservice program for improving basi
The model assumes a temporal sequenc
step is to decide on basie skills ac
improvement (dimension 5 In Table 1)
assessment of significant stakeholde
achievement being below an expected
based on student achievement data (d
set of considerations. In fact, lit

" basic skillse achievement becomes‘gfy

-,

o~‘b ' _One of the next steps, if né
develop

achievement tests to monitor
without assessment data, administrat
interventions are having an effect.
in this context function much like 8

§,1980) are evaluations of experimental
. None-of the studies investigated
t of systematic school improvement.

. A ' :
he outlines of a model of an effective
¢ skills instructio n be discerned.

e of decision-makir The critical first ~

hievement as a priority goal for school
- This decision may result from a needs
rs (dimension 24), from students’

level (dimension 6), from expectations

imension- 27), or perhaps from some other

tle 1s known about how improvement of

stallized as a priority goal by schools.

t done prev;qtzly, must be to select or
student learning (dimension 27).

ors have no way of knowing whether their
‘Assessment data on student achievement

chool budget data. Administrative

adjustments need to be made @n a continuing basis until school district

income and expenses are balanced. S

imilarly, curriculum. and instruction need

to be adjusted until student achievement has improved to expected levels .
Y 4 . )

(dimension 6). - . .

’ 4
. " ‘The logical next st!b is to

examine curriculum 9nd instruction to

determine whether they can be improved,, 'For example, yecent research

suggests that such practices as incy
insttuction, keeping students on tas

easing allocated q}meifpf basic-skiils
k more of the time, and monitoring

sthident performance in the classroom (dimension 1) are effective

instructional technijues for increas

ing studént achievement (dimension 5).

-Curriculum changes, such as brsinging curriculum content in line with®
achlevemerit test cthent, are also effecttive. ' )

LN
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Once these elements of school improvement have beemn identified ]

inservice education becomes critical. Inservice programs are necessary to 3
~ help teachers implement the inprovenent process. These programs need to be

designed so that thes improvement process, becomes implémented in thé intended
fashion. Instructional comipetencies need to be operationalized clearly
(dimension 2) and ir* such a way that teachers understang the performance
level expected.of them (dimehsion 4). They also need to- understand clearly
the expected level of student basic skills _achievement (dimenoion 4) that is
the goal of the school imprdvement process.., °

oo , The .instructional competencies and expectations. neéd to be taught
using an effective inservice delivery system (dimensions 7-12). ‘- The L -
organizational context must also support the inservice program. Teachers
must see each -others' as allies (dimension 14) working toward th ’Emon goal
of school improvement through the.inservice process (dimension ?g;

* Administrators should also be involved (dimension i5) so that they can
provide support for the inservice objectives that teachers are attempting to

™ achieve. It 1is important, too, for administrators to screen qut distractorsg,
including other inservice opportunities (dimension 16), that ﬁight deter °
teachers from working .toward the priority goals for school improvement. i

. A meaningful governance structure for the inservice program 1s.

needed. Participation needs to be mandatory (dimension 19) so that all -
educators who affect student basic skills achievement are involved. If
participation is mandatory, however, teachers need to be involved éb
governance. (dimension 18) and must be given incentives (dimension 2®) so that
they do not reject: the inservice programs. 'Finally, teachers and other
stakeholders need to understand the policy underlying the inservice program
(dimemsion 23) and the relevance of the inaervice content to their own

« situation (dimenadon ZJ) Also, they need to have access to assessment data
on their teaching performance and student achievement (dimensions 26 and 27)
so that they can see for themselves’ whether the imﬁrovement process is .
.working. . * . ¥ .

N

~r

> This description of an efﬁngtive inservice program for inproving
. basic skills- instruction 1is a highly ratidhal model. It closely parallels ,
‘. ‘the objectivesnoased model of curriculum development proposed by Ralph Tyler .
e (1950). " It is doubtful. whether a school system would follow the exact order i '
of steps described above. Indeed, it is probably much more important that
b, certain elements of the nodel occur than that they occur in a prescribed
sequence. For example, the availability of an effective inservice program *
. for basic skills instruction might trigger the decision to . make basic akills ?
. improvement a priority goal. . ,

- B The essence of. tﬁe model that we see emerging from the research
~literaturesis that the three subsystems of (1) curriculum &nd instruction,
(2) assegsment, and (3) inservice education must be used in a coordinated -
fashion to achieve school inproveuent goals. This point is illustrated by
the following figure. ! o -
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All parts of the system are related té each other. Any one of the
three functional subsystems is probably insuffic¢ient to produce significant
» progress toward priority goals. -
This description of effective inservice eduéation is admittedly
qkezchy. Most of the research on which it is baseq consists of descriptive
reseasch, correlational research, or laboratory-}ike experiments. In its
. favor, the description is consistent wixh practices that are necessary and
. effective in other goal-based .enterprises (Drucker,1974). ’
2 £ ¢ : : ’
« - . | o ™
X . Research Objective 3 .
Characteristics of Current Inservice Programs
N : . . . . >
T * ¢ The figure at the end of the preceding section'provfdes a framework

' ‘foi describing the current status of inservice education as it 1s experienced
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by elementary teachers. In this section we will examine our survey results
to determine whether inservice activities are part of a school improvement
process. We will also.examine how the.e activities are articulated with
district priority goals, assessment, and curriculum and instruction. -
o Finally, we will examine the effectiveness of current inservice education as
’ a system for deliyering instruction to teachers. :

. ' Linkage of inservice activities to school improvement. A surprising
finding 1s that only 18 percent of the inservice .gctivities were perceived as -
being for the. purpose of school or district improvqment (Table 30, item 1). .
The majority of the activities (67 percent) were perceived ag being for the '
purpose of personal professional improvement or satisfying credentialling
requirements. -

Other findings -also suggest that inservice agtivities are weakly
- linked to a school improvement process. A ‘formal school .improvement program
. 18 usually justified by a public needs assessment, yet only 24 of- 197 of the
inservice activities in the sampl‘g(Table 32, item 1b) were selected on th
basis of a needs assessment. T ~
- L . ' . )" .
School improvement programs generally extegd'oveg a period of years.

- If insérvice activities were intended to support these improvement programs,
we would expect theh to extend over substantial time perlods, too. The data
reveal, however, that almost threedfOurthg of the activities extend for just
one session (Table 16). Ninety percent of them are completed in a school

’ term or less, and 90 percent are completed in four work days (32 hours) or
+ less (Table 15).
Analysis of the inservice activities suggests that the great majority g
of them have a limited focus. They deal with small elements of curriculum
qu~instruction, for example: -

b

-- learning,héw to prepare motivational materials = ,
in language arts .

-= listening to a lecture on right brain/left .brain
== learning about the district’s puﬁiltdihcipline handpook

== learning how to use artwork to stimulate writing
. ~ s
== learning how to. stimulate student verbalization
These activities and ot;:>h are uninformed by a largerﬁboncepC1on of
curriculum and instruction that is articulated across grades within a school
and across schools. There are exceptions té this generalization in our |
sample, ‘for example, involvement of teachers ip developing a districtwide
ﬁ\ language, arts curriculum; improving the district’s reading pragram; or .
introducing Madeline Huhsgr'a Instructional Theory Into Practice program .
districtwide." The dominant Focus of the inservice activities, however, is on
small parts of the teacher’s work rather than on improving a total system of
curriculum and instruction across classrooms or.across schools. - x \\ T
We .did' not deal digectly in ahalyses thus far completed with district
sponsorship of teachers’ inservice activities: The analyses presented in
y . , T Lo . ‘
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Table 30, however, provide indirect evidence that_the\majdfity of 1inserwvice
activities are district-sponsdred.. Almost 80 percent of the activities
involved more than one teacher from the same school (item 4); 65 percent
{nvolved teachers from different schoo.s in the ddstrict (item 5); 65 percent
fnvolved thé"teacher’s building principal (item 6); and more than half
involved dist¥ict administrators (item 7). It is revealing -that insetrvice
,activities are predominantlj district-baged, yet they tend to focus on the .
N, teacher rather than on school .improvement. Thebe results suggest that
- dfstricts view the teacher rather than the total system of goals, curriculum,

assessment, and inservice programs as the locus of change. ' .

e ]

Linkage of inservice activities to priority goals. A clear finding
of the survey 1s that inservice activitiésfhre fractionated across many goals N
rather than being focused on a few priority goals. The results shown in ‘
Tablé 20 indicate that.the inservice activities are distributed across the _
entire range of the teacher’s work. None of the subjects of thé elementary’
school curriculum are represented in more than 11 percent of the inservice -
activities. Even the range of categories shown in Table 20 does not

. represent the full diversity of goals covered by the inservice activities.

For example, many different aspects of reading curricylum and instruction are
covered by the inservice activities classified’ as "Reading." .

The results displayed in Table 22 further illustrate the lack of
priority goals. Most teachers participate in a variety of types of 1inservice
activity rather than concentrating on one type. Thefe are a few priorities, '’
however. All teachers in district I participated in at least one ingervice
activity involving reading, and almost every teacher in district II
participated in at least one inservice activity involving language arts. -

The analysis of inservice topics shown in' Tables 20-22 does not
indicate whether the activitigs were goal-directed. For example, an .
inservice activity on reading instruction might focus ou improving reading
instructional processes, but make no reference to the goal of improved
reading. achievement. The prevalence of goal-directed inservice activities
was reported in-Table 2%. -Only 20 of the 279 inservice activities (7 percent
of the total) made any reference to ‘student achievement outcomes, such as
improved school grades or.test .scores. ' '

It appears then that curremt inservice activities are weakly linked
to priority district goals or even to priority district topics. The policy
apparently is to cover the entire range of teachers’ work. It 1is left to the
1 teacher to establish personal priorities. The data shown in Table 22
indicate, though, that teachers tend not to gelect activities on the basis of
a few priorities; rather, they ‘sample a range of professional and curriculum
- topics over the course of a schiool year. ‘ . ,
. [ - -«

: Linkage'gf;inservice activities to assessment of student outcomes.
Table 32 shows that only 13 of the 213 inservice activities (6 percent)
included any asseqsmeng of student improvement or change connected with the
teacher’s participation in an inservice activity. . Because the interview item
was broadly worded, student improvement or changeé does not necessarily refer
to assessment of student achievement outcomes. The dctual incidence of
student outcome assessment, then, may be even.lower than that reported in
Table 32. . i

|
|
I
I
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One reason for the low incidence of inservice-related assessment 1is
that so many of the inservice activities are of very brief duration. -The
median duration is 4 hours (see Table 15). It is unlikely that’ ’
self-contained activities of such brief duration would.have a detectable
impact on measures of student achievement. B

.Another indjcation of weak linkage’ between inservice activities and

assessment is teachers’ attitudes toward achievement testing. More than half

‘of the teachers in the sample feel negatively about; the use of"
nationally-standardized tests or curriculum—-specific tests to measure basic
skills achievement (Table 48). Almost a third of the teachers are negative .
‘toward- these tests because of concern that the tests would be used to -
évaluate their performance or to hold them accountable. Teachers ‘holding
these attitudes would be unlikely to advocate a tight linkage between
inservice education and’assessment of student achieVement.

LA r » .

Although the majority of teachers have reservations about formal
asgessment procedures, they do make their own personal judgements about the
‘efggcts of inservice activities on students. As shown in Table 35 (items 4
-and 5), they discriminate between those inservice activities that have
cognitive or' affective impact on students and those activities that do not .
have such 1mpac;< :

These/varibus lines of evidence suggest that current inseryice
»education is weakly linked to assespment of student learning outcomes.
) Linkage of inservice activities to school curriculum and
instruction. A variety of data analyses suggest ‘that inservice activities
are closely linled to existing patterns of curriculum and instruction in
,elenentary schools. Almost 90 percent of the inservice activities are,
‘perceived as relevant to teachers’ work.(Table .32, item 2). Almost 85
percent of the activities concern topics directly relevant to curriculum and
instruction in elementary schools (Table 20). More than a third of them
focus on the basic curriculum areas of reading, math, and language arts
(Table 20). Also, a third of the activities were directly tied to a
curriculum adoption occurring in the district (Table 30, item 4).

These findings demonstrate that .current inservice education is
designed around the ‘work of teachers, which involves using various
instructional strategies to teach a curriculum to students. The loose
linkage of inservice activities to assessment and pPr y goals, discussed
above, suggests that the emphasis ia on the process rathér than the outcodes
of curriculum'iqplenentatdon and instruction. Analysis of teachers’
descriptions of the inservice activities reinforces this impression of the
relationship between the activities and elementary school curriculum and
instruction. : —

The—

With respect to process, most of the inservice ectivities aanEr\to

‘enpnasize the motivational aspects of curriculum and instruction.‘ Relativeiy‘

few inservice activities appear to manifest a task orientation to curriculum
‘and instruction. This impression is confirmed by the analysis of training in
direct instruction strategies as an objective of inservice activities. Just
‘8 of the 279 uctivities made any reference to direct instruction strategies
(Table 25, item 1). Also, only ome-fourth or so of the teachers reported
that they nadvevcr réceived training in two of the direct instruction
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strategies: 1increasing time allocation for basic skills instruction and

increasing the overlap between the ontenq of basic skills instruction and of
tests (Table 25, items 2 and 4). TZe majority of teachers did report that -
they had received training in keeping students ®&n task at some point in their
careers. . S ' \ - , \ N

bFormat_gi current 1nserv1ce‘act1vit1eé. The\folloﬁing is a sumﬁary
of the format characteristics that mJ!Eicommonly occur in current inservice
,activities:: ' . . L s . )

1. ' No readiness activity prior to the inservice
(68 percent of the activities; Table 28). -
: B "

2. No followup activities after the inservice
N S (63 percent of th;,activitieé? Table 28).

3. No checking for application.(?é percent of
the activities; Table 28). .

4. Ingervice scheduled entirely du~ing working hours

(65 percent of the activities; Table 29).

'The prevalent format for inservice activities 1s a single session scheduled
during regular working hours, with no prior?preparation and no followup.
This inservice format is inconsistent with the conditions required for
 teachers to learn new skills or to implement new curriculum. . .
Conclusion. In the preceding section, we concluded -that effective
inservice programs for improving basic skills instruction are embedded in a
. school improveﬁent process in which the inservice -program, assessment :
procedures, and curriculum and instrvction work together in a tightly linked
fashion to achieve priority goals. Inservice programs currently in use are
quite different from this model. They consist predominantly of isolated '
inservice activities focusing on teacher development rdther than school
. _ improvement. The activities are loosely connected to priority goals and to
: assessment of.student .outcomes. They are closely linked to- scliool curriculum
and instruction; the emphasis, however, is on the process aspects of
curriculum and instruction rather than on student achievement. .

&

~

‘ : Research Objective 4 .
Teacher and Administrator Satisfaction with and Preferences
PR " Concerning Inservice Education

. One set of data analyses in the preceding chapter. concerned the
. '_gggggign+;ﬂﬂow—eﬁieeziwe—an&wsatihfying i{s current -inservice education as
77 perceived by teachers?”" The results of the analyses indicate that teachers
are satisfied with most of their ingervice activities over the course of a
'year, and they find them effective. Depending upon the dimension, being
' judged, they express satisfaction with 80 to 90 percent of the activities.

. It is_nqt'difficglt to find rkasons for teachers’ high_level of
satisfaction with inservice education. The inservice sessions are usually

1
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scheduled during regular.work hours.p As shown in Table 3{, participation is
often voluntary (49 percent ‘of the activities); incentives for participation
are provided (55 percent of the.-activities); sanctions for non-participation
are infrequent' (25 percent of the activities) and most of the activities
involve no ‘or minimal out-of-pocket expenses. Most of the activities (88
percent) are perceived by teachers as relevant to their work. Furthermore,
very few of the activities have an evaluation component attached to them.
Neither ‘the teacher nor let studenta are held accountable for results.
' .

An intriguing finding is that teachers felt adequately prepared or
more than adequately prepared in the content of many of .their inservice
activities before the activity began. This generalization applies to .
two-thirds -of theix inservice activities (Table. 34, item. 3). If teachers
know. the content beforehand, it is unlikely that they will find the
activities demanding or chailenging. This finding ‘concerning prior
preparation, and the other findings mentioned above, indicate that inservice
activities are generally designed to be comfortable; undemanding experiences"
for teachers. Stated another way,. they are unintrusive events: that do not
require teachers to make major changes in their work patterns. This 1is
;7% admittedly an interpretation of ‘the research findings, ‘but it 1s consistent

with our understanding from other sources of how inservice activities

generally are deésigned for teaehers. s :

s

N

Earlier in the discussion e concluded that current inservice
.education for~elementary teachers is loosely connected to priority goals,
assessment procedures, and student .achievement, but it is c}nsely linked to
the process aspects of curriculum and instruction. Teachers apparently ‘are
satisfied with this arrangement, given the fact that they express
satisfaction with 80 to 90 percent of the activities in which they engage
over a year 8 period of time. e )

The findings of research question 5 in the preceding chapter suggest
that teachers are willing ,to make some changes in this arrangement of
linkages, but not others. Most tedachers endorse the importance of basic
skills instruction (Table 42) and agree that direct instruction strategies

- would be effective in improving the teaching of basic skills (Table 41). At
the game time, a significant proportion of the teachers would not want to
participate in inservice activities whose content was linked to particular
_aspects of this instructional approach (Table 46). . They are especially
resistant to the notiop of inservice activities designed to help them bring

° their basic skills instruction in line with the content of standardized or

curriculum-referenced achievement tests. Seventy-one of the teachers in the
sample wopld not want to participate in inservice education of this type

(Table 46). ; _ .

. , . . . P
The teachers are generally favorable to an inservice delivery system -
that incorporates research-validated training procedures. The majority of -
teachers favor starting with sessions to address personal concerns (Table ’

43); having the traiging. extend over time rather than all at once (Table 43);

< being observed and receiving feedback (Table 43); including the school .
principal in the’inservice progran (Table 44) and imposlng mandatory .
participation (Table 45).-. N S D

2

The teachers were not asked their opinion about linking inservice

education”to assedsment procedures. It waa determined, however, that the
- . N . . ?
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majority of the teachers (56 percent) feel negatively about the use of
standardized or curriculum-specific tests to measure basic skills achievement
(Table 48). Based on this findirg, it seems unlikely that the ma jority of
the teachers would favor a close linkage between inservice education and

" assessment o@_student‘achievemeﬁg. L ' .

' The teachers were not asked whether they would favor consolidating .
. thelir inservice efforts on a few priority goals oriented to school. R
improvement. Thus, at this point we do not know directly whether teachers
would be willing to give up breadth of inservice content in order to galn
depth of skill in a few areas of the curriculum. '

. To summarize, teachera.apparenﬁly approve of basic skills as a
curriculum priority. They alse think that task-oriented, goal-directed
instructiom is effective, but many of them have reservations about ‘
participating in®inservice education on -this instructional approach. Many of

- them would probably also resist close linkage between inservice education and
assessment of student achievement. This set of conditions 1s represented by
. the following figure: oz ‘

pr

Figure 2
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. The straight line in the figure indicates teachers’ perception of a
cause-and-effect relationship. The broken lines indicates teachers’’
perception that particular subsystems of schooling should not be closely
linked to ‘each other. The lines with question marks indicate unresearched

.connections between subsystems.
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: An interesting finding from this set of data analyses is that the
administrators in the sample endorse more of the linkages than do teachers.
All of the principals and eesistant superintendents advocate use of 1naerv1ce
education’ to help teachers increase their use of direct:instruction
strategies (Table 47). Sixty-three percent of the teachers (Table 46) but 83

. percent of the principals (Table 47) ‘are in favor of inservice education to

" help teachers learh how to use Good -and Grouws’ direct instruction approach
to elementery”nathenntics education. "Forty percent of ‘the teachers but 100
percent of the administrators feel positively about the use of
curriculum-specific ‘tests to measure basic skills achievement (Table 48).

. Also, all but one of the administrators feel positively about. the use of -
standardized tests for this purpose (Tahle 48). Most of the admifjistrators
generally advocate the same type of inservice delivery system as do teachers.

The set of conditions that we think exists for administrators can be '

’diagramned as follows:

Figure 3
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- The figure illustrating administrator perceptions shows more cloee linﬁages
* between schooling subsystens than the preceding figure illuetrating teacher
perceptions. - -
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- . Limits‘to'ValiditQ and Generalizability -, ' ,:rc ' :

The primary method of data collection was structured interviews. Our
sense is that this method is much more .effective than use of questionnaires
in soliciting data about teachers” inservice ‘experiences. Use of this method
may account for the much higher incidénce of reported inservice activities
than was found in a previous questionnaire survey (Schalock 1977). At the
gsame time the interview method may miss- important inservice phenomena that
could be-detected using direct observation methodology. ¥or example, the

" objectives of the activities probably could be more accurately determined by’
observing the activity and mat'erialsﬁincluding syllabus) associated with .it. N

The distinction between intended and actual outcomes of inservice

activities was not sharply drawn in this study. Teachers were told:

Think about the specific informationm,-skills, .

or attitudes that you learned directly from

this activity. Keep in mind, we don’t - T T

want teo know what was covered in the activity; ' o
¢ we just want to know what you think you - . X -

learned, if anything. : , ' '

- ' , (Appendix C, p. 1)

We are not certain that. teachers always keptgthis distinction in mind while
responding. There may be value in recording both types of infprmation: what
teachers-believe they: learned; and what was actually covered in the activity.

' .

-° «The sample .of districts, teachers, principals, and assistant .
§uper1ntendenté was voluntary. The blas created by the voluntary nature of
the sample was probably in the direction of more favorable attitudes toward
and greater participation in inservice, education than would be’the case in
the population. The only way to determine the parameters of this bias, if
any, would be to replicate the study using randomly gselected samples. The
" volunteer, sample is useful, though,. because it probably represents hat
) happens under optimal conditioms.- I1f there are problems in inservice
2 education in this type of sample, the problems will be probably be _
a accentuated in more typical samples of teachers and schools. _
. The study involveéd intensive analysis of a small sample of school
districts in one region of the country. No large urban districts or very
low-achieving schools were included in the sample. Again, replication is
needed to determine the generalizability of the patterns observed in this

sample. - . : . B

_ An important limitagion of the study is that a one-year time frame

was chosen for observation. There were indications that the patterns of

inservice education in the sample districts change from year to year.

Interest in inservice education appears to be.growing yearly. Also, the

particular character of inservice education in a district appears to depend,

‘to some extent, on.key personnel. As these individuals enter or leave the ' =
district, the patterns of inservice education may change. The time frame

used in this study waé not long enough to determine ths extent or pattern of.

: " change in inservice education over time. L,
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, A descriptive survey of this type “yields a large number of specific
results. We think the results provide ‘'valuable, enpirically—bnsed %

-descriptions of the” surfsce phenomena of inservice education as it functions

in school districts, in schools, and in the lives of individual teachers. ]
The task before us is to understand the‘underlying meaning of the observed

events, especially the policy that drives insérvice education in 1its current
forms'. ‘ 4 . o .

7

The starting point of this study was the set of four experiments on
basic skills inservice education described in the first two chapters. We .
were intrigued by the succeas of each of these¢ experiments in: denonstratins
causal links betwen (1) an inservice intervention, (2) change in teacher °
performance, and (3) improvement in- students’ achievement of the basic .
skills. These demonstrations felate well to a production model of education
and to the work of researchers attempting to understand administrative
optivons for improving production functions in education (Duckworth 1981)

¢

The findings of the present study provide strong evidence that '
current inservice education is not based on a production model of education.
There is some evidence from the study. that administrators favor such a mbdel,
but teachers are generally negative to key elements of it, especially the use
of public, standardized measures to assess student achievement. The current
state of inservice education appears to be based on an entirely different set
of premises than those that guide a production model of education.

, The figures and language that we used in the preceding ‘sectior to
descrybe the findings accord well.with a "lcose coupling". interpretation of
educational organizations (Weick 1976). The practice of inservice education
seems tightly coupled to present school curriculum and inatruction, but
loosely coupled to asseiggpnt,'priority goals, educational R&D, and

systems. Weick has noted the advantages of loose _
coupling to maintenance -of school organizations, but'there are risks as well.
The major risk of loosel coupled inservice programs is that they can be o
easily elininat( when school budgets must be trimmed. Another risk is that

" school improvement programs may be instituted by mandate without linking them
~ tio an inservice education processa.

If this interpretation is correct, it means that much or a11 of

current inservice education is not desiaqed to improve student achievement or
- to improve the total school organization.’ What then is the purpose of

inservice education? We can only speculate on.the answer to this question
here. - Our hunch is that inservice education, however it is originally
onceived, becomes-bent to the prevailing patterns of school systen
functioning. Inservice education appears largely designed to-be unintrusive
and undemanding of teachers. It feinforces prevailing curriculum and
instruction, and is not intended to alter them in a fundamental way. The
focus of inservice instruction on the instructional process rather than
instructional ‘'outcomes is a major indicator that it is not intended to . ..
challenge the prevailing system. . Another indicator of lack of challenge is.

"the fact that teachers feel adequately prepared in the najority of inservice
activities even before they begin participation. .

The findings of the study raise intrigudng questions about control of B
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inservice education. There is a great rangé of inservice topigs across

"districts and across teachers. This finding suggests a voluntary view of

inservice education based on individual choice both of participants and of
sponsors. Half of the inservice activities require mandatory participation,
though, so there does appear to be some constraint on choice. We wonder
about the utility of mdndatory participation, however, because’ there is

little followup after the activities have ended and there 1is no mechanism for’

mandatory implementation of which we are aware.

. The issue of controltjﬁef curriculum also surfaces in our cursor;
analysis of inservice content’s Administrators appear tq favor ,use of
inservice edycation to encourage teachers to adopt a centralized view of
curriculum that is uniform across the district and articulated across grades.
In practice, the majority of inservice education topics appear to focus on
classroom-based aspects of curriculuh that do not require articulation with -

" larger units of school organization. We have little idea at this point of

how and by whom inservice agendas”get set. Analysis of open-ended interview
data ﬁrdm the study may yleld some insight into this problem.

Finally, we are puzzled about the individual differences observed in
the study. The largest differences are at the teacher level. There is great
variation in amount and type of inservice participation agross teachers.

Much less variation' across school districts 1s found, except for & few
dimensions (scheduling,'Table 29; incentives, Table 31). Only a few
school-level analyses were done, but these also revealed variation (frequency

" of inservice activities, Table 13; hours-of inservice participation, Table

17). What consequences do these between-district, between-school, and
between-teacher variations have for students? We have no way of knowing at
this time, but it does seem to be a question worth pursuing.

. -
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'Appendix A .
- Table A-1

Key Instructional BehafioJE in Missouri

Mathematics Effectiveness Project

“Daily Review (first 8 minutes except Mondays)

(a) review the concepts and skills associated with the
homework ' .

(b) collect and deal with homework assignments

(c) ask several mental computation exercises

Developrent (about 20:minutes)

(a) briefly focus on prerequisite skills and concepts .
(b) focus-on meaning and promoting student understanding
by using 1ively explanations, demonstrations, process

explanations, illustrations, etc. .

(c) assess student comprehension . '
(1) using process/product questions (active interaction)
(2) "using controlled practice '

(d) repeat and elaborate on the meaning portion as necessary.

Seatwork (ébout 15 minutes)

(a) provide uninterrupted successful practice :
(b) momentum--keep the ball rolling--get everyone involved,
then sustain involvement .
(c) alerting--let students know their work will be checked
) at end of period '
. (d). accountability--check the students' work

Homework Assignment

‘(a) assign on a regular basis at the end of each math class
except Fridays 4 ’ . ‘

(b) should involve about 15 minutes of work to be done at
home ‘

- (¢c) should include one or two review prob]éms

Special Reviews

(a) weekly review/maintenance
(1) conduct during the first 20 minutes each Monday
(2) focus on skills and concepts covered during the
previous week
(b) monthly review/maintenance .
(1) conduct every fourth Monday
(2) focus on skills and concepts covered since the last
monthly review -

" Trom: T. L. Good and D. A. Grouws. The Missouri Mathematics

" Effectiveness Project: An Experimental Study in fourth-
grade classrooms. Journal of Educational Psychology, 1979,
71, 355-362. ,
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T+ Table A-2

* Instructional Behaviors Positively and Negatively Lorrelated
_ with Achievement in Stallings and Needels' Study

LN " ¢ . 4
2 K ® -
Partiat Correlations’ of Reading Activities and CTBS Scores
N Phase |- . Phasell 1
o o (N = 16) (N = 29)
- . 4 A r P R 4 p
Interactive On-Task Instruction 3
Discussion.Review ‘ 40 001 8 001
Reading aloud 59 0o 28 .05
' Orill and practice - - : T 00 NS / .38 01
. Praise and support, Teeding task" 29 - 05 .54 001.
Supportivé corrective feedback" .50 001 28 .05
NoninteractiveiOn-Task Instruction -
- . Classroom management =.24 05 . -.30 .05
g Silent réading . ] -.23 .05 - .40 01 -
. Sustained silent reading -.20 .10 - .44 001
Written assignments : .00 N.S. -~ .41 001 .
OH-Task Aclivities . .
Organizing - . -.34 05 -.27 .05 ¢
" Social interactions : -.52 001 .30 05 } W
Negative interactions -2 0 .00 NS. .
“Thess variables are interaction variables. -
e Id
. ~ - 'BEST COPY AVAILABLE
» ) . R

~ S——

- From: J.’Stailings; Allocated aCademicliearning time revisited,
or beyond time on task. Educational Researcher, 1980, 9,
“11-16. . - ‘ ,

’
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, , Table A-3 .
L
24 . [
.2 Rosenshine's List of Elements of Direct Instruction
; o |
‘ » Suggested Suggested / i
. _ Elements . Positive Correlates . Negative Currelates 7
Time and Tiine stiuctured by the tenchér. : . Time spent on
Activities , , arts, crafts
s - S N dramatic p‘ny,
. o acfive play,
. ' o . - stories.
g ) 'I‘um spent oy ‘i\Sniber andread- | Gamelike .
S A ing activities using textbooks and L activities
- F R . |. academic workbooks, or in verbal :
. interactions on reading and math- » Number of in-
: ~ ematics terest centers .
N ° Large numbet of
N : different, con-
2 p , 4 current activities
) Time spént in seatwork with Hours of un-
, academic workbooks through structured time
- which the pupils proceeded . .
at their own pace oo Frequent sociali-
: : N ‘ zation )
> ) Work Groupings |. Students worked in groups Free work groups
. _ ~supervised by the teacher .
' Children working
' . . independently
. . -] without super- -
o . vision of teacher
” Teacher;Direc- "Peacher directs activities Teacher joins or Y
tions and without giving pupils choice participates in
Questions of activities or reasons for pupil’s activities
the selection of activities ] -
. : ) Teacher organizes -
° ) learning around -
rupil's own prob- .
3 em Lo
‘ . » . ‘
, s rning is organized around Teacher ap-
‘\", *gsuﬁons posed by the teacher proaches subject
: . e ot matter in an in-
S direct, informal’
b way
R Teacher asks narrow question Teacheren- =~ * -
courages pupil to
. express himnself
; -t - freely =
Teacher asks direet questions Teacher permits
« - that have only a single answer pusll to suggest
“ ! " . additional or
alternative an-
. _ swers
BEST COPY A'AILABLE ’ )
‘ \ o . » - .
I . 131 1358 (

ERIC =~ .
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Table A;3 (Continued)

Eloments

" Susgested :
Positive Correlates  ©

) é\l sated ’
Nmtiv'o'aomhu- _ '

Stu&ent Re-
sponses

Adult Feedback

Adult commands, reqlests, or -
direct questions. that had
* an academic focus

[y

Students give a high percent-
age of correct answers both .
in verbal interaction and in
workbooks :

. Students are encouraged to
attempt to answer questions
(rather than saying I don't
know"’) SN

’

/

Teacher ifimediately reinforces
pupil as to right or wrong .

Afdult ecdbuc,k had an MeMc '

-

" Tea

r asks new question after
cor o

answer

Teach givei answaer after in-

correct answer

Pupil initiates.
activities

Pupil has freedom
to select
activities

Tesicher commands
and requests,
nonacademic

Teacher opeg- -
ended questions,
nonacademic

CHild open-ended
questions and
nonscademic
commands

Adult nona®k- -
demic commands ..
or uests, or -
operx?_endod
questions

Child nonaca- ,
_demic responses .

Child general
comments to
adults or among
children

[ Adult feedbacle

. on nonacademic
activities (e.g.,
play, mnmc)

- Sonr. Pullew Through Clussreom
Process-Product Corpel tinns in the Tesar Teachor K,
- (Austin, Tex.: The Univenity of Texas, 1974).

Evert

3 v

Souncas: Stsllings asd Kaskowits, Follew Threwgh Tluseroem Observation Braluation:
Prucess Mensurement end Pupil Croxih: Jeto E. Bmph}y and C. M,
Joctiveness Study: Final Repert

From: B. Rosenshine.

'The Psychology of Teachin
National So i T

Society for the

Methods.

University of Chicago Press, 1976.

tudy of Educ

’ -

 Classroom instruction. In N. L. éagb.(Ed.)~ .
(75th Yearbook of the -
ption). Chicago: .

i v
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©  experfences over the past year. Before we start, thou h, |
'EEFTou_nH' "'!"'I'n.?E eep ! 'T?g'fh
‘Circle the approp;'iate érjswev‘.

| ~2. Years of regular teaching ekper:iehce

: TEACHER, xﬁ;wxg:?scﬂ;put._t PRRREAR L
| ~ Teacher's Name

~ School
. Date -

Give teacher a copy of this form. o T .. .'";‘._'-

As you know, the pu ose of this project is to 1_earri about your inservice o
xperiences. In This T;rsf interview I want Yo Tearn about your nsérvice
% Tike to get some  ..%
information abouf-ﬂ#. ase keep .n mind that you are free to not -
answer any of these questions TT you so wish. T Ty
s

1. - sex. [MTF]

4. Grade level 1, 2, 3, 4,:5, 6,

5. Ability-level of your students: -
-Yery low Tow : medium ability high . very high

6. How difficult is this class to teach? '
" Very difficult difficult medium ~easy . very easy

7. Please describe your school as a climate for promoting your development .
as an educator. Are there opportunitjes for professional development? ' ¢
Are your colleagues supportive of change and development? (Classify the
- school climate based on the teacher's response.) | v

Highly Supportive Neutral®  Unsupportive Highly R
supportive e : . _unsupportive L

8. ‘Rea'i,tbi.s'a'ldud to the teacher: " - , \

. Before ﬁg_ start our review, we will need a definition of inservice
~education. - ' -‘ N

. By inservice education we mean any activity that is intended to improve -
. your capacity as a professional educator. The activity can be ve brief,
¢ hear gg_ a guest speaker or affenain% 3 schodl meeting) or extend

over a school year or Tonger (Tike attending a series of wo shops to
help you Tearn how To 1 %ement a new curriculum 1n your school). For

it to be an inservice activ ou_shouTd be In_the role of a learner, S

You can learn new knowledge, attitudes, g_r;—s'km's'."?ou(m_g"f_ Efq%nofw | L

have Tearned ag;ir_thw'ng From the Tnservice activity, but for the activily

To be Inctuded in_this definition, the presenters should have intende ‘

_Yearning outcowes for the participants. :

Probe (if reqdir:ed_): provide some examples.




9.

-_ 'f"'s in which you participaf 37 A _
- 10. I'd-like to ask about your attitude toward inservice activities. GenerallL

One 'other‘ int about our definition of inservice education. “Inservice
- activities can invoJve a | var e _E__rp 0Sesy your persoﬁl pro Tessional
development (for ex 1€, Tearning how to manage s stress; preparin for
Inoger

- ‘educator roleJ. ose mi"'h'fF" TOVE you ac n """'
Jn-the classroom.” SEIIT ano%ier urpose m E g to ﬁ'i' volvea gn a scl%ool
or district { rovement rojec (gor ex eanii'ng 0 TmpTenent a —

?c'hoolwiae scipline proJec earnirg_ abou str c?'ac evement testing_ .

Does thi s give you an idea about what we mean by. inservice education?
Any questions _ .

To review, an inservice activi can be short or long; it can be’

Tnformational, attitudinal, ors TlT-ori nfea, and 1t can F-f" ra
variety of purposes.

2

Now let's do a month- b.Y-month review beginnin -aime 1981. Do you recall
anything tﬁ_t monthT LI »j‘ -—L_

Write responses on next page. Continue up to preseht month. lt 'S not

important that activities be recalled accuratel,y in terms of the month or
months they occurred.

Why don t ou just. think a minute more? Can you think of any other activi-

how do you feel about Tnservice? To what eXtent do you seek them out?

Ask foliow-up questions. Then make a Judgement about the teacher's .
attitude, and make a rating. .

‘Very positive positive neutral . negative : very negative G

11. 1'd 1ike to _9_e_t_ some idea of other activities ¥ou ve en a d in over this :
Yime period -"activities that are more informal in na it which contri-

buted to your deveTopment as a teacher. In other wor n'ﬁ?esfs that

. you-Rave been able Eg Tncorporate 1nto your classroom aclﬁng or
rofessTonal 17¥e. “These activities might include suc ngs as informal

%a"is with other teachers, Tnformal reaging,_ or perhaps 3 hobby that -
reTates To your work. : ;

Write responses on page 4. Ask the teacher to estinate how often each
such activity occurred. L .

b

. e

;Rscigso (with teacher if necessary) on a discrete inservice activity and begin .

- v,.

.\ e : L oL L
Yo . T e
. L3

"

s S e s

LNt
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. /. 1'
s - :‘ | ) . . —t
Pitfall: Watch time! Don't go into detail at this stage. Give same activity
number to activities grouped as a discrete inservice program. ) :
Rctivity #¥] Wonth - | FORWAL -INSERVICE ACTIVITY
“June '81 v .
July
. Kugust : »
| : sSeptembqf , . ) . e '"'rg L
October
November
December .
. January '82{ T,
February
March . o ”.
“[aen T} o
| |
My |




l"ROBES‘: Names of magazines, journals, etc; travel; community involvement; extra
- curricular; entertainment; recreatiomn cIuhs and associations;

sumer break activities, etc.

h » - , " - F = Frequently
| INFORMAL PROFESSIONAL ACTIVITIES 0 = Occasfonally
£ . ‘ o C - § = Seldom "
‘ 1. ) *"F 0, §
2. F, 0, S
3. F 0, -S
s. ‘ B
3 ‘F, 0, S
6. F,.. 0, S
7. , F, 0, S
8. F, 0, S
L} : :
9. F, 0,' S
10. |- "F, 0, S
0 145,
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* APPENDIX C

.
L

TEACHER INTERVIEW ‘SCHEDULE'I .
PART TWO

Teacher's Initials ' '
Date

Remember: A1l .the following quéstions in PART TWO and PART THREE re)ate to the
dlscrete act1v1ty 1dent1f1ed on this page. .

o

- Activity # Tltled

A. TEACHER OBJECTIVES

1. TARGET COMPETENCIES. ' We want the teacher to focus here on increases i
teacher competence (knowledge, attitudes, and skills).

We want to find out what you learned from this inservice activity. Think
about the specific information, skills, or attitudes that you -learned * -
-directly from this activity. Keep in mind, we don't want to know what
was covered jn the activity; we Just want td'Ehow what you’fhi E you

~ Tearned, if arything.

Steer the teacher away from student objectives or proqess activities. ';

i. K A'S

RES

ii. K A S e ‘ I :

iii. K A S : v "

jv. K A S

. . A

skills or new attitudes you acqulred during this activi

LRIC 149

Before moving to next interview item, be sure to ask: 5_%_other information b
y




SIDE- or. LONG-TERM EFFECTS. Did the activi havg, any effects on. you.
irc e:

otlTer than those intended 91 the trairier

yes/no. ’

If No probe: some'times the effects may appear over a short or long
period - the learning you engaged in may have lead to new insights,

_feeHngs or motivation to do s

"I YES, record effects using s

-

thing differently. '

procedures: as in item 1.

. K AS

ii. K A S

<3

iili. K A S

jv. K A S

138
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a

3. OPERATIONALIZATION. 1 want-to know now how clearly the objectives of the .
. inservice activity were commanicated to you. Was it clear what information, L
attitudes, or skills you were supposed to learn? Eircle Yes/No. : .

If YES: 'How were these communicated _t_gyo,u‘?

4. EXPECTED LEVEL OF COMPETENCE. MWere you given criteria for knowing when .
: ou achieved an objective? For example, were you told a minimum score S
" that your guEﬁs?hou]d get on a test; or how often you should use 2 L
' n

particutar s ; or how much time you should s'g'e g oing a particular -
activity in the classroom; ‘% how much you shou nteract with
e

,particular sfudents? Circl yés/ng resporise. If yes, ask: (an you
- explain your response? : _ o

<

5. COMPLEXITY. New professional learning can be complex because of the - T
amount you're expected to master, or because it requireés you to learn
something entirely new, or because you have to adapt what you Tearned o
to your particular classroom sjtuation? How complex was your inservice - ’
activity in these respects? ‘Ajten answer, 'prﬂ),e: y_.‘i?" T :

s

6. RATIONALE. You may have been given reasons .‘:ﬂl y'o'u should learn the .
particular information, attitude, or skills for some reason. What reasons
were you given, iT any? ' ' >

_Focus on what the trainer or sponso:r gave as reasons, rather than on the
taacher's own reasons. : ' '

*Before ?roceeding' the. teacher should answer rating form A. TEACHER OBJECTIVES
{see PART THREE).™ Pitfall: Prevent completion, of any other rating forms.

Q




- Probe: Anythihg else? Can you be more specific? L .

-whether

_ Tircle: yes/no. TF yes, ask for an explanation.

N

. 7 T
B. STUDENT. 0BJECTIVES

- ;7~\ | o . : <
NEEDS ASSESSMENT. Did anyone ask you whether you:needed the training pro-

vided by this inservice activity? CircTe: yes/no. -

" Are you aware of whether this inservice activig‘{ was selected as a result
of a formal needs assessment of teachers rcler  yes/no. .

If yes, ask How was this conducted?

]

TARGET OBJECTIVES. We want to find out what effect the inservice activity
was supposed to-have on your students. Many Tnservice :ctivities cTaim o
heTp teachers help their. students Tearn betfer or learn certain curriculum

e

content, or have better attitudes. Was This true of,your inservice activity?

TircTe: yes/no. What were the specific intended effects?

i.'

. - _ : . . X )
.
ii o ‘ <
. :
Yoga

it

»

MEASUREMENT OF STUDENT OBJECT'I;IES. Sometimes an inservice trainer or*

sponsor will give a test or some other assessment device Jike a question-

naire to your students. THe purpose of this assessment is to 'Je%ermine
tﬁe ()

ticipating in the Tnservice agkivity. Did such an assessment occur?

-
[

wo S

tudents changed dr ngro'v'l'é'd Tn some way as a result of you par-



10. EXPECTED LEVEL OF PROFICIENCY. Ask this question only if thé‘téécher
answered "Yes" to question #9. Did the inservice trainer or sponsor

convey any expectation to you about how much of a gain or ‘change on.
This assessment measure would be as a result of y ou &a‘t’ici a%ion

Tn the inservice actith.v" Tircler yes/no. TF at was
- . Xhe expectation? . .

.
- % .
. V.ol .
“ . N

on.your student other than those intended. These effects may have
' occurred right away or over a Tonger perjod of time. Did you notice
such effects? Ccircle: yes/no. it yes, “ask: . What were tﬁe effects?

>
Oasz_l_I\l | .

*Have the teacher complete rating form B. STUDENT OBJECTIVES.

.
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11 SIDE OR LONG-TERM EFFECTS. The inservice activity ma have ha'd effects .



/

12. READINESS ACTIVITIES. Readiness-activities mdy include he)piqg_you become

i;. (a) INSTRUCTIONAL PROCEDURE/MODE. Please describe'briefly'the instnyctionaf,

C. DELIVERY SYSTEM S

aware of the need for ‘the inservice activity; or securing your agreement ,
and ownership in the inservice activity; or dealing with your concerns about

_the Tnservice activity. D¥ xggrggrtfciﬁifé in any such readiness
activities? Circle: s/no. 'yes,” ask: What were the readiness
activities? o _ K

! a

<

“

-

format that was used to present the Vnservice activity.

i ™

' (b) LEARNING PROGESS. What learning process do you feel you were :
~involved in during the inservice activity? 2.g. (small group project, - .
discussion, hands-on activities). ' é )

-

14. (a) MAINTENANCE/MONITORING. Were there any follow-up activities to

1

1

\

15. TRAINING SITE. Where did the inservice activiiy occur? Be sure. to ‘ ,'{
'1

1

help you maintain.or increase what you learned during the initial set
of inservice activities? Circle: yes/no. ¥¥ yes, ask: Please describe

them. )

- ‘ -t » ] “
. - e .

\

(b) Did anyone check after the initial set of imservice activities to

seé whether you were applying what you learned? Circle: ~yes/no. IT yes, .
ask:  Please describe how this checking process was carried out. §
i . . L . ". . ) 4 , .l

> .

Qetermine whether there was more than one training site. .
~ : ‘ ¢

-

S 3
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<
[}

’ 16. RELEVANCE. Please comment on how relevant ’t-he inservice 'activity_—Was to

“your professional responsibilities. In other words, did the nservice 2
activity pertain to your work as 3 teacher? Circle: yes7n_9'. Why? .

-~

i

by

&

. 17. TRAINER. Did the inservice activity involve a trainer, Jeader, facilitator,
speaker, or other person or persons? Circle: yes/mo. . Tt yes, ask: Please
describe. this person or persons briefly. Be sure to elicit the- person(s)'s

-affiliation. . } o .
\ . . \ A ) ‘.-
“ _
\\ :
. \\ \ * ’ .
18. SCHEDULINQ. What time or times of day was - the inservice activity
! scheduled? . R , .
(a) morning __ afternoon ~ evening all day
. D - - -
(b) morning recess __ lunch break __  prep. time teaching period __
weekend _ summer break __ term break _ other?

t

: K 1
(c) Did the inservice activity occur all _z_l_g once, or over a period? -
(e.q. week/s, term/s, year/s) , . R

(d) Starting and ending. date (apfaroximately) of the ;ctivig? began
' , - . ended .~

o,

(e) Approximately ‘how much of your time was spent directly ‘gart.icipating_
in. this inservice activity? - days

hours ‘ °

AN

(f)’ What percentage of this time was durirg'your régu}ar working hours? %

. a -
-

19. COSTS.- Did it cost you anything out-of-pocket to articipate in this
activity? LircTe: vas/no. If yes, ask: How E\UCE d7d 3t cost, TnclTuding
materials, tuition, special travel, and 1odging? _ -

T¥ no, ask, Who paid? . . -

!

*Have the teacher complete rating form C. DELIVERY SYSTEM. ' ' ,‘]
. .‘ ‘ . Y. I
. o : | e , - o ‘




\'____./"\,\‘

20.

2.

D. ORGANIZATIONAL CONTEXT

PURPOSE FOR PARTICIPATION. We'd 1ike to know the primary reason why you
got involved in this inservice activity. Please explain ? -

e
»

Probe for an epenjendedfresponse then confirm according to: personal
professional development/school improvement/credentialling/a chance for a

- break from the classroom/others

CONCURRENT\ORGANIZATIONAi CHANGE. (a) Was your building principal
involved. in the inservice activity in any way? Tircle: yes/no. If yes,
=al;5k:_, How was ‘he or she Tnvolved? ‘ _

’ i P

Probe: Prior to the activity? During?, Following?- Informally? (through

classroom visits, casual conversation, formal(informal reports)
(b) C011eagups/others (é,g. pafents, pupils, commun{ty personnel).’

B,

(c) Were school district administrators involved in the,inservice
activity in any way? CircTe: yes/no. If yes, ask: Who was involved?
Then ask, How were they involved? , .

v - -
L]

(d) Then ask: Were any curriculum or other changes being made in
your. school or school district that were related to the inservice

aényTty?’ wircTe: yes/no. If yes, ask: What-were these changes?

“\
J

,/

‘*Have the teacher complete rating form D. ORGANIZATIONAL CONTEXT.

A}
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\
. E. GOVERNANCE , , )
23. GOYERNANCE STRUCTURE. fhere probabiy was an,inaividualfggﬁggggg.which

was responsible for making key decisions concerning your” inservice activi-

¥es. This individual or group was proba involved in selection of inser-
vice objectives, design of acfEVTfTés. and alTocation §I»nesources."who was

this Tndividual or group?

~

©

. 24, TEACHER PARTICIPATION IN GOVERNANCE. To what’ extent did you participate.in
making decisions about what your .inservice activity would cover, and’howjif
would be run? ‘ K : :

B . .

®

If the teacher indicates some participation, ask: Can you gjve'g_few
. examples of your participation? ‘ : B .

»n

/’ - .
s
s .

25. INCENTIVES. We'd like to know whether you received any incentives, compen~"
sation, personal pay-off, or other rewards for participating/in this
Tnservice activity. Did you receive any? Circle: yes/no. If yes, ask:
‘What were they? :

»

26. SANCTIONS. Sometimes there are negative consequences, real or threatened, -
associated with an inservice activity. These negative consequences may be
associated with refusing to participate in the activity; for poor perfor-
mance in the activity, gff?br not impiementing the training.. Were you
given notice about these or did you experience such negative consequences?
CircTe: yes/no. If yes, ask? What were the negative consequences?

*Have the teacher complete the "Governance" rating form.

*pyt the teacher's last name on all the rating forms. Staple or
paper-clip them to this interview schedule. e

*Arr&nde date for next interView (if required).

L 152
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: Y] . . ! .9:. . . . ‘ e - ﬂPENDIX D . '
“ . . . . . ¢
i . TEACHER INTERVIEW SCHEDULE.1 _ -
e f :  PART THREE | L
| : * ' ‘o InitiaIS' '
: A ' . : Date:"
- : S o Activity#l *[3 7,5
: ~ Rating Form A |
S | TEACHER OBJECTIVES. .
Please CIhCLE.yobr.choice: - S o ' N .
- Very Satisfied o ) D :L
1. I was Satisfied . 'with what I was .supposed to learn from this activity.
Dissatisfied Lo o : o ' :
Very Dissatisfied , o
2. How negative or positive were the effects of this activity on you? E . ‘
(a) Side-effects o (b) Loag-termveffects -
Very negative . e Very -negative ]
Negative ~ : . Negative
Positive , Positive
Very positive = . Very positive
None ‘- | . -MNone
3. How clear were the object1Ves of the activity to you? ' e
'Veny unclear Unclear Clear. Very clear o

-/

4. How pertinent was this activity to help you instruct children in the basic
. skiiis of language. reading, and arithmetic?

Not pertinent. Pertinent . Very pertinent

|
]

5.'§H0w‘comp1ex was what you were expected to learnkfrcm the actiVity? ‘ ’ R

o

‘Very simple Simple Complex Vefy complex

o o 146




Please.CiRCLE‘your cho{ce;

: Very Satisfied
8. I was Satisfied
: Dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied’
~ Not applicable

. (a) Side-effects
' Very negative
Negative
/ Positive
Very positive
. None

Very satisfied
10. I was Satisfied
- Dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

Not applicable

STUDENT 0BJECTIVES

Initials: = -,
- Date: -
T Activity # 2 3 x, 5

Rating Eqrm B

- with the intended effects of this 1nserv1ce
activity on my students.

o

9. How positive or negativé were the ~ffects of thiSfactiv{ty on your students?

(b) Long-term effects .
Very negative
Negative -
Positive
. _ Very positive
S : ~_ None

N
with the way that'the student effects associated
with this jnservice“activity were measured. °

»




Please CIRCLE your choice:
12. Readiness Activities

~ Not . Very
Applicable Satisfied

13. Learning Process

Not : L Very
Applicable Satisfied

- 14, Follow-up Activities

“Not  Very

"+ »Applicable Satisfied
.15.'Training;Site

Mot ~Very
‘Applicable Satisfied

16. Beievance gf.COntent

Not ‘a Very -
"Applicable Satisfied

17. Inservice Trainer(s)

" Not " Very

_ Applicable Satisfied,
18. Scheduling =~

" Not Very
‘Applicable Satisfied

19. Cost

"Not “Very .
. Applicable Satisfied

Satisfied

Satisfied

Satisfied

Satisfied

Satisfied

Satisfied D

Satisfied

Satisfied

 Rating Form C

Initials:

~ Date:

'DELIVERY SYSTEM

/

Ve

'Dissatisfied Dissatisﬁied

. Ve%y
Dissatisfied Dissatisfied—

e Veny :
Dissatisfied Dissatisfied

) Very ’
Dissatisfied Dissatisfied

2.

-

Very
Dissatisfied Dissatisfied

“h

' Veny '
Dissatisfied Dissatisfiedu‘

Veny
Dissatisfied Dissatisfied'

7/ Very
Dissatisfied Dissatisfied“

Activity ¥ T, 2,73, 4ﬁ15 .




AN

N

Please CIRCLE your choioe

Initials:
. Date:
Activity 1 1, 2, 3, E 5

3

Rating Form D . o,

ORGANIZATIONAL CONTEXT

. 20. My primany immediate purpose- for participation: .

. To improve myself professionally .
To help improve my school _
To help improve my school. district . .

. ‘To satisfy a credentialling requirement : R

'Please CHECK ALL that apply:

/

22b.1 was

21a. 1 did the inservice activities - N
. By myself -
_With other teachers: from my school" ’
With other teachers from different schools in my district

With other teachers at my grade level
With other tedchers.at other grade leF'T%

~21b.1 was

22a.1 was

" - Please CIRCLE yaq; choice:
Very‘satisfied .

Satisfied
Dissatisfied.

Very dissatisfied
Not applicable ‘

‘”. -

Very -satisfied .

Satisfied
Dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied -

- Not applicable.

Very satisfied
Satisfied
Dissatisfied -
Very dissatisfied-

_ Not applicable

* '

.

, With the group of teachers who participated jn
this inservice activity- with me. ,

¥ - »

with my principal s involvement in the inservice
activity. -

v

with my school district/central office ‘.
administrator's involvement in the inservice -
activity . ~




Initials.

p s o -Date:
N Activity ? I 2 3 1,5

Rating Form €

A A GOVERNANCE _
‘Please CIRCLE your chofce: . = o ,'
. Very satisfied - | K
- 23. 1 was Satisfied. . with the polic y-making that led up to this
, « DissatAsfied ' inservice~activity
Very dissatisfied ‘ . .
No opinion
- Very satisfied g :
24. 1 was Satisfied . - ) with my involvement i the selection and
. Dissatisfied design of this inservice activity
Very dissatisfied .
No opinfon

25. My involvement in this inservice.activity was:
. Yoluntary . C .
Required . : f
Not required, but felt pressure to participate .

. Very satisfied ' \ -
26. 1 wa$ Satisfied " with the incentives associated with this .
Dissatisfied | activity y
Very dissatisfied.-

No opinfon ’ . T T
27. This inservice activity had effects on my competence-as a ‘teacher.
' . very neégative effects + - positive effects -
negative effects . very positive effects ;
no effects ~ : . .
. 28a. This inservice activity helped me to’ promote the cognitiv growth of my
students:
very negative effect positive effect
negative effect veny positive effects.
- no effect ' , .
28b.This inservice activity helped me to promote the affective growth of my
. Students: : .
' very negative effect positive effect »
negative effect very positive effects
no effect . - . ‘ '
28¢.Prior to the inservice I possessed a/an ' —____ degree of knowledge/skills/ |
attitude on the inservice topfc. . -

More than adequa Adequate Less than adequate

L]
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Date

Teacher Interview

The purpose of. this interview is to get your perceptions about teaching the
basic skills to your students. We want to learn two things:. how you feel about  ° .
_teaching the basic skiTls; and how you feel about the possible use of inservice i
education to improve your teaching of . the basic skills.

When I say *basic skills," I am referring to basic skills in reading. math
and language arts. _ A .

_ 31, BASIC SKILLS AS A GOAL OF SCHQQ;ING .
1. How important do you think it is to teach the basic skills to xou students?

: Critical- Important | Slightly important Unnecessary

Explain your responsei

o

2. How important do you think 1t is to teach the ‘basic skills relative to other ot
‘ goals of the curriculum? , ‘\\\,

. ) & 5 Much . '1
more ‘More Equally Less . less

Much
fmportant important - {mportant {mportant- {mportant

B
Explain your response: -

|

15y
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3.

4.

or the Metropolitan Achievement Test?

5.

~

How satisfied are. you with your students progress in iearning the basic

-skills? ’ )

- Readin . Math ' " Langua e Arts
Very satisfied Very satisfied : Very satisfied
Satisfied Satisfied ~ Satisfied
Dissatisfied . Dissatisfied - . Dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied = Very dissatisfied Very dissatisfied

_Explain your response:

-
2

IT. MEASUREMENT OF BASIC SKILLS IN READING, MATH LANGUAGE ARTS |

The basic. skills are usuaiiy measured by the use of standardized
achievement tests. Are you familiar with such standardized tests as the
Stanford Achievement Test, the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills (cres),

Circle:  Yes  No o

(If yes, ask question 5, otherwise skip to question 6)

4

I yes" to 4; how do you feei about the use of such tests to measure:
your students' achievement of the basic skjlls?

~ VYery positiveiy, Positiveiy. ~ Negatively Very negativeiy

'Expiain your response: ' _ -




T 6. The basic skills are sometiles aee%ured by the use oﬁ echievenent tests
) ' developed by school district staff. These tests are developed to -
measure the specific objectives of the district's curriculum. Are you
famiViar with the use-of such 1oce11y-deve10ped tests in your district or |
. 1n other districts?. , _
Circle "Yes ‘No : S ' ' ' . ' o ';'}

}
_ \ - . S
r (1f yes, ask question 7; otherwise skip to questiqn‘s.) a e

7. If “yes" towé how “do you feel about the use of such tests to measure
your studentsq achievement of basic skil]s?

~ Very positive1y Positively Negatively Very negativer

Eprain your response.'

' : ' R

’\

8. Some teachers feel negativer about the use of st&ndardized achievement
tests or achievement tests developed by their district. They are
negative because they .feel that the achievement scores will be used to
evaluate their teaching performance and to hold them accountable for
their students' achievment. Do you have. such fee]ings? )
Yes, very much so Yes, somewhat No

Explain your response:

1
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. ; : . //,

§. ‘The basic skills are sometimes measured by the use of achievement tests
. developed by school district staff. These tests are developed to
measure the specific objectives of the district's curriculum. Are you
familiar with the use of such locally-developed tests in your district or
in other districts?™ _— - ‘ 4 g

Circle: Yes - No.

(If yés, ask question 7; otherwise skip to question 8.) L P

... 7. 1f “yes" to 6: how-do you feel about the use of such tests to measufe
your students' achievement of basic skills? S

»

Verylpositively _ Positively Negatively Very negatively '~

f Eip]éin_your response:

’ 5
N -
. A .
-

o

8. Some teachers feel negatively about the use of standardized achievement
tests or achievement tests developed by their district.  They are
negative because they feel that.the achievement scores will be used to .
evaluate their teaching performance and t6 hold them accountable for
their students' achievment. Do you have such feelings?

Yes, very much so Yes, somewhat No

Explain your response:

s .
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*

S o ;
N : o
111. \TEACHING MODELS FOR BASIC'SKItLSVQE_READING,VMATH. LANGUAGE ARTS

. Researchers have tried in recent years to discover effective ways of

..teaching the basic skills. I want to mention some of the teaching ideas
that researchers claim to have found effective in improving students' scores

-on the achievement tests in basic skills. o T

,‘

9. Researchers say that;students'.1earn1ng of the basic skills wod]d-improve
if teachers allocated more time for basic skills instruction. Do you
_ think this is an effective technique?

Very effective  Effective - Not effective - Detrimental

Explain your response:

b ! . . " -\ :

L d

“10. ﬁgﬂld you want to participate in-inservice edugition that helped you find
ways of allocating more timg for 1nstruct10n in the basic skills of reading, °

math, and language arts?

Yes, very much  Yes = Mo~ No, definitely. not o

Explain your response:

11. Have you ever received #nservice eduéation to help ybu find'ways to‘a11ocate
more time for basic skills instruction? . ' \

@

Circle: Yes No

1€




A
oK

.

12. Resedrchers say that students will Jearn the basic skills betteF if they
stay on task. Examples of staying on task are listening to and watching
~ - your demonstrations, answering your questions, and doing seatwork exercises.
Examples of off task behavior are daydreaming, fooling around with class- =~
mates, waiting for help from the teacher. Do xou think it is true that
if students stay on task more of the time, they will learn the basic
skills hetter?

<

Yes, definitely true Yes No No, definitely not true

Explain your response: ' ’ ' .

-

tu

_13. Would you want to participate in inservice education that helped you learn .
teaching techniques that keep students on task more of the- time during
basic skills instruction? . ’ .
Yeé. very much Yes No nNO, qgfinfter not

£xplain your response:

s

14. Have you every received inservice education to help you keep students on ‘
task more of the time during basic skills instruction?

Circle: Yes . No

157 1¢
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15.

_16.

17.

PLEASE NOTE: 1'd like you to read a brief descriptioh of a teaching approach’

Researchers say that students' scores on achievement tests will improve

if teachers focus their instruction on the basic skill content that is
covered on these tests. Do you think this is true?

Yes, definitely true Yes No No, definitely not true

Explain your response:

Pl

¢
Would you want to participate in inservice education that he]ﬁed you
bring your basic skills instruction more in line with the content that
is covered on standardized or district-developed achievement tests?
Yes, very much Yes No No, definitely not

Explain your response:

Have you ever received inservice education to help you increase the
overiap between whq;.you teach in the basic skills areas and what is
included on standardized or district-developed achievement tests?

Circle: Yes No

that research has found may be effective in improving students' learning of

basic skills in mathematics. [Ask teacher to read the description of Good and

Grouws' model on the next page.]




An Approach Engeaching Mathematics in Elementary School

Daily Review (first}8 minutes except Mondays) -
(a) review the concepts and s5kills associated with the homework
(b} collect and-deal with homework assignments
(c) ask several mental computation exercises ' i -
L

Development (about 20 minutes) : '

(a) briefly focus on prerequisite skills and concepts _— o,

(b) focus on meaning and promoting student understanding by using
lively explanations; demonstrations, process explanations, -
illustrations, etc. .

(c) assess $tudent comprehension ‘
(1) using process/product questions (active interaction)
(2) wusing controlled practice

(d) repeat and elaborate on the meaning portion as necessary

Seatwork (about 15 minutes)
(a) provide uninterrupted successful practice . '
(b) momentum--keep. the ball rolling--get everyone involved, then
sustain involvement ' ' .
(c) ‘alerting--let students know their work will be checked at end
of period X s
(d) accountability--check the students' work

Homework Assignment | ; 3
‘(a) assign on a regular basis at the end of each math class
except Fridays : ‘
(b) should involve about 15 minutes of work to be done at home
(c) should include one or two review problems

Special Reviews ‘
(a) weekly review/maintenance : '
(1) conduct during the first 20 minutes each Monday
(2) 'focus on skills and concepts covered during the previous
_week i
(b) monthly review/maintenance ‘ A
(1) conduct every fourth Monday ,
(2) focue*dn skills and concepts covered since the last
- monthly review -

. 18. Now that you've read the description, I'd like to ask you a few questions
about your reaction to it. First, do you think students" math achievement
scores would improve if;teachers followed this teaching approach?

Circle: Yes No -

Explain your response:

Q o o1se 16y




19. Would you feel comfortable using this teaching approach?
Circle: Yes  No

’ , Explain your response:

20. Would you want to participate in inservice education that he1ped you learn
how to use this teaching approach?

Circle: . Yes No

Explain your response:

160




IV. DELIVERY SYSTEM FOR INSERVICE IN BASIC SKILLS OF READING,
“MATH, CANGUAGE ARTS N -

21. Suppose that you were to participate in an inservice program to learn the
: math teaching approach that you just read about. Would you want to start
training right away? Or would you want to participate in one or more
sessions with a trainer and other teachers to address your concerns about

this teaching approach? ‘ - -

Start training right away , . :
Participate in sessions to address personal concerns

Explain your response:

22. 1f teacher selected "Participate in sessions" in #21, ask what concerns they
would want to discuss. L

B 4

23. Researchers have found that a teacher learns new teaching skills .better if
someone observes the teacher practicing the skills in his or her own
classroom and then gives the teacher feedback based on the observational
data. How would you feel about practicing new teaching skills while having
someone observe you and give you feedback? _ ‘

| Very positively Positive NegatiVe Very negative

Explain your response:




5 :

| _ 24 If someone were to observe you and give you feedback while you were

| learning a new teaching approach, who would you most 1ike that person
to be? (01assify as role of the persos.)

- 25. Would you prefer to learn a new teaching approach for inmproving your
basic skills instruction all at once? Or would you want an initial
inservice experience followed up at intervals by further training and
refresher experiences?

A1l at once
Further training and refresher sessions

Exp]ain your response:

26. If you were to participate in inservice meetings to help you improve your
basic skills instruction, where wouid you 1ike these meetings to be held?
CHECK ALL THAT APPLY (and explain your response).

At my school

At the school district offices
At a university

Other : N

It does nt matter

27. Whom wou'd you most prefer to conduct an inservice program on a new -
approach for teaching the basic skills? (Exp]ain your response.)

Another teacher

A district specialist
A professor

Other-

No preference

1E
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28. Inservice meetings can be held at different times of the day and different
times of the year. How acceptable ‘do you find each of the following times?
Assume that inservice gttendance is part of your paid duties. :

Complete all the following: - ' o ‘

- Very : Not Very

Acceptable ‘Acceptable Acceptable Unacceptable

a. early in the morniﬁg
. -before classes start ~ . e

———— T eeesmm——

b. during'regularigchool_hours - .
(if satisfactory replacement Found) ' | .

c. 1in the afternocon after
school

d.. 1in the evening after school

) ; . 4
. e. on inservice days when
no classes are scheduled

£. weekends during the school .
year '

g. 'jhst before the start of .
a the school year

h. during the summer
U‘

1 { W )




v. oaeAuxzmouAL: CONTEXT FOR INSERVICE IN BASIC SKILLS -

~ 29. Groups of teachers often participate together in inservice programs to

improve their basic skills instruction. What is your first preference
concerning who your fellow participants will be? Your second preference?

Prefer just to learn with ‘teachers from my own sch001

. Prefer just to learn with teachers from other schools

30.

Prefers. to- learn with a group that includes teachers from
my school and teachers from other schools-_ -

Explain your response: ‘ ' e,

‘How would you feel if your school principa1 participated in a basic

skills 1nservice program with you?

-3
Very p051tive Positive Negative ¥ery negative
Explain your response: -
Py
1 {4
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VI. GOVERNANCE OF INSERVICE IN. BASIC SKILLS

.9

31. Suppose that a school district had the goal of improving students'
~ learning of the basic skills and that it was supported by’ the
administratars who felt all teachers should be involved.

Do you think that teachér participation in the 1nserv1cé should be
mandatory under such circumstances?

Yes, definitely so Yes  "No No, definitely not

Explain your respon§éz

32. What rewards and incentives would you want for participating in a basic
skills inservice program for making improvements in your basic skills
" instruction? :

Explain your response:

17,
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¢ - ‘ APPENDIX F

p
.~ t
»
L]
ADMINISTRATOR INTERVIEW SCHEDULE I
. | _ PART ONE'

Meredith D. Gall
3 Fay Haisley
| : Robert Baker
// Gavin Bird

I University of Oregon, College of Education
Center for Educational Policy and Management

AThis interview schedule is in two parts. This is Part I. .

Use Part Two to collect data on each inservice activity
identified in Part I.
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Administrator's Name

School (or district)

: Date

As you know, the purpose of this project is to learn about inservice
experiences that your school district provides for its teachers.  More
specifically, I -want to learn abcut your possible involvement in sponsoring and
designing these experiences over the past year. Before we start, though, I'd

‘1ike to jet some background information about you. Please keep in mind that you

are free to not ‘answer any of these questions if you don't wish to.

1. sex
2. VYears of éxperience as a professionai educator

3. Age (21-25) (26-30) (31-40) ~ (81-50)  (51+)

4. Presént assignment

5. Years as an administrator
6. Years in this district as aﬁ\administrator
7. _ Ability level of students at your school

very ' medium . very
Tow Tow ability high high

8. How difficult is this school to administer?

very s ' _ very
difficult difficult medium ~easy easy

9. Please describe your school district as a climafe for promoting
inservice education of teachers. Are other administrators supportive
of inservice education in the district? (Q}éssify the district
climate based on the respondent's response.)

Highly ‘ o Highly
Unsupportive ~  Unsupportive Neutral Supportive Supportive

10. Now I'd like to ask about your .attitude toward inservice education
for teachers. To what extent do you favor it? (Ask follow-up
questions. Rate response on this scale.) .

Very : : Very
Negative Negative Neutral Positive Positive

il. I want to review any inservice experiences you were involved in
administering over the past school year and the preceding summer.
I want to start from the end of classes in June 1981 and go month
by month up to the present time.

Before we start our review, we will need a definition of inservice
education. ' ' '

17,
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12.

9

By inservice education we mean any activity that is intended to
improve a teacher's capacity as a professional educator.  The
activity can be very brief (1ike sponsoring a guest speaker or a
school -inservice meeting). Or the inservice activity can extend over
a school year or longer. To be classified as an-inservice activity,
it should involve the teacher in new learning. The learning can
involve new knowledqe. attitudes, or skills. Also, the inservice

~activity.can be done for a variety of purposes - for example, to

improve an individual teacher's instruction (clinical supervision) or
as part of a school improvement project.

We are only interested in inservice activities that you have had a hand
in sponsoring or administering. Is this clear to you? Also, we are
only interested in 1nserv1ce act1v1t1es that 1nvolved at least some

- e}ementary teachers. -

- Now let's do.a month-by-month review. (Write responses on next page.)

June 1981 - do you recall anything that month? July 19817  (Continue
up te present month. It's not important that activities be recalled
accurately in terms of the month or months they occurred.) Now that
we've completed the review, are there any' inservice activities that you
overlooked?

17,
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(Pitfall: Watch time! Don't go #nto detail at this stage.)

Month | No. FORMAL.INSERVICE ACTIVITY

June '81'

July

August

September

October ‘ ' | e

November -

December

January '83

Feb}uary

March

April

May

(After the interview assign numbers tr each separate focus of inservice

activity. Get Part II Interview schedules ready. Use one for each inservice
activity. The major criterion for deciding whether to group a set of inservice
activities as a single unit is whether the administrator views them as highly
related to each other.) ) C .

169
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APPENDIX G

ADMINISTRATOR INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 1
’  PART THWO

Meredith D. Gall
Fay Haisley
oo Robert Baker
v . v Gavin Bird

University of Oregon, College of Education
Center for Educational Policy and Management

Use . a separate form for

each inservice éctivity identified
in Part I.
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Adminfstrator's Name

Date

" Brief description of inservice activity # .

A. TEACHER.& STUDENT OBJECTIVES

1. What were teachers supposed to learn from this inservice activity? Think
about the specific knowledge, skills, or attitudes that were taught to
teachers. . h

i ' (Steer away from student objectives or process activities. . Probe after

the initial response, e.g., Anything else? .Can you be more specific?

Circle whether each item is K (knowledge), A (attitude), or S (skill).)

i. K A S : o

R
ii. K A S -
qii. K A S _
$ e

jiv. K A S ,




4.

2.} In what way were you involved in selecting these objectives?

3. Hhy were these objectives chosen?

+

Can you identify any unintended'effects of this activity?

o)

5. «Many inservice activities claim to help teachers help their students to
Tearn better or to learn certain curriculum content, or to have better .
attitudes. Was this true of this inservice activity? (Circle: yes/no.
If yes, ask: What were the specific intended effects?) S

i.

t o

6. How pertinemt were these objectives to helping teachers instruct children
in the basic skills of language, reading, and mathematics?
Not . Very : ' } '
Pertinent Pertinent rertinent i s
R




il

‘ - . | C. DELIVERY SYSTEM

9. An inservice activity is a process that has many components. I will name
these components. For each component, please tell me whether you were
involved in making decisions about it. If yes, I'11 ask you to indicate
what these decisions were, and why you made them.

9a. READINESS ACTIVITIES. Yes/No

9b. INSTRUCTIOMAL PROCEDURE/MODE. Yes/No

9c. LEARNING PROCESS. Yes/Mo

9d. MAINTENANCE/MONITORING. Yes/No

9e. TRAINING SITE.




" 9f. TRAINER. Yes/No

eN

9g7 SCHEDUING. Yes/No
¥
9h. BUDGET. Yes/No
9i. If money was expended on this inservice activity, where:di‘d it come from?
, i
D. ORGANIZATIONAL CONTEXT ‘ l
- 10. Were you involved in the actual inservice process in some way? (Circle
yes/no.) If yes: Please describe the nature of your' involvement. ‘
- . ) %
i
.
o
10a. If yes to 10: Why were.you involved in the ways that you described? 1
v N
18, .
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2

E. GOVERNANCE

11. Didbyou involve teachers 1in Se1ecting or designing the inservice activity?

(Circle: yes/no.) If yes: In what way and for what reasons did you
~involve the teachers? :

-

12. Were you involved in deciding whether teacher participation in the inservice
" activity would be voluntary or mandatory? - (Circle: yes/no.) If yes:
What decision did you make, and why? , :

13. Were you involved in deciding incentives or negative consequences that
would be used to motivate teachers' participation in the jnservice activity?
(Circle: yes/no.) If yes: What decisions did you make, and why?

175




. F. RERCEPTIONS OF'THE~INSERVICE ACTIVITY .

. ) . . B ”‘l}

14.-What aspects of this inservice activity, if any, do you feel positively @
about’ o : '

, .
f
15, What aspeéts of this inservice actfvity._if any, do you feel negatively
about? ' : : ' .
\ ‘
3
16. Is: there any other 1nformation about this activity which you feel should be
recorded? v "
/
o - 176 S
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APPENDIX H

ADMINISTRATOR INTERVIEW SCHEDULE II

Meredith D. Gall
Fay Haisley
Rob Baker
Gavin Bird

P

University of Oregon, College of Education
Center for Educational Policy and Management
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Name

‘Date

Administrator Interview

The purpose of this interview is to get your perceptions about basic skills.
We want to learn" two things: ' how you feel about basic skills instruction and

how you feel about the possible use of ihservice education, to improve teachers'
basic skills instruction. '

When I say "basic Skills," I am referring to basic skills in reading, math,
and languagg arts.

If you are a principal - when I say "teachers" and "students" I am referring
- to the teachers and students in your schol. -

If you are a district administrator - when I say "teachers" and “"students" I
am referring to the elementary teachers and elementary students in your school
district. ’ t

1. BASIC SKILLS AS A GOAL, OF SCHOOLING

) — ‘

1. How important do you think it is for teachdrs to teach the basic skills to
students? ' . ' ’
Critical Impertant Slightly. important Unnecessary

EXplain~your reSponée:

2. How important do you think it is for teacHers to teach the basic skills
relative to other goals of the curriculum? '

‘Much

: Much
more More Equally Less - less
important . important important important important

Explain your response:
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How satisfied are you with the progress of'your students in learning the.
basic skills? :

Reading - Math Language Arts
Very satisfied Very satisfied Very satisfied
Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied
Dissatisfied Dissatisfied | Dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied Very dissatisfied Very dissatisfied

Explain your response:

“

11. MEASUREMENT OF BASIC SKILLS IN READING, MATH, LANGUAGE- ARTS

The basic skills are usually measured by the use of standardized
achievement tests. Are you familiar with such standardized tests as thé
Stanford Achievement Test, the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills (CTBS),*
or the Metropolitan Achievement Test? e

Circle: - Yes No
(If yes, ask question 5, otherwise skip to question 6)

If‘"jes“ to 4; how do you feel about the use of such tests to measure
your students' achievement of the basic skills?

Very po;itively ~ Positively Negatively Very negativeﬁy

Explain your response:

The basic skills are sometimes measured by the use of achievement tests
developed by school district staff. These tests are developed to measure

the specific objectives of the district's curriculum. Are you familiar with
the use of such locally-developed tests in your disgrict or in other districts?

Circle: Yes No

(If yes, ask question 7; otherwise skip to gquestion 8)
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If “yes" to 6: how do you feel about the use of Such tests to measu#é
your students' achievement of basic skills?

Very positively Positively . Negatively Very negatively

>

Explain your response:

Some administrators -feel negatively about the use of standardized achievement
tests or achievement tests developed by their district. . They are negative
because they feel that the achievement scores will be used to evaluate

teachers' performance and to hold them accountable for students' achievement.

Do you have such feelings?
Yes, very much so Yes, somewhat No

Explain your response: -

ITI. TEACHING MODELS FOR BASIC SKILLS OF READING, MATH, LANGUAGE ARTS

Researchers have tried in recent years to- discover effective ways of teaching
the basic skills. I want to mention some of the teaching ideas that researchers
claim to have found effective in improving students' scores on achievement tests
in basic skills,

9.

10.

ReSearchers say that students"learning of the basic skills would improve

1f teachers allocated more time for basic skills instruction. Do you

think this is an effective technique? ,
Very effective Effective Not effective - Detrimental
P . .

Explain your response:

Are you fdmiliar_with any inservice programs to help teachers find ways to
allocate mare time for basic skills instruction? : ,

Circle: Yes No

D
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11. Researchers say that students will learn the basic skills better if they
stay on task. Examples of staying on task are listening to and watching
the teacher's demonstrations, answering the teacher's questions, and doing
seatwork exercises. Examples of off task behavior are daydreaming, fooling
around with classmates, waiting for help .from the teacher. Do you think it-
is true that if students say on task more of the time, they will learn the
basic skills better? :

Yes, definitely true Yes No No,‘definitely not true

- Explain your respornse:

12. Are you familiar with any inservice programs to help teachers keep students
.on task more of the time during basic skills instruction? .

Circle: Yes No:

13. Researchers say that Students' scores on achievement tests will improve
if teachers focus their instruction on the basic skill content that is
covered on these tests. Do you think this is true?

Yes, definitely true Yes No No, definitely not true

Explain your respornse:

14. Are you familiar with any inservice programs to help teachers increase the
overlap between what they teach in the basic skills areas and what is
included on standardized or d.strict-developed achievement tests?

Circle: VYes No -

15. Would you advocate the use of inse-vice education: (a) to help. teachers
bring their basic skills instruction more in line with the content that is
covered on standardized or district-developed achievement tests; (b) to
help teachers learn teaching techniques that keep student on task; and (c)
to help teachers find ways of allocating more time for basic skills
instruction? ' ,

Yes, very much . Yes No No, definitely hot

Expldin your response:

PLEASE NOTE: 1'd Like you to read a brief description of a teaching approach
that research has Ffound may be effective in improving students' learning of

basic skills in mathematics.’.[Ask teacher to read the description of Good and
Grouws' model on the next page.]




An Approach sngeachiog Mathematics in Elementary School

Daily Review (first 8 minutes except Mondays)

{a) review the concepts and skills associated with the homework
(b) collect and deal with homework assignments

(c) ask several mental computation exercises

Development (about 20 minutes)

(a) briefly focus on prerequisite skills an¢ concepts

(b) focus on meaning and promoting student understanding by using
lively explanations, demonstrations, process explanations,
illustrations, etc.

(c) assess student comprehension
(1) using process/product questions (active interaction)
(2) wusing controlled practice .

(d) repeat and elaborate on the meaning portion as necessary

Seatwork (about 15 minutes)
(a) provide uninterrupted successful practice
(b) momentum--keep the ball rolling--get everyone involved, then
sustain involvement ,
(c) alerting--let students know their work will be checked at end
of period
(d) accountability--check the students' work

Homework Assignment
(a) assign on a regular basis at the end of each math class
except Fridays
(b) shou.d involve about 15 minutes of work to be done at home
(c) should include one or two review problems

Special Reviews
(a) weekly rev1ew/ma1ntenance
(1) conduct during the first 20 minutes each Monday
(2) focus on skills and concepts covered during the previous week
(b) monthly review/maintenance
(1) conduct every fourth Monday r
(2) focus on skills and concepts covered sinte the last monthly
review

16. Now that you've read the description, I'd like to ask you a few questions
about your reaction to it. First, do you think students' math achievement
scores would improve if teachers followed this teaching approach?

Circle: Yes No

Explain your respénse:




: 17.

18.

19.

-

Would you fee! comfortable advocating the use of this teaching approach
by your teachers? '

Circle: Yes No

Ex~ - :n your response:® -

Would you advocate the use of inservice education to help teachers learn
how to use this teaching approach? )

Circ}e:‘ Yes No

Explain your response:

IV. DELIVERY SYSTEM FOR INSERVICE IN BASIC SKILLS -OF READING,
MATH, LANGUAGE ARTS

Suppose that you were to participate in designing an inservice program to
help teachers learn the math teaching approach that you just read about.
Would you want to start training right away? Or would you want teachers -to
address their concerns about this teaching approach first?

Start training. right away - .
Participate in sessions to address personal concerns

o »

Explain your response:
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20.

21,

22.

Researchers claim that a teacher learns new teaching skills better if
someone observes the teacher practicing the skills in his or her own
classroom and then gives the teacher feedback based on the observational
data. How would you feel about observing teachers and giving them feedback
on their teaching skills? (If you are a district administrator, how would
you feel about district principals performing these functions?)

Very positively Positive Negative Very negative

Explain your response:

Nould you prefer to have teachers learn a new teaching approach for improving

their basic 'skills instruction all at once? Or would you prefer an initial

“inservice experience followed up at intervals by further tra1n1ng and

refresher experiences?

All at once
Series cf inservice sessions

Explain your response:

x

If you were to participate.in designing inservice meetings to help teachers
improve their basic skills instruction, where would you like these meetings
to be held? CHECK ALL THAT APPLY - (and explain your response) =

At the teachers' school(s)

At the school district offices ; -

At a university -

Other

It ‘doesn't matter

esn

-
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23.

24,

Whom would you prefer to conduct an inservice program on a new approach
for teaching the basic skills? (Explain your response.) -

A teacher

A district specialist
A professor

Other

No preference

Inservice meetings can be held at different times of the day and different
times of the year. How acceptable do you find each of the following times’
for holding inservice meetings? Assume that inservice attendance is part of
teachers' paid duties.

Complete all the fgllowing:

Very Not Very
) : Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable Unacceptable

a. early in the morning v
before classes start

———— ——— | —

b. during regular school hours
(if satisfactory replace-
ment found)

c. in the a“ternoon after .
school b )

B — — ———

d. in the evening after
school

e. on inservice days when
no classes are scheduled

f. weekends during the school
year

/

g. just before the start of
the school year’ “

h. during thé summer
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25.

26.

27.

28.

» N .
¢ V., ORGANIZATIONAL CONTEXT FOR INSERVICE .IN BASIC SKILLS

Groups of teachers can be organized togetﬁer in inservice programs to
improve their basic skills instruction. What-is your first preference.
concerning the grouping of teachers? Your second prefenence’ ]

(a) Prefer to organize an inservice group that JUSt 1ncludbs teachers from
e.same school ‘
(b)- Prefer to organize an inservice group that 1ncludes teachers from
different schools in the district

L]
g

. v _ :
How would yau feel about part1c1pat1ng 1n a basic skills inservice

program with your teachers?
- Very positive- Positive - Negative ﬁéry negative .
‘ X -

3

Explain your response:

VI. GOVERNANCE OF ‘INSERVICE IN BASIC SKILLS

L8

Suppose that a school district had the goal of improving students' 1Earhing
of the basic skills. ~Do you think that teacher participation in the
inservice should be mandatory under this circumstance?.

Yes, definite]y so Yes No . No, definitely not

Explain your response:

LY

n
£

Hhat rewards and incentives, if any, would you advocate .for teachers who

part1c1pate in an inservice program to make improvement in the1r basic *
skills ‘instruction?

A d

Explain your; response:
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The Relationship Between Inservice Practices:
and Productivity in Basic Skills Instruction. .
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* 'CODE__BOOK
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Interview Schedule 1. B
(Part Two )
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. : Coding by Gall/Baker
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Y

1
g Description of proceduress’ ;

. Step One “ Transcription
) From the interview Scheduie l‘kpart two) write a brief-
summary of all the activities obtaining information from the
follow1ng:x ' ,
- title of the act1V1ty(wr1tten as a one sentence
. , - description of the inserviceh
- AW listed ass
. | | l. Target ggppetehcieé according to knowledge,
attitude 6h skills focus.
. i 2. Side or long term effects according to

knowledge, attitude or ‘skills emphasis.

Step Two: Code the briel summaries according to:

A. Topics covered
B. Llnks w1th direct 1nstructégg_§§gg§ggég§
C. Llnks with dlstrlct curriculum
D. Links with achlevement test scores  _0~—;~w~~-
< (See Table Ohe for coding scores) . |
i ~
) ‘ Rules for Coding ‘ ‘. .
A Topicsx - ‘ , : .
l. If an inservice act1v1ty covers more than one toplc,
code the activity for each toplc covered. For example, an
activity in wh1ch~teachersAlearn to use art in social studies
) ' o .
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+

RS
‘

would be scored twice (exception is language arts - see rhlé

#)

A ‘ Yy

Teacher © Actiwity, S Toplc (
I.D. No: + Nos, ) + 'Nos
21 01 oo . :
21 o1 . | 15
K 2. Score I.T.I.P. (Madellne Hunter Teachlng Method),

school effectlveness computer education,, 1earn1ng centers

“and 31m11ar act1v1ties as 03 (gengral academlc), unless

there is a spe01flc reason to do othevw1se.

3. If a code topic becomes “clarified"\whén additional .‘

) information is supplled from a later source ,then return and

re-code all previoys scorxes for thls a0t1v1ty. (note: excéption

to this in rule 5)

B

: , - ‘ a v )
v 4., If an activity containiizizzbthanone language” arts
}toplc (eg. writing and ‘reading) scorewas 05 (language arts) .

NOT as separate scores of 13 (readlng) and 17 (writlng)

]
»

5. When scoring for Topic Iink with dfrect 1nstruction

: Y
or Link w1th tests, coding should be QOne only on the ba31s

of data prov1ded by the teacher and 1ncluded*1n the transcrlptlon
summary. Even if data is known about this ‘topic score only

' »
on the basis of data provided. (notes this does.not apply

to scoring C Links with distriet curriculum)
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B Links with direct instructiontstrategie§v

&

1. Score "1* Yor those activities Which‘déécribéa

.(a) -monitoring behavior - in which a teacher asks . ?

S puplls to per{grm a de51red "ba31c Skill* _ |
. (eg. work book practice accompanied by » o

teacher’ monltorlng)

. .. (b) reactive/coyrective behavior - to help a
' B student when he or she is unable to provide
L ‘ ! - - the desiredfresponse.

(Q; 'instrnctionéi variables:

(i) _ aliocated time

(ii) engagement rate

(iii) student engaged time

;(iv) taking into account students' prior
“'learnlng | ,

(v) . 1nstructional overlap - match between

instructiomal content and achlevement

test content.

2. See under A. Topics rule # 5.

C Links with district curriculum
1. Curriculum refers to district or school mandated
progranms. ‘ - .

PAN

2. Score “"1" for those activities wnich describe topics
clearly linked to a district responsibility for the curriculum
14,
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(eg. adoption’of‘a program, such as Holt Reading Program or

. Math Their Way). - S

hd H

3. Score curriculum obJectively. That is, if Qou’can
infer the actiVity is being used to support school or district
curriculum implementation score it as "l" Inferences usually

nare made when another teacher actiVity proVides datda which . o
can be related to the activity currently being coded. o

(note: exception rule # 5 Topics)

4y, I.T.I.P. is a district - wide adopted curriculum

s . - in this project.

H

D Links with test scares .

1. Score "1 for those activities which are desiéned
to improve test scores or pupil grades generally. (note:

" exception rule # 2), . ' ‘ . . 4

-

2. Do not score “1" for those activities which describe
tests for diagnostic or placement purposes. For example, do
% not include subject tests.(reading. mathematics) which are
S ) s '

part of a regular program.

"3.. "Tests" do not have to;be only standardized tests
such as C.A.T., S.A.T. or C.T.B.S. but need only have an

achievement or\outcome orientation.




. , TABLE-_ONE . - :

T (T = — .
(for use with Code . Category or Code Name Examples of Coding - direct quotations
S.0.S. computer " Score '
editor file) ’ " L | . .- A
columns - ., - . . ) |

1,2 . ' Teachers' I.D. Number

3k g : Inservice Activity No

5,6 - A. TOPICS '

° ‘ P T -

N 01 : Art ‘ eg.(i) A workshop on how to.use left over
! ) . d ) scraps.to make art projects.

(ii)Two workshops on art and oceanography

" ‘ 02 District/School -~ eg.(i) Inservice on school budget to help
/ : policies . answer public questions.
‘ . S . ) (ii)District and_building orientation to
. ‘ .. . . .o _ learn about policy regulations-. v

(iii)Meeting on school tax base.

< . .
. - «
5 A
s 0 <
. " .
L.
.

03 General Academic eg.(1) To trainh teachers in the mechanics of
. , ‘standardized tests. .
- ' - (1})A lecture on 'total school environment
s .- . research. . . 2N
(iii)Inservice on the microcomputer - Rl
. . ot : company rep. . \ .
19 ' ' Co ‘ (iv)A lecture on the .right/left brain and
' - . < * how it affects my teaching. .. ,
- ‘ o (v) I.T7.1.P. - Madeline .Hunter progranm - /

) district wide.




LA | . TABLE ONE (cont'd) ' ' b

-

¥,

Column(s) , ' , . ] ]
(for use with Code Category or Code Name A Examples of Coding - direct
 S.0.S. computer - Score : quotations )
editor file) . - . T :
Columns - - S v ‘
5,6 . ol : Handwriting eg.(i) Inservice on adoption of hand-
= - . : writing program - learned not
r . ' AU . to join two S's. '
L g ) ) . (ii)Inservice 'on interfacing italic
e : | o ' SR . and cursive handwriting learned
g . - , ‘. that. the two are not in conflict,

el

"t

=

t

", ' 05 Language Arts = ) eg. (1) How to do direct instruction in
- . ' . ) language arts and regading.
P ' (ii)"Step ahedd" inservice - to
. - develop motivational materials
for reading and writing. '

g61

" . . 06 \ Career Education = °* eg.(i) Learned about the role of carear
" . ‘ ' ed in special ed.
(ii)Inservice on career ed. - learne(
v how to help students feel good
' about their career choices.

E : 07 Management/Discipline eg.(i) An inservice on time *- managemen
L ' . . - techniques for teachers.
: (ii)An inservice on discipline -

% : ' ‘ : strategies for achieving positiv

classroom behavior.
" . 08 ' Mathematics : - eg+(i) "Math Their way" - a district
' ) : , sponsored inservice  /

) ; (ii)An E.S.D. sponsored program call
. "Thursday Math". ' '
(iii)An inforhal inservic¢e to-.discuss,
the mechanics of a pilot program
. ' ‘ _ in math and problem solving -
' strategies. ., =

. . L B | . ' 2050




TABLE ONE (cont'd)

T . v o e
(ggtmgéz)w1th Code Category or Code Name Examples of .Coding - direct guotations
» S.0.S.computer Score ‘ ' .
editor f11e) *
=Coluhns .
5,6 09 Music g.(1) A P.E. workshop combined with music.
. (ii)A music workshop led by the_district,
i . (iii)A music apd P.E. workshop to listen
) to rhythm and movement in music.
A - — — = - P
. 10 . Mental Hygiene - ' eg.(i) Inservice on mental- health and.
: : R stress to help myself and my “student
to relax.
(ii) A workshop on hdw to help students
. . cope with a loss eg. death of a
~ A parent or family split up. .
A -]
” ‘ 11 ~ Personal/General eg.(i) A workshop for SELCO representatives
¢« Professional -, to learn how SELCO "takes' care of
. - employegs"
(ii)Rape awareness - how to protect
: N v myself at home and at night. '
(111)Two U. of 0. sessions on dlscrimin-
Lo ation.-
(iv)Mental health and stress for
teachers,
" 12 Physical Educ. eg. (1) A P L. workshop on how to use the -
- g teachers®' guide and how to do P.E:
) exercises with music. ° ,
P (ii)A U. of 0. workshop for school
' 2. - coaches.’
(iii)A P.E. workshop put on. by district
' teachers.
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TABLE ONE (¢ont'd)

Column(s)

Category or Code Name

Examples of Cecding - direct
quotations

Reading

eg.(i) The new Holt Reading Program -
: 4 district sponsored sessions. .
(ii)An informal school level inservice
“to develop reading.

(iii)A series of 3 workshops put on.
by International Reading Assoc.
(iv)Managing reading by objectives.

" Science/Energy/

Environment -

eg.(i) An inservice program on science
v and energy run by E.W.E.B.
(ii)an E.S.D. - E.W.E.B. workshop on
"wasty Watt" curriculum kit for
K"Z- 7 ' -
(iii)Two .workshops on art and
oceanography.

vSocial Studies

_eg.(i) State inservice on Indians ‘-

learned how Indian culture dove-
" tails with social studies texts.
(ii)Human relations inservice on
South East Asian cultures to help
E.S.L. kids feel accepted.
(iii)Inservice on multi-cultural
awareness.: )

Spelling -

- eg.(1) Inservice on‘the adoption of

S spelling program - learned
that 10-20% is phonetic and
rest is irregular, '

(for use with ’ Code
S.0.S.computer Score
editor file) . :
CTolumns —— —
516 : ° ., 13
" 14
© 3
w
[1] 15
" 16
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Column(s)
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| TABLE _ONE (cont'd)

. 7 - ] -
(for use with Code ~Catééory<or Code Name Examples of Coding - direet:
. S.0.S.computer Score ~ g .- . quotations -
- editor file) ~ . ’ ' ‘
Tolumns B B —
5,6 17 C Writing Composition ‘eg.(1i) Three all-day sessions .
’ , : "Teaching Kids. to Write nght".
(11)Inserv1ce on the improvement -
¢ - of 'students writing.- learned
about wholistic writing and
¢ _how to implement it.
v (111)Inserv1ce on creatlve story-
. writing.
‘ N
w e 18 ~ special Education/\' eg. (1) Learned about ‘the role of
: Gifted and Talented : career ed. in special ed.
N , : ‘ “{ii)Conference on'sight impaired -
S children and what the world ° -
o looks like 'to one of my h/cap
‘ . children. v
* (111)Talented and gifted conference.
Column : - ) . T
4 * B. Links with direct instruction ° -
. " 0 *No link with direct o
. instruction ‘
T 1 Linked with dlrect
instruction .
Column ’ - o L ) .
8 C. + Links with district currieulum .
» b ] . 2 )
2‘. i ) '2( k) e
" 0 . . No 1link -
Q .
* <1 Linked with . _
EBJK;* curriculum

=3 . w 4
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(cgoxrmss(zj\;ith Code L Category or Code Name Examples of Coding - direct.
S.0.S.computer Score . « quotations ) : .
editor file) | - q
.Golumn S : -
. g - D Links with achievement tests ’
o o 0 No Link
- N T
" 1 Linked with tests
- .
~ N\
< . .
g =~
' 2‘_"'1 - , -
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