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Introduction

training for local educators. Events range from larze conferences to small

A key question is: What kinds and levels of impact are made by the SEA on
participants of state-sponsored inservice? The objectives of this ' aper are
to describe the various kinds of state—sponsored inservice and to explose the
factors influencing impact on participants in terms of uee of knowledge »r
skills presented. This pilot study focuses on a single éEQEé and representa-
tive training events sponsored by that SEA. Specific data were reported in 10
separate case studics. Here, data are summarized across these cases. The

findings; summary and conclusions.

Methods and Measures

This pilot study was conducted by staff of Research for Better Schools
(RB3) during 1983. It was designed to explore the issue of increased
participant knowledge and/or skills resulting from inservice events sponsored
by the Maryland State Department of Education (MSDE), with an eye towards
determining needed improvements and implications for policy decisions about
resource allocations.

% Resources available to RBS for this work were minimal. Therefore, a full-

scale study could not be conducted. It was agreed that -the measures and _
methods of a small pilot study might be used subsequently (possibly by IDP

ieibers); if they yielded data worth exploring further.
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offices and divisions. Each of the MSDE Inservice Development Panel (IDP)
members representing one of the eight divisions was asked to select (with
approval from respective supervisors) two or three different kinds cf

inservice events sponsored by that division. From tne list of events offered

follow-up assistance). The selected events were all conducted during the five
month period between March and July, 1983.

A preliminary research design was developed by RBS in cooperation with
the IDP. Built into the design was a review process which occurred at each
stage of the pilot study. RBS et with staff of the Staff Development Branch
and/or IDP members to review measures and methods to be used in each new stage
of the Study. A tracer éﬁaiyéig appraach was used to determine how planning
which followed. Also, each event was observad by RBS, and participant evalua-
tion results were analyzed.

Data Collection

Three geﬁeréi methods of data collection were used: observations; inter-

@ Observations. Process observations of each of the ten

critical inservice events were conducted by RBS staff. For

each of the evernts, ccmprehensive notes were taken; objec-

tively describing what occurred and indicating time elapsed.

Interviews, Télephone interviews were conducted by RBS with

‘the MSDE event coordinators; LEA pianners, and presenters; as

appropriate. These interviews focused on the nature and

extent of planning for the inservice event.

¢ Questionnaires. During the course of the study three different
questionnaires/survey instruments were used. They included an

Evaluation Form; Intended Use Survey; and Inservice Follow-Up

Survey.

4
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- The Evaluation Form was developed by MSDE ds the standard form
to be usad in the evaluation of scheduled inservice activi-
ties. TIn some cases slight modifications of the form were

information. The fort was to be Completed by all partici;ants
of edeh évént. Itema on_ the form related to clarity of

the workshop. MSDE event coordinatore took responsibility for

tabulating participants' evaluations.

- The Intended Use Surv vey was developed by RBS to be completed
by at least one representative of each agency (LEA,,institute
of higher educatjion; public library) attending the inservice
activity. The survey concentrated on participants' intentions
regarding the use of information,iideas, materials, and skills
obtained from the inservice activity they had attended. In
addition, the survey asked participants to indicate their

w1111ﬁgﬁé§§ o provide additional information 1ater about

- The Inservice Follow—Up Survey, designed by RBS, was to be
completed by a sub-sample of participants who had indicated
interest (on the 1ntended Use Survey) in providing RBS with

participants., Tne sample of reepondents to this survey was

Selected in the following way: for each event a =ingle

participant was selected to provide follow—up data: Three

exceptions oceu: ‘red -—- three of the ten events (attended by

over 45 participants) provided two responnents each: This

res- lted in thirteen potential respondents. Respondents were

chosen so that a large urban LEA; medium and small rural LEAs;

coiteges; and a pubiic iibrary would be represented.

Data Analysis and Reporting

The data were initially analyzed separately for each of tne ten critical

events: Preliminary case reports on each event were written; and included

pants' evaluations; participants’ intended use of the ideas presented; and
factors influencing the success or failure of the event. These case reports;

5
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RBS of any inaccuracies or inadequacies in the report. When all corrections

of the IDP (Coordinator; Tnservice Profenslonz Development), and the relevant

MSDE Division Director was notified of the report's availability (Summer 1983).

The data on tocal follow-up use were collected; analyzed; and sent to the

1984). * The ten case reports were developed for the use of the Division staff
involved in imservice: This report represents a cross—case synthesis of the

Findings
This section summarizes the results of the ten case studies. It
deéscribes planning and preparation, event activit.es, participant evaluation

Plahning and Preparation of Inservice Events

As stated earlier, the ten events varied in severzl ways. Table 1
presents a summary of the key characteristics. Of interest is the fact that
five events were pre—contracted, meaning that participants agreed prior to the

event that they would carry out specific activities related to MSDE imput:

Sinicé Sofe evernts were follow-ups on previous activities; and others wer: new

initiatives, the nature and extent of planning varied among events:. Aspects

by a single MSDE staff person with just a little consultation with intended

participants. 1In another case, two MSDE staff undertook planning. In contrast,

G 4




Table 1

Kev Characteristics of the Ten Inservice Fvents

e

vt o Approx. No. of

Participants*

Stibject/Content Type of Event

5

na

Food Services

Teachier Rffectiveness

Research in Teacher Education
Teacher Effectiveness
Functional Mathematics
Correlation Workshop
instructional Resource Network
My agocations! Programming

Lot aoamputers

Statewide Conference

Single LEA Follow-up
(pre-contract)

Statewide Conference

Statewide Follow-up
(pre-contract)

Regional Workshop

Single LEA Workshop
(pre-contract)

Single LEA Horkshop
(pre-contract)

Regional Workshop

(pre-contract)

Statewide Conference

Statewide Conference

60

21

60

61

21

(o]}

26

31

65

Curhess are based on estimates of on-site observers.




two events were planned by large committees -- one including representatives
from eight LEAs.

It appeared to be most desirable for representitives of event participants
to be directly involved in planning. It was almost as valuable if participants’
needs and preferences were taken into acgount by MSDE coordinatois who clearly
retationship to thetr work; and ‘1ow they could or wouild use it: Insufficient

7/
awareness of participant expectations or of their relative expertise caused
participant frustration and low application of ideas presented.

Planning Time: Time invested by coordinators and tie length of time over

which planning occurred varied. ‘ Planning for some events began two or three

months before the activity was held, but in other cases planning began two
years before the actual eveut. |

Planning time for inservice activities ranged from one full day iacluding
days of a coordinator's time which included time spent not only in preparing
for the presentation, but all work related to the project For which the
inservice was conducted.

i

staff, p.one conversations, and gathering and organizing of materials. For
two conferences a significant portion of the time was needed to preview

materials to be used at the events.

g
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Total time spent on planning (by a coordinator and/or tcams) was greatest
when coordinators wanted or needed to develop ew-:rtise in the subject of the

selection of content, presernters, and delivery process should be deternined by
the objectives set for each event. TIn addition; events having objectives of
different levels (e.g., awareness, skill building) of the same subject should
be easier to design than in cases where several subjects are_addressed:
Table 2 presents the number of subject areas.covered and objectives set
for each of the ten critical events: As iﬁdicété& in the table; there were a

ten events presented material on a single subject; one event presented
material on four different subjects. Three of the eveuts set oniy one

objective each; while the remaining seven activities set multiple cbjectives

ranging from three to six obiectives each:
Takle 2
Humber o." Subjects and Objectives Addressed by the 1:n Events

s pivision

<. Sponsot - o - ; : p G )
NG 1 2a 2b 3 4 S 6a 6b 7 8
Subjects g )
S T L oo
Y Objactives i ' rornt

Nutber of Subjects, 4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 13

Number of Objectives | & 1 3 4 - 4 1 [3 1 4 5 13

E— - i bl . p—




Since the planning process is influenced by the types of objectives set
presented to them, the inservice activity must be structured to include
certain training components. (The activity may be a single event, but, in
Joyce's model, is uéuaiiy several events spread over a period of time,
allowing participants to "digest" new learning and practice in their home
environment.) The four training components are: Rationale & Theory Building,
Demonstration/Modeling, Practice/Feedback and On-site Coaching. Bruce argues

thzt the higher the level of the component; the more likely it is that many

"rationale and theory building” results in\awafenéssj "demonstration/modeling"
leads to conceptualization; "practice/feedback” results in skili development
through application; and "on-site coaching' leads to successful application.
terms of objectives (outcomes) stated.

Table 3 categorizes each of the ten events (as new initiative, follow-up,
precontracted) and provides a count of the number of objectives which fall
into each of the Joyce training component categories. In total, eighteen of
the activity objectives fell into thz "rationale and theory building" category,
twelve into tne "practice/rfeedback” category, five in the "demonstration/
moueling" category and only one in the "on=site coaching” category. With orne
exCéptibﬁ, all seven "new initiative" events included rationale and theory
building. (The exception was pre-contracted and designed as a "hands-on

workshop for a small number of participants:) All follow-ups also included

10



=Table )

Cetegorization of Brent Objectives According to Bruce Joyee Training Components

N\ Bventt | ] 2wl 3 | 5 |t |6 |7 | ¢

32 N R R R ; N

Rationale and . N
Teory Builddng | 1 | 1 | 't 2 |2 2 L3 51 18

Demonstration/ | ! ’ o
Modeling

o | Practice/ R R e
Feedback I 1 2 |3 o2 NES! / 12

On-site Coaching

—r
—

fctoal Nunber A U . o
of Chiectives 2 O I O 2 T S A T VR B BT

*fvent classifications: A = new initiative = pre-contract
B= followrip

" Note: Some objectives as written fell into more than one category, therefore, for three events the

adﬁlﬁ%&éf%ﬁmh%smwdﬁlmswmtmnm&rﬁémwﬁﬁSﬁ&ﬁﬁm




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



rationale and theory building; two inclt 2d demonstration/ modeling, and only

one included practice/feedback: (Yet; according to the Joyce model, one might

the following ways: | A
_ .

based on demonstrated need as perceived by MSDE staff (5)%

by the planning committee (4) ~ =

resulting from comments on the standard MSDE Evaluation Form of &

previous activity (2)

The selection of presenters also came about in a variety of ways. These
— -

are listed below:

- planning committee (4)% S o

- expert in the field (especially in the case of MSDE coordinators
conducting their own activities; coordinators were most intimately
aware of the needs of their audiences) (3)

- experience with and knowledge of speaker's capability (2)

- reputation of Speaker (2)

- volunteers (1) -

The delivery process for the inservice activity was determined in the
following ways:

- past experience of a successful delivery process (4)%

- planning committee (3) S -

- knowledge of speakers' presentational styles (1)

- data from MSDE Evaluation Form (1) , i ) o
- set up to model the process participants are expected to learn (1)

* Numbers represent a count of the number of events using a particilal method.

e More than one method may have been used for a single evert.

ki
(0]
=




The selection of content, presenter, and delivery process was not

necessarily influenced Uy a single factor. In some cases a series of factors

contributed to the final decision. For example, the selection of a keynote

well as MSDE staff's knowledge of her capability. The presenter was then
respor 3ible for designing the process.

Follow-up. Follow-up activities (with two exceptions) were generally
planned during the initial planning phase for each of the critiral events.
In the seven cases where follow-up was planned, activities included:

- dissemination of videotapes (1)
- technical assistance as necessary (2)

- MSDE to initiate diSCussions about new program development (1)
- regarded as largely the responsibility of the LEA (1)

- participants to be brought together again for technical assistance

and inservice offered by participant groups (1)

- regional workshops (1)

- local inservice workshops to initiate discussions on how to implement

and develop action piam (1)

mined during the planning phase.

Summary. Analysis of the available data on planning of the events
indicated that a number of factors influenced the subsequent success of the
inservice activities. Certain factors in planning facilitated the accomplish-
ment of objectives. Other factors created barriters:

® frequent contact by MSDE to work with and prepare presentera

O preaenter 8 familiarity with local activitiea and needs; and

* NUmbers represent a count of the number of events uaing a particular method.
More than one method may have been iused for a single event.

i

1 :
.o
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Factors

thé déveidpment bf ‘Administrative Networking Teams responsibte
timing of the workshop to take advantage of participant
motivation/need for assistance

design of workshop activities that matched the objectives
using a process appropriate to the skill bein_, *aught
periodic communication with LEA staff throughout the planning
stage

local “ownership'" of the activity

organizatibﬁ and planning by the coordinator to insure a
smoothly run activity

design of workshop to include participation of several levels
of staff

selection of content that could easily be applied

process included practice as well as presentation of informa-
tion.

that contributed to problems included:

presenter was out of the country during the planning phase

presenter had been over-scheduled during stay which resulted

in minor scheduling difficulties

participants' need for information before the presenter was
fuily prepared

participants interests

lack of common understanding among coordinator, preserter(s),
and/or participants of session objectives or expectations
poor alignment of an activity or presentation to the objec-
tives and relative expertise or need of participants (i.e.,
the activity was either too simple or too advanced for the
participants, and did not fit the objective)

facilities which could not accommodate the size of the group.

15
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The influential factors that have been discussed in this section repre-
sent a collection of all factors influencing the ten critical events. Each of
the listed factors related to one or more events. TI

be helpful in Alerting others to potential pitfalls and in suggesting
strategies that contribute to siiccess. (It should be noted that planning is
often intuitive, or drégé ot Lundlative experience: few planners are fully
aware of the steps, aspects, or influences discussed above, yet such awareness
would probably increase effectiveness.)

Description of the Teu Inservice Events

Fach of the ten events was observed by RBS staff, and comprehensive

process notes were recorded. This section summarizes the scope and activities

. of the ten inservice events.

Audience. Table 4 summarizes the scope of the ten events in terms of
audience; length of activity, number of presenters; and number of participants:

As indicated in Table 1, three conferences were statewide with invitations to

all 24 LEAs in Maryland. One follow-up served those LEAs,; from various parts

of which was for public library staff). The remaining three activities were
for single LEAs, all of which had pre—contracted.

Time. The length of each of the activities ranged from a half day to
three days.

Location. Table 5 summarizes the different workshop sites. Three of the

ten eveits were held in Schools and two each in Board of Education biildings;

hotels and University Campuse:, An office of a Public Library was used for

one event. Coordinators attempted to select facilities of an appropriate
size, in a convenient location, balancing cost and comfort.

516



Table 4

Descriptive Summary of the Ten Inservice Events

Number of Invited LEAs*. a0 1 |wa 251 | 24 | 24
Length of Activity (days) | 2| % 2 311 ]2 (%] % 1|t
Number of Praseiiters 9l 1 | 1)z2}al1 |t] t] 3|3

Nomber of Participants** | 60[21 | 60 |61 |21 | 6 (26| & | 5t |63

* No LEAs vere invited to the Conference 2b since it was designed for,college
faculty. Three county libraries were represented at workshop 6b.

k% Nubers presented are based on estimates of on-site observers.

T




Table 5

Locations of the Ten Events

ﬁ
Site of Workshop Number of Events Using
This Type of Site

W

School

N

Board of Educatiou

N

Hotel

N

University Campus

f—t

Office in Public Library

The number of presenters at each of the activities

.. ranged from 1 to 9. For most activities, only one presenter was involved.
Presentation methods and features are presented in Table 6. Tho lecture was
used as a presentation method in all ten events, whereas films/videotapes were
featured in only five of the ten events. Interactive dialogue betweer presenter
and éﬁ&iéﬁéé was a feature of all ten events with the exception of ﬁdfkéﬁbﬁ éa.'
W6ER§EB§.BB was the only event to use all of the presentation methods and
features 1isted in the table: Workshop 6a used four of the listed &leients.
This is consistent with the fact that the half-day activity was conducted to
provide technical assistance to three local representatives. Conference 8 was
somewhat limited in its use of different presentation methods, especially

since it was a statewide conference with involvement of five presenters.

Generally, workshop participants spent most of their time listening to

presenters lecture. The second most frequent way participants spent their time
was engaged in large and small group activities. Viewing fiim and videotapes
was thée next largest way in whiéh'tiﬁé was spent: Finally, interactive dialogue

B 18
15



Table 6

Methods/features of events

N\ Fats 1 {2a {253 |4 |5 [6] 6
Nethod/Feature
Lectiire x| x| x| x| x |x | x| x
Har.douts X x | x | | x| x
Overhead transparencies | x | x | x | x | x X
Demonstration x| x| x| x X | x
Interactive Dialogue X x | x| x| x | x| x
Testing {or Understanding | x | % | % | x | «x X
Activity/Practice X x| x| x| x| x| x
Film/Video Tape x | % ]« | x




Table 7 describes the ten events iu terms of the inclusion of the Bruce

each workshop. One of the events inciuded all four of the Joyce training
.omponernits. All events included "rationale and theory building components.
Most evernits included "demonstration/modeling" components. Only half of the

carried out: In some cases; levels of activities were conducted in addition
to those suggested by the initial workshop objectives.

- While most participants prefer that inservice events allow for some kind
of participatory activity (which may be categorized as "practice/feedback” or

"anchihéi or couid include opportunity for question and answer sessions
during "demonstration/modeling"); such preference does not necessarily lead to
application. Results of this study provide some support for Joyce's findings,
but there is strong evidence that factors other than the éetivity design are
much stronger in influencing application of ideas by participéﬁtq (most of
whom are administrators) of state-sponsored inservice.

Participant evaluation and intended use. Participants completed

evaiuation forms and brief questionnaires about intended use. Results are

* In each of the three expectations, some items were the same as those on
standard forms. Additional items were used in all cases with #3 using

separate forms for each major session. Table 8 includes all items relating

to the overall event. Participants of Event 6b were not asked to respond to
evaluation questions. .

17 20



Table 7

Bruce Joyce Training Comporents Included in the Activities of the Ten Critical Events

Traldliy  N\_ I Sy M A
Components . _

-

Rationale and |
Thesry Building % X % X X X X X X

Detioti St rat fovi/Model diig X X X % X X %

>4
-
>4
>

Practice/Feedlick X

On-site Coaching | x | X

-




5=Excellent and l=Poor. (See Table 8.) Overall mean féiiﬁgé on the standard

form ranged from a low of 3.98 (facilities provided foxi the activity) to a
high of 4.53 (clarity of objectives): In general, ratings were predominantly
greater than 4.00, indicating: participants considered the content to be of
high value and quality; materials and resources were considered good;
presenters were viewed positiveiy; aétiviéiéé and experiences were judged as

ﬁféttitéi’ opportunity for group participation was good the personal applica-

tion of the éttivity to participants' work was strong; the format and use of
time during the activities was generally good; and overall; the agtivities
were useful experiences for the participants: _There was one exception; with
mean ratings of 3:80 or below: Participants were dissatisfied with the
following aspects of that conferemce: (1) poor facilities, (2) impracticality
of the activities/experiences, and (3) 1low level of need for ;Eé training as
provided. .

As part of the evaluation of activities; respondents were asked to offer

-on both the positive and negative aspects; by responding to open-

ended questions on the evalvation forms. The 1ist below summarizes the
positive features; and indicates the number of events in which a significant
percentage of participants included the feature as highly positive.

Presenter/presentation (7)% /

Workshop content (3)

Supplemental conference materials (2)

Workshop overall (2)

Small group activities (2)

Videotapes (1)

Use of modeling (1) . :

Prac‘ice opportunities (1) o .

Fa;ilities/location (1)
The faiiawiﬁg 1ist ot ﬁégétiVé aépécta summarizes suggeétians for

* Nutiber of events. :




Table §

Ratings Assigned for Workshops on
Specified Criteria for Divisien Training Events

.- - 1 i
Divisios Pl |35 e 78
MSDE : o
Evaluation Overall
it | Hean
Criteria S U R I U PO I s
wstg | wenn | owes0 | Wbl | W2l | WP | B2 | N3l | WS
| Wou elaarly vere the cbfestives presented |- | S N R I I
partiedpaits? i | e | g0 | s | e | 40 Wi | 3| ese) L33
3. hou vel] wire the objectives net? og | aBL | em | e | Gaa | G50 GAD G20 LA
- oo st 0 e e vt snd qalttyof v | = |- | | | | W a3 .
contend! i Lo | i | ad | aae | e e 30 BU) I
4. What vas the quality of the matentals and R b e ] gss
resoueces’? 029 | 0.5 G | .00 | 433 | B3| 380 | 410 522
” e e coT T e 7
5, Hlow did you rate the facilities provided ] b i e gyl 308
for the activity? a1 | b3 b, | 36 | G0 | 30 230 390 3.98
6. How 444 you rate the najor presenter(s)? 647 | 4,68 i | g | e | 330 | G30] 8
N J. fiow did yoi tate the pracceality of the R b el v | ) we
o activites/experiences? G5 | 5.8 REACE B I B
B. Hiou did you rate the level of group o R IS R s R
- particdpation? Ga2h | 363 g7:§163 sy | G50 | A6l 3600 6.1
s - Ce oo g K
9 How did you assess: the personal application o MK I B B R e Y R &
f Chs activity to your vork? WRRES W | a9 | 43 | 00| 360} 370 613
. N - - . -
10, How did you rale the format/otganization R o v s | g A
of the activity? Gk | el ARE R R R IER
ﬁﬁwﬁwﬁﬁ&ﬁnﬁﬁcmﬁﬁ@ R R B AT _—_—
the activity? bl | LB o | A6 e L) B
17, How 414 you rate the dctiviy overall? 635 | 455 | 493 Gy | G000 e _ IR
. &m@mnmm&mmmmwﬁ 1
b, How did you rate the quality of be presentation’ 4,88
& How dd you cate the relevant nEv igstecge? bl
4. How do you race the fommat; use of tine: .
o Tuesday? - 2';9
Ny Wednesday? R
od ) , T Y
e. The instructor vas kngwlodgeable about the y 3. i
subject area of {rafammg. '
£ This traieing ws valuable {0 e, .40
it da goat Level of seed for tralnlag fo | - o
Q this ared’ 2.0
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Poor use of time (4)* L
Inappropriite level of information {2)

Poor presenter (2) o
Need more hands-on activities (1)
Need more group participation (1)

Need small group activities (1)
Misleading conference title (1

More video monitors needed (1)
366& too cold (1)
Room too crowded (1) -

Poor lunch and inadequate parking (1)
In general; these negative comments (with the exception of the last three)
reflect on the aesig& of the event and its relationship to ﬁéiticiﬁaﬁt;nééﬁﬁif/
Such negative comments were rarely made when planning iﬁéafﬁaéatéa such
positive factors as those listed on pages 11 and 12:

Intended use. Generally,; one person representing each LEA in attendance

at the training éééi%ify was asked to complete an iﬁtéﬁaéa use Bsurvey.
However, in two cases all participants were asked to complete the form (staff
of institutions of higher education, and participants of a single LEA event).

The form listed eight ways inm which pagziaiaaﬁts might use information;
ideas, materials, or skills ﬁféééﬁtéd during the event; and asked participants
to check those relevant tb‘tﬁéir.iﬁtentioﬁéz (See Table 9.) For purposes of
analysis; "Intended Uses" can be grouped imto the following Cétegbriééi

(1) materials dissemination (A and B)

(2) ideas discussion (C and D)

(3) personal use (G)

(4) staff development (E) ,

(5) incorporation into policy or practice (F)
These categories also represent a rank 6§6éiiﬁg of levels of use with (1)
imateriais dissemination," being the lowest level of use, and (5) "incorpora-
tion into policy or practice;" being the highest level of use:
| table 9 presents mean percentages of respondents' intended actions
resuiting from conference péEEiEiEéEiaﬁ. Overall mean percentages iﬁaicétéd

¢

* Number of everts.
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represent moderate to low level use: Less than 50% of the respondents

intended to: (A) give materials to immediate colleagues, or (B) duplicate/
disseminate materials to other system employees; or (E) conduct inservice/
staff development activities. Overall, greater than 50% of the respondents
indicated intentions of the highest level of use: (F) incorporate information
into system policy/practice.

Summary. Participants of the ten events evaluated the inservice activi-
ties and also indicated how they intended to use the ideas presentad at the
activities. Participant ratings for items on a standard evaluation form

generally indicated very favorable reactions to the various aspects of the

training events. Open-ended participant commients highlighted the presenters/
presentations and workshop content as features that were repeatedly positive

statewide conferences were less likely to get widespread high levels of use
than were pre—contracted events or regional workshops), and by the relevance
of the topic to a current local priority: The last factor was a very powerful

influence and could stimulate a high level of intended use even when MSDE

building.



Local Activities Resilting from State-Sponsored Inservice

Tn responsé to individual interviews (conducted about six months after

helped to increase application. Interview questions and elements of
interviewers' responses were used as a basis for a mall survey. Results are

actions as a result of state-sponsored inservice. (See Table 10.) Informal
discussion and sharing workshop materials with colleagues were the most common
actions (claimed by all respondents). Less common actions were use of ideas
in local inservice, and incorporation of ideas intoc local policy or practice
(56% and 45% respectively): "On the job use" (89%) usually meant that
participants incorporated some of the knowledge gained into their everyday
activities, fbr'}hstaﬁce by Béing aware of additional performance criteria as

Reasons for action or inaction. For those actions taken; respondents

indicated one or more reasons for acting: F¥or those activities not carried

out; reasons creating barriers were also identified:. Tables 11 and 12 present
taken):

The reasons for action most cited were the relationship of the MSDE event
By contrast, provision of on-site support from MSDE and "encouragement' of
local administrators, were not as strong reasons for action. When no action

was taken, it was most often due to scheduling problems, or lack of time and
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Table 10

Actions . % Participants carrying
out action (N=9)

A. GCave materidls to immediate colleagues 100
B. Dupllca..ed/dissemlnated materials to other system emploYééé 78
C. sShared ideas (informally with colleagues) 100
D. Shared-ideas (informally with other system employees) 89
E. Conducted inservice/staff development activities 56
F. Incorporated information into System b@liC?/ﬁtéCtiCé 45
G.

UsSed ideas/skills "on the job'" yourself 89




Table 11

Reasons for Taking Various Actions as a Result of State-Sponsored
Inservice (during 1983); by Percent of "Actors" per Activity Area*

Reasons

7 "Actors" Per Activity

=
1
N =

B
7

C
9

D
8

E
5

X Rl |

e

The origlnal MSDE activity-related to a

Materlals were extremely useful; worthwhile;
Timely topic -- important to disseminate.
MSDE encourage/recommended us to do this:

It filled a strong need.

My administration (superiors) éﬁééﬁféééﬁ7
supported/pushed this activity.

MSDE provided active on-site support.

78
89
89
|67

45

56

39

57
57

29

43

29

14

89

67

78

33

33

75

75

50

13

13

80
160

100

100

100

100

Activities:

. Cave materials to itifiediate colleagiies

Dﬂplitétéd/diééémihétéd materials to other gystei efiployees
. Shared ideas (informally with colleagues)
Shared 1deas (informally with other system employees)
Conducted inservice/staff development activities
Incorporated information into system policy/practice

Used ideas/skills "on the job" vourself

or 91

NS o HM=Ee¥. Nl




Tab, 12

(dutiiig 1983), by Perceit of "NonTActors" pr~ Activity ﬁféé*

| % "Non-Actors" Per Activity
{&1 3 Je| B JE[ F |6
Reasons N=|0 2 0 1 4 5 1
i: Scheduilng problem: 50 100 |25 | 40
2. Tnsufftcient time. | 50 50 | 40
3. fnsufficient resources (funding, staff). 50 25 | 40
b, Not applicable to my situation. 40 | 100
5. Didn't see need/importance for this activity. 50 20
6. Not enough interest froi othets. 50
7. Too soon: will do as project proceeds. | 25 | 20
8. No opportinity. 25
9. Lack of support from administration. 20
Activities: A Gave materials to imediate colleagues
B; Dupifcated/disseminated materials to other system employees
C. Shared ideas {informally with colleagues) ,
D. Shared ideas (informally with other system employees)
E. Conducted inservice/staff development activities
F. Incorporated information intu svstem policy/practice

G. Used ideas/skilis "on the job" yourself
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other resources. Less influéntial reasons were lack of administrative support
or interest from others. However, if strorng reasons supporting ‘ction were
apparent (e.g., current local priority), reasons for inaction were usually
overcome.

These overall results differ somewhat for each of those actions likely to
have greatest impact: (1) "on the job" use was most likely if the MSDE event
related to a local priority and materials provided were worthwhile, but action

situation; (2) "turnkey" training by the participant was most likely if the
topic was timely, filled a felt need, and related to a local priority, but
teasons for not conducting local inservice all related to insufficient time
and other resources; (3) incorporation into policy or practice occurred in
less than 50% of the cases, and when 1t did it was because the topic was
timely, fitted a local priority, and was supported by worthwhile materials,
but reasons for inaction related to insufficient time and other resources;

and/or lack of perceived need or relevance.

These results suggest that if the purpose of an MSDE inservice event i
infivence local poilcy or practice, attendees should be people to whom the
topic has direct relevance; the topic should be related to'a local priority;

\ .
should be presented in -a timely fashion, and should be supported by worthwhile
materigls. This suggests that pre-contracting is valuable for hiigh level
application:

Fxpectations and usefulness. Almost all respondents stated that the

eveuts they had attended had met their expectations, and that the ideas,

materials; general content; and/or expertise of presenters were good.

However; about half of them suggested that MSDE could have increased local



impact if the state department had: .pfbvidéd funding or other incentives for

with given content area); or identified "experts" to assist with local
inservice. (These suggestions ahpear to be strategies for overcoming the
barrier of insufficient time or other resources. They require high MSDE

investment and may only be cost—effective 1f state and local priorities match,

event do for you? How useful (relevant to your work) was it?" One simply
said it was usaful,; two gained awareness or knowledge, and four gained skills
(of which two applied those skills directly). Of the four events in which
skills were acquired, three were "follow-up" events. The fourth was primarily
a knowledge-building éVéﬁt,ﬁaﬁa coincided with a local priority; and strongly

felt "timely" need. Of the two events in which knowledge was acquired; one
respondent). The other was designed to result in application (for ome role
group) and kiowledge (for another role group of which the respondent was one) .

ndividual impact. 1In terms of impact on individuais, all 10 events

of a different/better/new way of accomplishing a task. Eight events resulted
in skill development and direct use of those skills by participants, ranging
of & new activity or program component:* Usually,; participants incorporated
relevant information into their existing assignments, and believed that MSDE

had provided them with "important;" "useful;" "practical” kmowledge.

* The two events that did not develop participants' skills had objectives and

activities focusing primarily on rationale and theory building.
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Organizational impact. Respondents answered two questions: (1) "What is

the extent of the impact this activity had, e.g., the number of paople

involved in any sctivitiés you initiated?" and iij "AS a result of the MSDE

types and numbers of events stimulating a given outcome.*

Collectively, for the 13 respondents, the 10 events resulted in two
instances of system—wide change, two instances of programmatic change in one
or two schools, and two instances of changes in teachers' behavior. Aiéo,
three inservice (turnkey training) sessions were ccnducted, and tﬁére were
several cases of increased knowledge and improved expertise. All events had
some kind of local impact. An analysis of objectives and types of activities"
(in terms of the Joyce components) found no significant relationship to

outcomes. However, there was a relationship between the overall purpose of

the project or activity of which the event was a part when the event was

pre-contracted with participants. That is, when MSDE negotiated ahead of time

that certain purposes would be served, certain outcomes accomplished, partici-
pants did indeed accomplish those outcomes. The relative level (e.g., change
in ﬁréétiée/ﬁoiiéi ve. increased knowledge) was then determined in the pre-
contracting. Quantity and quality of impact were not determined by the study,

but there were indications of considerable variation; with local situational.

*x These outcomes do not alwaye relate to actions taken as reported by respon—

dents. Theee outcomee are real - eupported by obserﬁebie evidence, bot

This is a_ function of the data collection method: participants responding

to check 1lists (of actions taken; or not taken) gave more or differepgii

responses than were supported by their reeponses to open ended questions
and interviews.



Table 13

Outcomes of Local Action (N=13)

!

- Number of Events Types of Eventa
Outcomes Triggering Outcomes | Triggering Outcomes
(N=10)
change in practice/policy affecting...
- specific program system-wide , 2 SC, RW (P)
- specific program in one or two schiools 2 sC
- some teachers in a specific program or ) S
school (conducted by local participant) 2 SF (P), L¥
Inservice attended by...
= 10=20 schigol-based staff 2 S¢, SF (P)
- 20-160 school-based staff 1 sC
Increased expertise (on the job use) by
participants of MSDE event
- central office staff ? SC, SF (2)
- school-based staff 4 RW, LF (P), LW
- other 2 SC, RW (P)
Tncreased knowledge through exchange of
information
= central office staff 2 sc
= §chiool-based staff 2 SF (P); LF (P)
- other 2 SC, RW

SC state conference

RW = regional workshop

L¥ = local workshop

SF = state follow-up
LF = local follow-up
(?)= pre-contract
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intensively with a small number of participants.
The single strongest factor for implementation was the extent to which
the MSDE information (content of the inservice evernt) matched a current local

priority.

e planning varied in effort investad by MSDE and by the extent

of interagency participation, with the strongest positive

characteristic being the extent to which the coordinator took

- ' into account the needs and interests of potential participants
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preparation of outside presentere; and matching content (rele-

vance, level, amount, credibility), and process to objectives
and participant needs

negative characteristics of planning included: poor selection

or preparation of presentera, lack of clarification of the

"real" audience to be addressed, development of a design with

time not reflecting the relative importance of objectives
addressed

both positive and negative characteristics of planning

(apparent in the planning process and agenda/design of an

event) were reflected in participant evaluations and in

subsequent actions taken (or not taken) by participants

objectives focused primarily on awareness —- rationale and

theory building (51%), followed by skill building -- practice/

feedback (34%), then concept building -- demonstration/

modeling (13%); and application -- on-site coaching (2%)
e activities expanded siightly on objectives

e objectives and activities differed very little among the

various kinds of events (statewide conference; follow-up;

regional or local workshop); although somewhat more time was

spent on rationale and theory building for events that were
new inttiatives

e pre-contracted events included somewhat more participant
interaction than did others, and the former were more likely
to achieve the outcomes intended by the coordinators
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e 1in geneval, participan. rated events as good to excellent on
such criteria as quality; relevance, use of time etc., with
one exception (a state conference)

e intended uses (of ideas presented) stated by participants at

the time of a given event focused primarily on on-the-job use

by individual participants; and sharing information informally
with colleagues
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participants conaidered the ideas to be irrelevart

L N

the type of event (new initiative vs. follow-up, statewide vs.

e
local) made no significant difference to the outcomes, but
{ pré-contracting did influence action
] -
; e the type of activities had some influence on outcomes when the

content was complex or could onlj be used by people inter-
acting with each other' in both cases participants needed
These findings suggest that MSDE coordinators are most likely to influence
participants' behavior to any great extent if they pre-contract. If local
priorities in the content ai;eady exist; interactive planning to £pp1y all
four levels of obiectives and activities can begin. If doubts exist --
perhaps about a new content -- MSDE coordinators need to involve participants

in planning an event focusing on rationale and theory building to explore
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potential for application: Outside presenters should be "coached" to
understand participant needs and to design activities which involve partici-

also required -- relating an event to other activities or MSDE priorities, and
specifying intended outcomes of the event and of the project or priority to
which it was related. At present some inservice events seem unrelated to
larger scale activities and intended outcomes are unclear (to coordinators and
participants).

Given the MSDE interest in Bruce Joyce's work, and the Eiﬁéiﬁgg of this
study, 1t might be useful to explore the extent.to which Joyce's findingé cari.
or should be transferred to state-sponsored inservice. For instance, if most
participants are administrators who are accountable for carrying out local
priorities or who may need to "vertically transfer" ideas presented at an MSDE
event, rationale and theory bullding may be sufficient if state and local
priorities match. However, increased emphasis on processes of planned change
ideas which are not high local prioriti*ee;

Given the variety of purposes served by state-sponsored inservice; various

the intended outcomes need to be clearly understood; and trainers/sponsors

need to negotiate with trainees/policy makers to ensure a common understanding
and determine mutually relevant involvement: Large scale étéff:aéiéibﬁﬁéﬁt
requires contingency planning rather than a routinized training design. Tﬁé
work of such researchers as Knowles; Joyce; and Showers 1s valuable; but

cannot be used as a "rule book" when flexibility may be more appropriate.



