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IMPROVING THE CLIMATE IN RURAL SCHOOLS THROUGH AN
INDIVIDUALIZED STAFF DEV/ELOPMENT PROGRAM
By
IKathleen R. Flanagan

Cecil R: Trueblood

Introduction
The term "clirnate" "has been used in an educational context to refer to a
variety of attributes in the learning environment ranging from physical factors such

as room arrangements to social, psychological or leadership factors such as trust;

shared decision-making, or job satisfaction. It is the purpose of this paper to
explore the definition of school climate, to describe four instruments used to assess
various dimensions of schoo! climate and to discuss the i’m’piicoﬂ;)'ns of a school
climate 'promé for dé\/'e'ioping an ?ndiﬁduoﬁzed sfi;ff deveibpmehf prbérorn in a
rural school Seﬁing. An éx‘om'p'ié of an isolated rural school sfoff dé&/éio'pménf

program will be p'r'es’enfed fo illustrate the .deveio'pmen? and infer'prefoﬂon of the

school climate profile.

: S’, i', ,,i 7(:'!,,,, i,

Visitors to schools. frequently comment upon the "atmosphere®of the building"
when they share their observations and reactions with others. Some reflect on the
physical characteristics of the school plant itself, such as cleanliness or %bdéé'
allocation: Others point out social or b§9&ﬁbié§iééi factors, such as student-teacher
relations or teachers' attitudes toward their job:

School climate, as defined in the professional literature (Lazotte, et al:, 1980)
includes the values, beliefs and attitudes of the school. community meinbers as
reflected in the ins’ﬂfufionoi 'pof)tézrns, processes, and béhdvioroi procﬂces ufiiized in

f
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the = hool oross time.  These have been shown to enhance or impede student
achievermen: (Colemian et al:, 1965; Squires, 1980). Thus a positive school climate is
ot a nicans and an end:  This means school climate is a platform upon which
productive learning and teacher jsb satisfaction is built.

The effective schools research (Squires; Huitt, & Segars; 1981) confirms the
r dationship befween a positive climate and three school norms; an orderly school
environment; an emphasis on aciifervics, and expectations for students' success.
School climate is also related pos tively to three leadership processes; modeling,

consensys building and feedback to 1« =¢! ers ond students.

s
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Therefore, getting a reading o TGOl ¢Timate will cAhance your ability fo

influence the iinprovement of student axbieveément and teacher morale.

School Climate Assessment

There dré 'a numbér of varied elements in the school environment which
contribute to thé overall school climate: Likewise there are a number of
instruments available for the assessment of these different elements: BéSéHbéd
below are four instruments which the authors have used in schools in rural settings
as part of a needs assessment éﬁa project evaluation component of a staff
development program orécnized collaboratively with the Keystone Central échooi

District (KCSD/PSU; 1979).

Attitude Toward Inservice

The Attitude Toward Inservice Scale (Truéblood et ai . 1981) was devised to

measore teachers' and administrators' attitudes toward inservice education
programs. itrfigs been used with samples of rural inservice educators (N = 244) by

-Trueblood, ct al. (]1983) This scale is a thirty-two item, Likert-type instrumnent:

-

: Coefficient alpha for thé scale is .93. A factor analysis yielded three major factors,

!
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labeied as: (1) General Expectations: feciings and beliefs sternming from past

experience with inservice education; (2) Potential for Change

| inprovement:

feelings and beliefs about what inservice eaucation can or should do; ‘and (3) Past’

Benefits: feclings and beliefs about how inservice education has benefitted the
individual.

Asscssment and planning for school clirnate improvement through inservice

education activities should include an attitudinal component: Attitude has been

defined as a mental readiness or a learned predisposition to respond in a consistent] -

_.positive or negative manner foward a given paychological object (Fishbein & Aizen;. .

1975). In :taff develo"pmenf terins we might say that téachers and odrn’ini’s’trofdré
coiné to insérvice activities with a mental set, ranging from highly positive to highly
negative, about the value of such activities. Attitudes are mUIfi-focéted, with
uffective, cognitive and behavioral componénts (Zimbardo; Ebbesén, & Maslach,

1977). Therefore it would seem that teachérs would have some: (1) emotional

responses to inservice education; (2) factual knowledgé about training procedurés

and resuts of their prior p'orficipoﬁ'on; and (3) consis;enf ‘ways of behoving before,
during and after inservice workshops.

Assessing teachers' attitudes toward their own pro'fe’ssioﬁoi g’rov&iifh through
inservice education provides baseline data and formative evaluation as staff
development programs are iﬁi?iéf:écj and refined. If you choose to use the attitude
scale mentioned previously, either the total scale score, or individual fac*or scores

\

may be used to guide prograrn design.

CFK L td. School Climate Prcfile

.The CFK Ltd. School Climate Profile (Eo’i, et oi., 1973) was designed to

provide a general overall assessment of school climate. This written survey

examines eight general climate factors such as trust and respect; as well as specific

,
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aspects of three inajor school 'cii'rﬁofe determinants, nomgiy school program,
interpersonal process, and material determinants. As designed, the instrument is
flexible enough that c;)ﬁl; selected areas may be ;od'm'i'nisf'ered' at any one time, or
dddifiondlyoreCS rﬁdy be added as appropriate to the local setting. Respoﬁdenfs’ are
asked ‘o rate each statement as to "what is" and "what should be". The results of
the school climate survey may be charted using a discrepancy profile format which
indicates the gap between the pérCefved view of the real situation and the desired or
ideal situation. From such a profile, an inservice 'pidnnl;ng commiftee could easily
development activities. This insfrumf_(;nf will be highlighted in the case study that

follows. -

Purdue Teacher Of

LY

(Bentley & Rempel, 1967) assessés teacher

The Purduve Teach

morale, an important dimension of school climate. The scale includes ten factors

total "morale' scale; as well as individoal factor scores: The varicus foct'g&s could

be targeted individually as areas for improving teacher morale. This opinionaire

has a test-retest reliability of .87.

Survey of Effective School Processes

The Sur\'/ey of Effective School Procésses (/i/f)/é//—\/, |9§3) differs

significant!y from the other assessment opproccﬁés mentioned 'previousiy in that it
is based on a series of inf’erviews’, classroorm 'ob's'érVoﬁonS, and a parent survey.
Survey ESP was developed by /I/D/E/A/, the educational affiliate of the Charles F.

Kettering Foundation, as a part of the continuous improvement cycle of Individually

Y

ntent - andfer—process - outcomes—with ~direct ~imptications for—staff-
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Guided Education (IGE). Interviews are conducted. wifh several role groups,
including the prmmpol/stee.mg comm:ffee teachers, central office personnel and
students. Parents are mcluded via a wrnffen survey. Clossroom observohons round

out the'information gathering process.

The analysis of information is based on thirty-five 60féémles which reflect

recommended school practices as déﬁnéd by /I/D/EJA/: These outcomes are
grouped into five clusters, including: (1) demszon-mokmg processes, (2) school

orgomzohon (3) curriculum, student Ieornmg program, mservlice, and goal setting,

rélationships.
Feedback on Survey ESP is generally reported in terms of fhe degree to which
each outcome is found or not found in practice in fhé school. The information may

then be utilized by the school staff as deemed appropriate for. the local setting.

Staff Devélopment

In the l969‘s and 1970'5, federal manda!=s for education included emphasis on
"iimproved personnel déVeiopmerif systems" for school districts through such
programs as Teacher Corps and Teacher Cenfers. A number of specific factors, as
well as general megatrends, have come together at this time to increase the

expectations placed upon_ school personnel. Mandafes soch as mainstreaming of

v

handicapped learners and bilingual and multicultural education, as well as rapid

technological growth which places mlcrocompufers into the math ond science
clossrooms, requires inservice educators to ocqunre new skllls knowledge,_ond
off,lfude's. Demdgidphlc trends such as shifting population centers and an oxeroll
decllnmg school enrollment have contributed to an ogmg, gwore stable teacher
populohon.v The natural” renewal ond flow of new mformoflon, fechmques and
related oftifudgs, which normally has come trom the rapid turnover and change in

o

() student roles, responsibilities: and assessment, and, (5) principal/staff- working . ..
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school faculty composition, have been severely retarded by this trend foward an
" aging teacher populatiori.

Although the need for staff development appears in all sectors of education,
the roural school setting has some unique éﬁé?é‘féﬂgﬁé‘s’! which make it a strong
candiddte for the establishment of professional devélobmem programs for inservice
educators. The population sfdbiiify of rural communities contributes to a very low
turnover rate in the feoChing staff. The féndéncy of local citizens to remain in
their horne community further enhances this stability, thus contributing to an inbred
di_&ﬂlﬁy. of thinking.
necessary to foster educational innovation and cH'onge; in rurdl schools. R~uroi
communities are noi noted for openness to the contributions of perCeiVed
"outsiders." C‘ohs’e'qu'eﬁﬂy, or;y hew teachers or administrators who enter a rural
Seﬂihg’ mp,s’f serve a 'proionged p'vro'bofionory period before their ideas are accepted
or adapted: Given the cunstraints for professional gfow%ﬁ produced by these
characteristics and factors; @ si.rong program for continuous seif-renewal seems
urgently necessary for the improvement of education in rural settings:

Traditiona! approaches to inservice education, characterized by "one-shot pep
talks by outside experts' have failed to take into account the divé;sify and
complexity of individual teachers' classrooms. While school improvement efforts
have recently been aimed at the school as theé unit of change, the dctual site of any
change is the ihdfviducji cio’s’sroomi and the 'primdry objécf of ch'cjngé, as well as the
agent of cHdhgé—, is the individual classroom feochq. In other wOrds, schools don't
im'prox)é,,th’é individuals w'orL'dng in them do! ’

Staff development progrc;ms represent d fOr‘rnoi attempt to help teache,s grow
qnd develop across the span of their professional careers: Fullan (-1982) points out
fﬁb’f the crux of chonge is how; individuals come to grips with it. Thus how rural

teachers view themselves; their school, and the changes implied in staff

_These characteristics all tend. to inhibit. the sense of risk taking



development prograrns are all factors which interact dnd\.ébhﬁibof’;é in part to a
school's overall climate. |

Little research has been done on the needs of rural teachers (Edington, 1976;
Parks & Sher, 1979; Sher, 1977; Sher & Rosenfeld, 1977). The Keys*une Central
School District/Penn State University Teacher Corps Project (1979) and the work by

Lortie (1975) and Fulian (1982) provide some evidence to show that rural teachers

tend to: .
) be highly individualistic and fHus see their problem as being unique
2) plrefer to work on staff development prOJects whlch fhey can work on
3)  be wary of evaluation from "outsiders"
4)  stay in one school district during their entire careers
5)  prefer 1o get help from “trusted" fellow teachers :
6) prefer psychic rewards, respect from p!ers and time to work on their

perceived needs during staff development time

7) 1 havé a high sense of pride in their schools

8) see changé as a personal rather than a group-based experience
9) use practical criterid to assess the cH’ong’es fHey}ore asked to hﬁdké
10) be isolated from institutions of hlgher education and thus do not pursve

graduate study.

The assessiment of a school's climadte, as reflected in the dfﬁ'fudes, v’oiu'e'sgond
beliefs »f the teachers and administrators who work there, cdn provide vdluable
.infbﬁh'ofibﬁ for the design, implementation, and evaludtion of" prdfegiiondi
development programs. These programs, in torn, can proVvide opportunity to directly -
address the mu’ﬁiplé Factors which contribute to a positive climate:

Justiz (1983) points out that:

There are certdin values, norms, roles; cmd reloflorj§h|p§ ‘we can now :

identify that create the climate for highly professional téacher behavior and
strong student performance. .

5



It is now clear that achieving cxcellence requires that people in
indiviauval school districts and schools be free to agree on what they want to

accomplish, to orchestrate the necessary resources, to avoid the bureducratic

intervention and tc have access to stimulating ideas "and programs. (p. |2)

!
in su mmary;, professronol developmenf progroms, responsive to exnsfmg school

ciimate foctors, offer pofentlon for the cnnfmuous self-renewal of rural schools.

School Climiate Implications for An Individualized équ'fi Develdpménf Program--
An Example in Practice

In 1979, the Keystone Central School Disirict and Fenn Sfofe Univeréffy

-ed n:callohorative Teacher (\nrns r\nrh'\ard\lr\ to. dp\g:lnn an d delivsr an-on-sits.

"""T‘[’lf

staff development program to the district's most isolated Scht;oi setting.
Geographically, Keystore Central is one of Pennsylvania’s i'orgeST rural school
districts; covering éb[ir’oximo}feiy 700 squore rﬁiies’, During thé planning year; ¢
basic thrust of the Teacher Corps project. was the identification and training of a
local inservice leadership team (ILT). The KCSD ILT was composed of key teachers,
building ddhﬁinisfidfbis; and representatives of the district's central office staff
(iorgei'y pe.ceEVerJ as "outsiders" by the local teachers and administrators). This
thrust was selected in order to provide for on-going.school-based leadership affer
the formdl projéect cameé to an end, and to assure the local feachers that they had
control over content, delivery-option and keword—SySfern decisions in the staff
de\'/eio';-)menf pr'ogrorh.. From the initial planning session, the Penn State faculty
worked to ovoid "zh'e per'cep’fion of "outsiders" with pre-set notions as to what was
needed to "fix up” the schools. |

The target site included an eiernejnfory school (K=6) and a secondary.-school (7-
12). Although the buildings were less than one hundred yards apart, there was little
or no communication between the teachers 'regcljrding s’%u’denfsr, eurricuiu'm or
resources. Af,the request of the IET, the staff ae've-iob'rﬁer'\f program was designed

to include both faculties in joint planning and participation.

lu
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The first stép in 'pion’ning included conducting an assessment of staff

development necds. The Ieodership team was glven training in the administration
and interpretation of a variety of needs assessiment procédures and instruments.
Data from several sources were analyzed, and specific inservice eéducation outcomes

were targeted for implementation over a two-yéar period. These professional

development outcoimes included not only content topics for workshops, but also
recommended modes of delivery and required support systéem for classroom

implementation of new products or processes.

One of the mstruments mcluded in the needs ossessmenf was the CFK Ltd.

School Chmote Profile. As described eorller, this instrument provndes a redding on
key school climate determinants: The survey was 'od'mini:s'feredr by the ILT, and
scored by computer: The results were then presented to the ILT in both ,gro'phic (see
Figures 1-2) and tabular form (see Tables 1-4); L 7

The major climate factors with their mean scores and differences drs shown in
Table 1. Each factor is comprised of several cateqories (Tables 2-4); For each
cateégory there are five items in statement form: Response choices and their
related point value are: almost never (1), occasionally (2), frequently (3), and almost
always (4). Thus the scoré range for edch category is five to twenty.

Tables 2,3, and & show the mean response scores for the project Sého&jl;; As
the ILT examined these dofo;i\some areas were targeted for.immediate attention,
while ‘other cotegérie.s were built into long=range pldns. The benefit of having
central office personnel actively involved in the schootzbdsed leddership féolén
becarne obvious during the discussions of perceived discr;epo‘r;cies between what is
and what should be. As shown in Table 4; the greatest discrepancy for both schools
was found in the process category of involvement in decision making. Table 5 s%h’ows
the five items that make up this category: Item 3 is stoted in almost direct

opposition to the way in which inservice educafion had been planned for these
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teachers in the past.  Although this particular itein encompasses o o fer erivty of
decisions than irw’s’ervice, it'served to stimulate discussion as to the vaiue anid need o
involve dll teachsrs in the désign of professional development acrivities that wooli
have maximum impact on individual classroc: Al of the other 120 items T the
instrurent were examined for théir implicatioas for inservice education in o sineilar
manner.

As differcnces between 'rh\e éiémé’nmry sehoo! and the secondary school
profiles were rioted; it also became dpparént that éaclh schoo! fad its owr uiique

climate:  Thus an awareness gréw that one district-wide opproach to imservic.

education failed to take into account the local varidtions in attitudes, interests o

needs:  As the Teacher Corps project progressed into the impléinentation stige of

the staff developinent program, elementdry and seécondary tédchers jcned togethsr
ﬁ ‘_ :

learning objectives, each team called upon teachers «.thin their school, othér

district personnel, and university faculty to assist them with their learning

activities. The needs assessment was repeated at the end of the second and third

vears of the project, and results were used to further refine the inservice education

program for eéach school.”

Summiry

As the s’fo"ff development program was expanded to other sites in the I eysfone
C";en'ir"oi School District, 'offifu'de, moroié—, “and  school i:lim'qfe prof:les were
developed by each school's inservice leadership team. The involvement of the
central office staff again served to open district=wide communication and sharing of
expertise: Péyéﬁdibéiéoi as well as geographical distance betweén the cantral office
and the isolated sites was bridged as mutual trust dnd respect was developed. he

climate for professional development contirffUes to grow more positive in this rural
"~ I

school district.
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CFK School Climate Profile

High School
N=53

A
GEMERAL: GLIMATE FACTORS 5 15 :
1. Respect 7 !
2. Trust < HAE
_ L . .\#
3. High Morale > N
, £
B o . . . B 7
4. OQpportunity for Input // ]
5. Continuous Academic and Social Growth 7\ 4
6. Cohesiveness N - ?
7. School Rénéwal \‘ 7*kz q
8. Caring N F
PROGRAM- DETERMINANTS ’
1. Acting Learning ;
2. Individualized Performance Expectations » ’
7 S 57 K
3: Varied tearning Environments r *
4. Flexible Curriculum and Extracurricular I} A
Activities . B
5. Appropriate Support and Structure : ~?
6. Rules Cooperatively Determined ‘f
] < | 1
7. Varied Reward System 3 'J i b
PROCESS_DETERMINANTS ) .
1. Problem Solving Ability ! !
2. Improvement of School Goals J\\r ‘r
3. ldentifying and Working With Conflict N Ll
o <
N . . p . L. _ h
4. Effective Communications | ) ;Afif_ 1.
- TR S P ] ~ 17
5. Involvement in Decision Making 4 "
5, ™ R e n T g Ty e e ‘7\1 ‘ “
6. Autonomy with Accountability \
7. Effective Teaching-Learning Strategies r
8. Ability to Plan for the Future |
WHATIS . . . . . .. o~ :
WHAT sHoutpee ... =——= 1§ ;

20




TABLE | .
CFK SCHQOOL CLIMATE PROFILE
BY FACTORS

. Meéan Scores and Differehces )

High Scbooi Eiémérjfcty, School

 Factor N=53 N=23

What |~ What | What | What |
Is Should Be | Difference Is Should Be | Difference

. General Climate 113.5 150:2 36:7 123:8 150.6 2.8
Program Determinants| 91.4 122.8 314 98.6 126.8 28:2

Process Determinants 103.0 143.4 40.4 11435 1433 28.8

TABLE 2
CEK SCHOOL CEIMATE PROFILE
- GENERAL CEIMATE FACTORS
BY CATEGORY

Mean Scores and Differences

. High School | Elementary School
Category - N=53 N=23

What ~ What | What |  What | ]
S | ShouldBe | Difference] 1is Should Be| Difference

Respect 14.5 18:6 4.1 16.4 18.5 2.1
Trust 13:7 18:6 4:9 15:6 18:9 3.3
High Morale 14:8 19:1 4.3 15:3 19:6 43
Opportonity for Input| 13:5 18:4 4:9 144 17:8 3:4
Continvous Academic| 12.6 18.7 6:1 14:7 18:8 4.1
and Social Growth N

Gdhééi\)éneéé 4.8 18.9 4.1 14.9 19:0 4.l

School Renewal 13.6 18.8 5.2 154 19.0 3.6

Caring 16.0 19.1 3.1 17.0 19.0 2.0

L

~
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1ABLE 3: CFK SCHOOL. CLIMATE PROFILE
PROGRAM DETERMINANTS BY CATEGORY

ecmS\cores and Differences

o : H!gh C‘S/chool ' Elemenfary School

Cateqgory ~ N=53 o N=23
What thf What - What F, o
Is__ | ShouldBe | Difference Is Should Be | Différence

Active Leadrning ) 12.6 17.8 5.2 13:35- 18.0 4.7

Individualized Perfor= 13.3 17.4 4.4 14.8 - 18:0 3:2

mance Expectttions

Varjed Learning 1.9 16.8 4.9 13.0 17.5 4.5 ¢

Environments - )

Flexible Courriculum 12.0 15.8 3.8 13.0 17.2 4.2

and Extracurricolar '

Activities

Support and Structure | 14.7 18:5 3.8 14.7 18.9 4.2

Appropriate to
Eearners Maturity

Rules Coperohvely 13.8 17.9 4. 16.0 18.5 2.5
Determined
Varied Reward System | 132 18.6 5.4 13.8  18.7 4.9

TABLE 4: CFK SCHOOL CLIMATE PROFILE
PROCESS BETERMINANTS BY CATEGORY
Mean Scores and Differences

t

o Hugh School Elemenfary School
Category o N=53 ~ N=23
TWhat T What | What What [
Is Should Be | Difference| Is | ShouldBe | Difference

~ Problem Solving Ability | 12.4 17.8 5.4 14.3 18.4 4.1

Improvment of School | 12.0 17.9 5.9 14.2 17.6 3.4

Goals

ldentifying and Working | 14.2 18.8 4.6 15.8 18.8 3:0

With Conflicts

Effective Commuoni- 16.5 19:4 229 175 19.1 1.6

cations

Involvment in Decision | 0.2 16.7 6.5 10.4 16.0 5.6

Making

Autonomy and Account-| 13:0 17.4 4.4 14.2 17.7 3.5

ability

Effective Teaching- 13.2 18.3 5.1 14.5 18.3 3.8

Learning Strategies .

Ability fo Plan for the | 11:4 17.2 5.8 13.5 17.3 3.8

Future : ,

1t




TABLE 5

CFK SCHOOL CLIMATE PROFILE
PROCESS DETERMINANTS

BY ITEM

Meén écores énd bif%eréncéé

R o BT - _ - — —
< High School Elémentary School
. L (N,=,53). LI — (N’23l —
Categorics and Item What - What | Differ- What | What | Dirfer-
is Should Be|! ence is Should Be| ence
INVOLVEMENT IN DECISTON MAKING:
1. Teachers hetp in selection of
new stafl menbers. 1.85  3.34 1.49 1:70  3.09 1:39
2. Parent. help to decide about N S o : o
new scionol programs. 1.81 3:09 1.28 1.91 2.87 0.96
J .
3 Dectstons that affect this
gchool are made by the
supertntendent and the central
stalf only after opportunity .
has becn”piéviaé& for discussion 'l
and inpat from the school's S - o
principal, staff, and students. |2.23 3.60 1.37 2.26 3.65 . 1.39
v« I have Influence on the
decisiona within_the school o o B o o -
which directly affect me. 2.53 3.60 +:07 2.78 3.61 0.83
5: The student government makes o o S - 7 .
important declistons. 1.81 3.09 1:28 1.74 2;83)- 1.09
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