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. Preface

The research project reparted here was supported by the
National Institute of Education under contract number 400-79-0056.

The report that follows contains descriptions of research methodology,
findings, conclusions and implications. The purpose of this preface
is more to make the reader aware of the history and perspectives of
this research project than it is to discuss its technical qualities
and/or fi;dings and implications.

This project actually began two years prior to the time it was
funded, for in 1978 the co-principal investigators met and discussed
their mutual concerns regarding the management and governance of
staff development in public schools. These conversations continued
and over time thev evolved into more formalized discussions involving
increasingly expanding groups. The purpose of these discussions be-
came' to identify the barriers that seem to stand in the way of school
systems developing and implementing staff development programs respon-
sive to teacher needs, administrator needs and system needs. Many of
the peopTe named on the title page were involved in these preliminary
discussions.

By the time NIEL promulgated the RFP that gave rise to this spe-
cific research project, the co-principal investigators and many of
their colleagues in the school system and the university had agreed
upon the kinds of problems they needed to address. And, they all
agreed that they needed to know more about how staff development oper-
ated in the particular system where this study wac to be conducted.
Furthermore, the co-principal investigators, one university based arnd
one public school based, had developed a collegial relationship in
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which both realized ejch had much to offer to the other in their
mutual quest for excellence in teaching and in teacher education.

Furthermore, as the contents of this report and the results of
this project'will indicate, mutual support between public school prac-
titioners and univers%ty researchers expanded to include increasingly
larger cifc1es within the two organizations. -Such mutual trust and
involvement could, of course, make findings suspect, reports biased or
data collection procedures faulty. Perhaps this happened, we think it
did not. Indeed, we think our study is quite scientific for we define
science as disciplined reason. And, like Waller (1932), we believe
that at the present state of the art in the social sciences, research
findings should not get too far ahead of common sense and sometimes
we are lucky if research doesn't fall behind common sense. Like
House (1980), we also believe that effective evaluations must be
convincing to an audience of scholars; but evaluations that count must
also be persuasivé to locai audiences. As the lasf chapter of this
report will indicate, this research project has in fact served to
persuade local practitioners. It is up to the community of scholars
and practitioners to decide whether what we report is convincin-.
Finally, like Dubin (1970), we recognize that there is a difference
between powerful explanation and precise measurement. In our view, the
field of staff.deve1opment presently needs powerful explanations more
than it needs precise measurements. Powerful explanations are what we
have attempted to provide.

One of the peculiar characteristics of this research project is
that the operating style routinely involved many people from both
public schools and universities. In the end, therfore, it was an

arbitra-v decision as to whose names should be included on the title
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page and in what order. Many people whose names do not appear could
have been included. Some codld have been designated differently, for
many partjcipated in various roles at various times. Recognizing

that .someone must be held accountable, however, the co-prinéipal in-

vestigators take responsibility for any weaknesses in this study and

 thank others for its strengths. We know that what is said may not

always be pleasing to staff developers {including ourselves) nor will
it always be satisfying to researchers (including ourselves). Our
hope, howéver, is that this report will raise serious questions in the
minds of staff developers and researchers which they can pursue with
more certainty and precision than we were able to do here. Most of
all, our hope is that others from the university community and the
public schools will find the opportunity, as we have, to take each
other seriously, for we know that none of those involved in this pro-
ject will approach their craft in the way they would have had they
not had this mutual experience. Furthermore, as a result of this ex-
perience, we have become persﬁaded that full and honest collaboration
between and among researchers and practitioners is the only way to
assure that theory will inform and be informed by practice. We hope
this report will help persuade the reader that this is so.

At this point in the preface, it seems appropriate to thank those
persons who have contributed to the success of this project. We tried
various ways of deciding who to mention. Even by the most narrow for-
mulas we could never lower the 1ist of people to whom we owe a debt of
gratitude for time contributions of more than 24 hours to less than
100 people. There were also many people who did much more than even
time commitments would indicate. Therefore, we have decided to say
tharks to all and trust that those who should be thanked will know who
they are.
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We would, however, espécia]ly Tike to thank the Superintendent
of the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Schools, Jay M, Robinson, and tﬁe Dean
of the School of Education at the University of North-Carolina at
Chapel Hil1, William Seif. for their material and moral support of
this project. Without this support we could not have managed this
task. Both of these persons ysed the prerogatives of their office to
provide physical and staff Ssupport for this research project even be-
fore the %unding agency officially notified us that funding would be
forthcoming., This type of support continued throughout the project.
Thank you both.

Finally, we owe a special debt of gratitude to Joseph Vaughan
who worked with us as a colleague and friend as well as an official
representative of NIE. There ‘are few representatives of government
agencies who would be willing to make site visits at their own expense
and on their own time when governmental funding did mot permit them to
do it. Joe did it and we thank him. He also read g3 couple of thou-
sand pages of preliminary material and made numerous suggestions, some

of which we rejected but most of which we found useful. Thanks Joe.
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Chapter One

The Site, the Study Design, and a Preview of Conclusions

introduction

Clear and comprehensive conceptualizations about the operation
and gffec;s of staff development in a school system are generally
absent from the literature. Also absent are propositional statements
which can be tested. Recognizing that these deficiencies seriously
compromise the ability of practitioners to systematically design,
manage and evaluate staff deye?opment programs, this project, funded
by the Natfonal Institute of Education, examined the way staff devel-
opment functions in schools, the effects of staff development and the
interaction between staff development and other activities and condi-
tions present in school systems. The perspective from which this
project proceeded was sociological in nature with organizational

theory and the sociology of occupations being especially important.

Setting of the Study

This study was conducted in a large (75,000 plus students) urban
school system in the Southeastern United States. This school system
has a history of strong commitment to and involvement in staff devel-
opment. Since 1976, the school system has developed and maintained a
locally financed Teaching Learning Center. This center routinely
serves approximately 1,000 teachers per month. 1In addition, one

entire school building has been converted into a Staff Development



Center. The Staff DegeTopment Center has been designated as a
center for graduate study by fhe local university. 1t provides
offwce space for university personnel in charge of field based pro-
grams and classroom space for workshops and course offervngs from
six universities. The central staff developmgnt system offers between
300 and 400 separate workshops annually. In addition, three univer-
sities were conducting site-based degree prOgram; during the period of
this study. The school system is also involved in a multi-agency Con-
sortium thét is empowered to offer advanced sixth year (Specialist)
level certificates and to work cooperatively with partdéipating
universities in the conduct of master's degree programs as well.

In addition to these highly visible centrally sponsored activi-

ties, there are 94 persons, locally referred to as coorcinating teach-

ers (C.T.s), one of whom is assigned to each school building and ex-

plicitly charged with responsibility for conducting and managing staff
development and curriculum development activity at the building level.
These persons have no regular classroom duties. Funding for the

position is entirely from district sources. The system has also fund-

ed an Incentive Pay Program that, in effect, provides tuition remis-

sion for any teacher who decides to systematically pursue an advanced
certificate program. (The cost of this latter program alone for thé
1981-1982 school year was approximately one half million dollars).

In addition to the activity indicated above, the school system
has aggressively pursued outside funding to support developmental
activity focused on a v%riety of equity issues. For example, during
the time this study was being conducted, the school system was re-

sponsible for implementing and managing a Bilingual Education Program,
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a Sex Equity'brogram,:and an Indian Education Program. In addition,
the school system sponsors a locally funded Employees' Assistance
Program which provides confidential counseling services for any
employees who are experiencing personal difficulties (e.g.,
alcoholism).

By almost any standard, this school system is heavily involved
in and committed to staff development. For example, the funds ex-
panded for C. T. salaries, the Teaching Learning Center and the
Staff Deveiopment Center alone place this system among the highest
category identified by Moore and Hyde (1980). Furthermore, @n a
reputational basis, personnel from this school system are clearly
among the leaders in the field of staff development. For—example
Over the period in which this study was being conducted, the univer-
sity-based researchers observed numerous occasions upon which individ-
uals from the school system were called on to serve as consultants to
.a variety of national groups (e.g., RAND Corporation, N.1.E., National
Science Foundation and Teachers' Center Exchange). Persons in central
staff development roles in the school system occupy or have occupied
numerous ieadership positions in various national organizations con-
cerned with staff develooment (e.g., ASCD). Furthermore, the fact
that this commitment emanates from the highest levels in the system
is beyond doubt. As one teacher summarized the matter, "All superin-
tendents have to make their mark. This superintendent's mark is going
to be staff development." Thus, the setting in which this study was
conducted provided an ideal site to study staff development especially
if one was interested in finding wide variety, high commitment and rea-
sonable assurances of high competence all in one place. There are
few school systems where.all three of these conditions come together

so clearly or so well.
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As will be seen, however, in spite of the apparently atvpical
positive nature of this schoof system vis-a-vis staff development,
scme of the problems experienced in the conduct of staff. develop-
F@ﬁt-were quite typical. Teachers frequently complained that staff
.éeyeIOpment*was not resfonsive to their needs. Numerous administra-
tors and teachers were distressed with the fact that staff development
interfered with the routine of school life. Some saw staff develop-
ment as a waste of time and money. There was generally a great deal
of uncerta%nty rggarding the future of any form of staff development
and a feeling that "this too shall pass.” On many occasions, when
staff development activity was scheduled, it was cancelled in favor
of some higher priority item. Indeed, many suggested almost anything
had priority over staff develdpment. Finally, the linkage between
program improvement and development and staff development was usually
vague and scmetimes seemed nonexistent.

Thus, in a crude sort of way, the conditions of the research site
selected provide a natural control over some of the "variables” that
are typically used to explain the "failures" of staff development pro-
grams. Commitment, variety and competence all were present in the
research site. Therefore, lack of commitment, lack of variety or lack
of coﬁpetence could not be used to explain the source of the diffi-
culties observed. Other explanations. were€ called for. The intent
of this reportis to illuminate what these explanations might be and

how they were developed.

Description of the Study ‘

The study reported here was based on two assumptions. First,

it was assumed that staff development is an organizational response 1o



internal and/or exterqa1 conditions. Staff development programs and
activities typically focus attention on the training of individuals.
However, the purfose of this training is to establish conditions
that assure the effective and efficient operation of 5choo1 programs.
Thus, the focus of staff development is on the organization as well
as people. Second, it was assumed that since one of the primary aims
of staff development is to affect job related performances, it would
be useful to conceive of staff development as a form of occupational
socializat%pn. Here the term occupational socialization means those
processes and procedures that are employed to develop in individuals
the skills, knowledge, attitudes and values that are perceived to be
essential or desirable to carrying out the occupational roles the
individual is assigned. Given these assumptions, it seemed essential
to review the literature dealing with the sociology of complex social
organizations and the sociology of occupations. The purpose of this
review was to identify concepts and variables that were suggestive of
differences that might make a difference in the ways staff development
programs operate and the effects such programs might have.

Given the concepts and variables jdentified from this review,
a preliminary list of research questions was developed. (See Appendix
f for a listing of the initial research questions). The intent was to
use these questions as a framework within which more comprehensive
descriptions of alternative forms of staff development could be de-
veloped. These descriptions would, in turn, serve as the primary data

hase from which subsequent analysis would proceed.
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Data Collection and Ana\xsis

The basic form the ana\yéis took has been described in the
literature as the constant comparative method (Glaser and Strauss,
1967). As descriptions were developed and patterns were perceived,
preliminary explanatdry nropositions were devel ‘ped. These proposi-
tions suggested new leads and created the need for more or different
forms of data. The data collected as a result of these propositions
were then fed back into prior descriptions as well as used as the
means of d}sciplining the emerging conceptualizations and explanations.

As the reader has probably already sensed, the basic methodologi-
cal stance taken in this research project was that of 2 qualitative
field researcher. It was assumed that the present level of empirical
and theoretical understanding of staff development processes and
issues was not sufficiently sophisticated to permit researchers to
experimentally test any but the most trivial propositional statements
about staff development. Indeed, it was this assumption that gave
rise to this study in the first place. It was one .of the primary pur-
poses of this study to move toward the development of propositioﬁal
statements regarding staff development that might later be tested in a
variety of settings. Qualitative field research methodology is espe-
cially well suited for such purposes.

procedurally, three basic data collection techniques were employ-
ed. These were: (a) interviews (b) participant and non-participant
observation and (c) document reviews. A1l data collected were coded
so that they could be brought to bear upon the original descriptive
research questions that quided the study as well as on new research
questions and propositions that emerged as the study proceeded. Inten-

sive data collection occurred over two academic years, autumn 1979 to
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autumn 1981, and 1ess;intensive data collection was occurring up to
the preparation of the presenf report (autumn 1982). The university-
based co-principal investigator-spent an average of two persoen days
per week in the school site for the entire two years. In additian,

" five other university-based researchers spent, among them, An average
of three person days per week in fhe school site during the first year
of data collection and approximately two person days per week during
the second year.

The a&tivity of the university-based researchers was supplemented
by da;a cq11ection and observations bv five practitioners who were em-
ployed in the school system, and who were recognized as members of the
research team. Methodologically, these five persons played the role
of key informants and participant observers (e.g., Whyte, 1943). This
initial cadre of key informants included the Assistant Superintendent
for Human Resources (who was also co-principal investigator), a curric-
ulum specialist and a classroom teacher who also servéd as a site-based
research assistant. As the project developed, other practitioners be-
gan to assume the role of key informants. Indeed, as of the fall of
1981, 20 persons from the local school system could be identified who
had played an active part in data collection. Furthermore, during the
course of the research project, university researchers formally inter-
vieged over 250 more persons and nad informal conversations with at
least as many more. Though no effort was made to develop a random
sample for interviewing, every effort was made to assure that those
persons interviewed represented the widest possible range of percept-
ions regarding staff development and the widest possible range of
roles. Ffor exémp\e, during the course of this research project, every

top level administrator in the school system was interviewed. Every
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teacher leader who co?1d be identified was interviewed. (Thirty-two
persons who occupied formal positions of leadership among teachers
or who were identified by teacher leaders as being inf1uentiéi were
interviewed.) In addition, approximately 100 other teachers were
formally interviewed in connection with one ar another of the staff
developaent projects being studied (See Appendix C for a brief de-
scription of each of the projects initially selected for the study).
These interviews were supplemented by interviews with a varicty of
curricu1um'specialists, building principals, coordinating teachers
and others who played roles in the conduct of staff development activ-
‘ties in the school system. (Appendix B indicates the criteria that
were used in the selection of programs to be studied.)
Initially, the intent was to develop detailed descriptions of
10 to 20 specific programs, workshops or staff development activities.
However, as data collection and analysis proceeded, it became clear
that while individual programs and activit%es could serve as the foci
of the study, it would be necessary to expand data collection activity
beyond the 1imited confines of individual programs. Ffor example, it
was often the case that those directly involved in a program only
vaguely understood how decisions regarding the program were made.
. Clearly, if the researchers were to understand how staff development
programs operated, it would be necessary to seek data from persons
whose roles and public performances gave them no apparent direct in-

volvement in the programs being studied. Thus, it was found that to

study a staff development program, one must study as well the school

system in which the program is embedded.

In the initial stages of the study, university researchers took
the lead in identifying persons to be interviewed and in conducting
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these interviews. Pngctitioner members of the research team sched-
uled these interviews and “opéned doors." Simultaneously, practition-
ers were called upon to review the research questions initially posed
and to indicate where they perceived these questions to be deficient,
trivial or irrelevant. (See Appendix D for the criteria practition-
ers used i? reviewing these research questions.) Supplementing bbth

of these activities, university researchers and practitioners began to
accumulate documents related to programs and issues of concern. Inter-
views were'continua11y being transcribed, coded and reviewed.

By the spring of 1980, the university researchers had developed
what they considered to be some relatively accurate descriptions of
most of the key programs being studied. Furthermore, these descrip-
tions had been communicated to key informants in order to gain their
reactions and suggestions. (See Schlechty and Noblit, 1982; Vance,
Whitford and Joslin, 1981 for a description of some of the strategies
used to facilitate these communications.) During the summer of 1980,
the university researchers met on a daily basis for one full month to
systematically review descriptions and to begin to develop a more
holistic accounting of the operation of the staff development sv<tem
being studied. The results of this preliminary analysis were Cuw. it-
ted to writing and subsequently reviewed in a -workshop setting by 20
practitioners representing a variety of roles in the system. The re-
sults of this review were used to inform future data collection activ-
ity and to suggest new frames of ‘analysis. Over the course of the next
year, 1980-81, the university-based co-principal investigator wrote
and rewrote a variety of interpretive documents which were reviewed by
a wide range of key informants as well as by members of the university

research team and the N.I.E. project monitor. At the same time, addi-
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tional data were being collected. In fact, some of the richest data

were collected as a result of'group interviews where practitioners
were asked to react to one or another of the events the researchers
were attempting to describe and analyze. Furthermore,‘as the nature
of these interpretations became known and understood by various con-
ctituencies in the school system, the university-based co-principal
investigator was frequently called on to attend meetings in the role

of consultant. These meetings produced additional data and insights.

A Collaborative Apprnach

This research project was in the largest sense of the word an in-
teractive and collaborative one. Practitioners were involved in every
step of the project and without this involvement, the project would
not have been possible.

It is important to note that the nature of this involvement
changed the phenomena being studied just as it changed the perceptions
and conceptualizations the university researchers initially brought
to the task. For example, one of the key themes developed in an ini-
tial document had to do with difficulties staff developers had in sys-
tematically coordinating staff development activities and with the lack
of a coherent set of policies to guide that coordination. Subsequently,
a variety of actions have been taken aimed at developing'a more coher-
ent set of procedures for formulating staff development policy. To
illustrate the impact of practitioners’ perspectives on the research-
ers, the following is offered as an example. The university re-
searchers entered this research project with the tacit assumption
that the only meaningful way to asSess the merit of staff development

programs was to assess the effectiveness of these programs in pro-

1s



.

ueing change, (As Griffin's paper (1983) indicates, such an assumption
1as widespread currency lmong'staff developers.) Over time, however,
(his view was fundamentally altgred. As Jater sections of this }cport

411 indicate, it i3 now argued that one of the primary functions of

Y. A

Lo ff doy|1opmcnt {s to make it possible for school systems %o pdapt

10_changes imposed by forces outside the control of staff developers

ind/or to keep things from getting worse while adaptive mechanisms
ire_baing put in place by persons other than those concerned with

jtaff development.
1t {s acknowledged that the data collection procedures and the

}na1yt1c procedures empioyed in this study encouraged inteactions
that, from an exparimentalist perspective, might be viewed as "con-
taminating." However, it has come to be the university researcher's
view (see Schlechty and Noblit, 1982) that persuasive evaluations
(1.e, evaluations that lead people to act) necessarily invelve such
interactions. What practitioners need and what they feel they need
are more than facts and something in addition to "geientific evidence."
‘Convcntionu1 forms of evaluation tend to overwhelm pract1tioncri with
facts. Practitioners know, for example, that much of what they do in
the name of staff development is not honored by those who participate
in 1%, Furthermore, they believe that there are many who participate
in and support staff development who are not particularly concerned
[with evidence that the staff development activity s having the
effects it 1s supposed to have. Practitioners also know that the way
staff development activity is typically organiued and managed, there
{s sometimes 1ittle chance the activity could have systematic (i.e.,

| wide spread and uniform) affects whather those effects be for good

or for 111, VYet, they may also believe at the same time that the best
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hope for improving schools resides. in systematically improving the
quality of employee performanée in schools. They know that improving
the quality of employee performance requires a sustained commitment
to staff development. Furthermore, they believe that if existing
forms of staff development cannot somehow be linked to the effective
and efficient operation of schools, there is little likelihood that
commitment to staff development will be sustained in a time of fiscal
retrenchment. This combination of knowledge and beliefs is extremely
significan%. 1f these facts are to be dealt with, what practitioners
need and what they feel they need are clear and lucid summations of
what is going on around them, and as a result, what is happening
around them and to them. Furthermore, as Mills (1959) has observed,
the promise of the sociological imagination is that conce .ts and ideas
can be developed which liberate men and women from the pressure of
their daily lives and the immediate experiences _they have so that
(a) they have more control over their lives and (b) they are better
able to evaluate and give meaning to those experiences they gain in
carrying out their roles. This report is an attempt to provide some
of these concepts and ideas.

‘The data collection procedures and analytic devices employed
in this study admittedly lack quantitative precision. The hope is
that what is sacrificed in precision will be compensated for through

powerful qualitative explanation (Dubin, 1970).

Some Up-Front Conclusions

This report is based on a variety of case studies of staff devel-
opment efforts in one large urban school system and a detailed study

of the context in which these efforts exist. Some of these case
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studies are available’ in published form (e.g., Whitford, 1981; Joslin,
1982). Others are presently being prepared for publication as are a
variety of short essays regarding one analytic point or.anothér. In
‘addition, this report is baser on practiiioner reactions and commen-
-taries regarding the content of these case studies and essays.

As Griffin (1983) observes, it is now axiomatic that tﬁe
characteristics of settings in which staff development occurs strongly
influence the success of the staff development effort. The difficulty,
of course, is in developing useful descriptions of these settings (i.e.,
the context of staff development) and.in determining which features of
these settings are most influential or significant in determining the
effects staff development will have. No single study can provide
definitive answers to the perplexities and complexities these diffi-
culties present. However, the study reported here does suggest some
possible directions in which answers might be sought. The data
co'lected in the course of this study and the subsequent analyses have
led to the following general conclusions:

1. Establishing the capacity to maintain control and direction is
one of the most critical problems confronting persons who
would use staff development as a means of initiating change.

2. The source of the problems related to direction and control is
generally located in the fact that control over the most
important elements that must be coordinated if direction is to
be maintained (i.e., control over fiscal resources, program
decisions, program evaluation, and personnel assignments) is
generally diffuse throughout the system.

3. Those programs and activities that are located in the authority
structure of the school so that the elements identified above
can be coordinated from a single office, or through a formal
coalition of offices, are more likely to have systematic,

change oriented effects than are those programs that depend
on voluntary cooperation.
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4. Because most ‘change oriented staff development is not located
in the authority structure in ways that facilitates coor-
dination, most staff development programs are peculiarly
vulnerable to co-optation for the purpose of serving the
maintenance needs of persons and systems. For examplé, schools
are systems of scarce rewards and the ethos of schools en-
courages that rewards be equally distributed. In public
education, differential rewards for differential contributions,
is practiced largely only in relation to role groups (e.g.,
principals are paid more than teachers). Furthermore, some
role groups get more or less than others regardless of their
actual contributions. Participation in staff development is
one of the few mechanisms available to schools to assure that
the 1imited rewards available can be and in fact are
distributed on a differential basis related to contribution
within equivalent positions. Put differently, one of the
effects of staff development is to assure that schools can
distribute rewards unequally when the traditional structure of
schools encourages equal distribution of rewards.

5. As a result of the conditions described above, the manifest
function of staff development (i.e., to produce change) is
less frequently obtained than might otherwise be the case; but
the same conditions encourage staff development to serve an
equally important function ?1.e., the function of maintaining
persons and maintaining the system). Furthermore, regardless
of the success of staff development in producing or supporting
change, staff development as presently constituted does make
it possible for the system to respond- to changes imposed on
the system from a variety of sources external to the staff
development enterprise. Under the stressful conditions
produced by larger societal forces, schools are compelled to
change in ways that those who are required to implement the
change do not fully comprehend or with which they do not
sympathize. Given these conditions, some mechanism for adapting
to these societal pressures must be developed. Staff develop-
ment is one such adaptive mechanism.

Assuming the conclusions presented above are valid, one is left with
the question, "Why then do staff developers insist that the programs they
create do prbduée systematic change.especia11y in the face of evidence

, ' to the contrary?" (Indeed, staff developers seldom seek evidence of
change, or other evaluative evidence, except of course, for consumer
satisfaction checklists.) The reason, we believe, is obvious. Most
persons with strong commitments to staff development are people oriented,

as opposed to system oriented. They understand, or believe, that the
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primary aim of their dark should be individual teachers and the needs
these individuals express. They also believe that many of these néeds
have l1ittle to do with change or improvement. The need is for main-
tenance in a reward starved, status starved system. (Preventing
teacher burn-out does not make the teacher better, it simply prevents
a good teacher from getting worse.) Furthermore, staff developers
are generally aware that schools, where resources are scarce and
pressures for improvement are gréat, are not fertile territory for
gaining access to suppo}t for program§ that are expressly intended to
"keep things from getting worse." (We did, however, observe one such
program in this school system, (the Employee Assistance Program), and this
program proceeded from an explicit Board of Education mandate.) Thus,
staff developers are prone to legitimize what they do in terms of
change, even ihbugh they understand that maintenace is more likely to be
the result. (Coordinating teachers (school level staff developers)
were particularly outspoken on this point.) |

A more cynical response to the question indicated above would be that
those who conduct staff development are ignorant of the facts. The
results of this study, however, do not support such a conclusion.

Indeed, the contrary seems to be the case. Those who are in charge of

staff development activity, at least in the school system studied here,

were remarkably sensitive to the fact that much of what they did had

11tt1e chance of produciny the changes their actions were intended to

produce. For example, one person in the school system put the matter

| this way: "“Given all the people who have to be pleased and all the

persons who have a little piece of the action, it is difficult to do

anything systematic in staff development."
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Another cxnicaI ipranat{on is that staff developers have a callous

disregard for the facts and just "keep on keeping on" in spite of what

they know,because the job they do meets their own needs for status and

"rewards. Such a view is not supported by the evidence available in

this study. For example, in the school system in which this study was
canducted, those persons most heavily involved in the conduct of staff
development activity (i.e., staff developers) and those persons who
most frequgntly voluﬁteered to participate in staff development pro-
grams were typically drawn from the population that enjoyed relatively
high status in the system or who were judged by others to be
"successful."

One of the most frequent complaints from staff developers was that

"those who need it don't get it and those who get it don't need it."”

_Simultaneously, those who enjoyed a reputation among participants and

ﬁeers.for running staff development programs of high quality were
frequently called on to "volunteer" to run one more workshop or conduct
one more activity, frequently without pay and usually withﬁut public
recognition. Those who most frequently were called on to conduct staff
development activity were, on an hourly basis, the least well paid in the
system and the status they enjoyed was usually marginal. For example,
building level coordinating teachers who were charged with staff develop-
ment responsibility at the building level were paid on a teacher level
salary. Teachers, however, typically were released from official school
duties two to three hours earlier than were coordinating teachers.
Furthermore, coordinating teachers routinely volunteered extra time (e.q.,
summer vacation time and evenings) to support planning efforts or program

development efforts. Some teachers and many administrators did the same,
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- of course, but for teachers, at least, this form of "volunteerism" was

not as routine. In addition, numerous other persons associated with
staff development voluntarily gave additional time to their task. 1In
this setting, at least, involvement 1p and comm{tment to staff develop-
ment significantly increased the amount of time individuals spent on
the job. Furthermore, the economic benefits and status gains in no way
were commensurate with these additional commitments. Building
principals.who were by reputation most committe! to staff development
were also observed to be among those who spend the mcst time on the
job. Curriculum specialists and coordinating teachers who were most

actively involved in staff development activity also spent substantially

e
.

more time at work, and it was infrequent that these pers&ﬁ;\xgifived
additioral pay for additional work. :
Perhaps more {mportant. a strong commitment to staff development
was often associated with marginal status in the system. Males less
frequently than females took leadership roles in staff development
though males dominated the administrative structure of the system.

Similarly, those males who did take active roles in staff development

were prone to be stigmatized as "not administrative material." For

.example, the teacher who became the school based research assistant for

this project aspired to a principalship. He was advised by numerous
experienced principals and other 1ine administrators that a too close
association with staff development would jeopardize his chances for
promotion.

As will be more fully elaborated later, the system herein under
study seemed to be in a stage of transition. For example, the individual

mentionca above was appointed to a principalship as were numerous other
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individuals associated with this project as well as others clearly
identified with staff development, Thus, it may be that the Superin-
tendent's strong commitment to staff development was and is having
imbaﬁt on the norms that govern the allocation of status and rewards.
It is, however, too early to tell whether this is the case. Furthermore,
tﬁe more important point is that those who were and those who are
associated with staff development entered their present roles under
conditions_that suggested that clear and visible commitment to staff
development was not the most advantageous route "up" the organization.
Thus, it seems clear that a cynical interpretation of the reasons for
involvement in or commitment to staff development by individuals,
especially individuals with clear indentities in the staff development
enterprise, is suspect.

| Assuming ignorance and/or self-interests do.not account for the
continuing:commitment to staff development and, therefore, assuming that
most who support staff development do so in the full knowledge that the
possibility of significantly influencing the system is very limited (at
least under the present circumstances), one is left with the pérplexing
question, "Why, then, does a system support staff development and why do
people participate?" As jndicated earlier, our conclusion with regard
to this matter is straightforward. School systems, like other organi-
zations, must be maintained as well as improved. Unlike other
arganizations, hoyever, school systems have few resources available to
serve maintenance functions. The consequence is that for whatever
flexible -and noncategorical resources become available, there is strong
pressure to divert these resources to serve necessary maintenance

functions. Because few staff development programs are located in the
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authority structure {6 ways that make control.over needed resources

easy, the co-optation of these resources for maintenance purposes becomes
routine. Furthermore, there is a faint understanding lsomet%mes stated
explicity) that this is the case. The fact is that maintenance is a
valued function in schools, just as it is in other organizations.
However, maintenance is not as legitimate in schools as it is in well

run business enterprises (e.g., Pascal and Athos, 1981, Peters and

waterman, 1982).

A Caveat

In the conduct of this study, numerous programs and activities were
ohserved that violated some or all of the conclusions presented above.
For example, there can be little doubt that the system observed has had
unusual success in surmounting the difficulties presented by- forced
busing. Indeed, this system was recently singled out by a nationally
prominent figure as one of the few school systems where "busing has
worked and the intentions of busing were realized." Local informants
attribute this fact to the effects of staff development. As one put it,
"¢taff development, more than any other thing, helped us to keep the
doors open." If these observations and comments can be taken at face
value, it is clear that staff development has been effective in the
school system. However, staff development did not create the conditions
to which it responded. Rather, staff development, provided an adaptive
mechanism to support the implementation of externally imposed change.

Similarly, there were numerous occasions upon which the researchers
observed or heard testimony of a variety of positive eftects of staff
develorment programs. Indeed, in every program or activity studied, a

cubstantial proportion (usually a majority) of the participants reported
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that they felt the prGgram was_good for them or for someone else.
Furthermore, in most instances, these reports were quite specific. For
example, many teachers who partftipated in .a widely disparageﬁ-staff
development effort aimed at introducing 5 reading management system in-
dicated that they felt “"others" needed to be reminded of the importance
of basic skills. Indeed, some went so far as to suggest that they too
needed such reminding.

The point is that in individual cases (and sometimes the number of
individuals was, relatively speaking, quite large), staff development in
this system did seem to have its intended effects. Thus, those who would
defend staff development as an instrument of change would find much in
the data collected in this project to support their biases. On the
other hand, those who believed that school based staff development
activity is basically ineffective in producing change would find much
to support their bias as well. Thus, the school system in which this
study was conducted paradoxically provides nurturance for several
different biases one might have about the staff development enterprise.

These contradictory data constitute major problems for & researcher
or evaluator. There is, for example, no definitive judgment which can
be rendered regarding the effects and effectiveness of staff development
aimed at individual school sites. Several cases which one might wish to
make could be made. Furthermore, once the cases were made, one could
locate many vocal proponents of the conclusion advanced and an equal
number of equally vocal dissidents from that conclusion. In a broader
sense, however, the variety of perspectives that could be supported by
whatever conclusions were drawn provides an unusual setting in which to

study alternative forms of staff development and the effects these
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alternative forms seev to have. Indeed, the sheer variety of staff
development programs and activities present in the school system studied
provides a unique laboratory for the study of staff development

generally.

A Point of View

One of the primary purposes of this study was to develop a conceptual
framework from,which to evaluate the effects and effectiveness of staff
development programs. The nature of the term evaluation suggests con-
cepts like good and bad, right and wrong, appropriate and inappropriate.
Therefore, there is some compulsion to pronounce a verdict regarding the
relative merit and worth of the staff development system under examination.
Given the state of the art in phe evaluation of staff development pro-
grams and staff development systems, any verdict rendered would likely be
suspect. For example; if one employed certain criteria (e.g., the
quantity of staff evelopment activity or the amount of resources
committed to staff development activity), the superiority of the system
studied here is beyond dispute. Indeed, even without refined or dis-
criminating analysis, it is easy to demonstrate that the amount of system
resources'committed to staff development in the system herein studied is
equal to and in excess of the resources committed to staff development
by the most active system reported by Moore and Hyde (1980). Furthermore,
internal and external evaluations of various staff development programs
are at least as effective (by conventional measures) as are other staff
development programs in other school systems.-

There is certainly no reason to believe that the quality of staff
development programs in the system studied is any worse fhan the quality

in other systems and the quantity is generally far greater. Fucthersera., .
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‘the successes the sysiem had in confronting a variety of externally
induced changes (e.g., desegregation via forced busing) and the
significance local officials attach to staff development accounting for

that success suggests that qualitatively staff development programs in

the local system may be superior to alternatives in many other systems.
Indeed, we believe researchers and evaluators would need to search far
and use very narrow criteria before they would find a significant
number of §chool systems that had staff development programs that had
more salutarious effects on individuals, school faculties or the school
system generally than were observed in this school system.

In spite of .these observations, the effects and effectiveness of
the staff development programs observed were frequently known to be
quite marginal in terms of their intended effects. Put directly, in the
system studied, the data support the assertion that staff development
does produce some change, but the change produced is not nearly of the
magnitude hoped for or claimed by some proponents of staff development.
Furthermore, the evidence supports the assertion_that staff development
has many unanticipated salutarious effects on the system that its critics
ignore. Unfortunately, the failure of proponents to consider the un-
intended effects of staff development and the penchant of critics to
ignore these effects distracts thoughtful attention from the ways in
which staff development serves and fails to serve the end of quality of

‘ instruction in schools. One further purpose of this report is to high-
light those features of staff development that are overlooked by

proponents and critics alike.
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Organization of the Rémainder of the Report

The remainder of this report is organized into four chapters. The
following chapter (Chapter Two) is intended to illuminate the general
context from which the above conclusions were derived. The specific
purpose of this chapter is to describe the ways in which power and
authority are distribufed in this school system (and, we believe, many
others) and the ways in which power and authority relative to staff
development affect the operation and effectiveness of the staff develop-
ment enterprise generally.

Chapter Three centers attention on the functions.staff deve]opment
serves in schoo! systems. In this chapter, it is suggested that in
agdition to the often noted change function, staff development serves to
"keep things from getting worse" (i.e., maintenance). Furthermore, it is
suggested that the forces that motivate persons to participate in staff
development are considerably more varied than program designers sometimes
understand or acknowledge.

Chapter Four advances the notion that the first step in evqluating
staff development programs has to do with evaluating the capacity of
these programs to maintain direction, maintain coordination and exercise
control over resources. In this chapter, some suggestions are made
regarding the sources of variance in the degree to which staff develop-
ment programs and activities can maintain direction, coordination and
control.

Cﬁapter Five is likely to be perceived as the most controversial
chapter in this report for it is our intent to convey to the reader some
general impressions developed as a result of this research project

regarding the problems and prospects of staff development in the public
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schools of this natiom. In essence, it will be argued that the way

schools are presently organized places considerable pressure on the staff

development enterprise to keep things from getting worse and distracts

attention from the intended purpose of staff development which is to

make things better. Furthermore, it is argued that until the mainte-

nance system of schools (i.e., the system that keeps things from getting
worse) is considerably enriched, there is little 1ikelihood that charge
orientedrstaff development can sygtematica11y succeed.

Given.this line or argument, some concrete suggestions are made re-
garding how schools might be reorganized and'staff development integrated
into that reacganized system so that school personnel can keep things

from getting worse while they endeavor to make them better.

(P
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Chapter Two
Organizational Context

If there is such a thing as an axiomatic statement in the field
of staff development, it would probably contain three elements: (a)
the contex% in which staff development occurs has a direct effect on
the 1ikelihood the activity will succeed in its goals, (b) the build-
ing level unit is the most significant unit to be taken into account
when attempting to design or evaluate staff development programs
(1ndeed, some go so far as to suggest that the only effective forms
of staff development are those that are %ocused on building level
faculties.), and (c) the support and involvement of leaders. (especially
building principals) is crucial in understanding the effects of staff
development in schools.

The results of the present study”do not necessarily challenge any
of these elements. Indeed, there 55 a sense in which everything found
in this study tends to support them. For example, it was found that
there was wide variability between and among school units-with regard
to the degree to which staff were involved in staff development activ-
jties. Similarly, it was found that there was considerable variation
in the way local building staff responded to centrally initiated staff
development activity. It was also observed that, in those schools
where there was heavy involvement in building level initiated activity
or wide pa;ticipation in system sponsored activity, the building prin-

cipal was likely to play an active and assertive role in procuring

Jdd



resources, scheduling meetings and sometimes becoming directly involved

as a participant or as an insfructor. It was also found to be much
easier to develop evidence that_a staff development program hpd system-
atic effects on instructional programs when the program focused on
entire school staffs or departments.

In spite of these confirming data, there were many situations'that
did not seem to square with uneguivocal or simple explanations. For
example .it was fregquently observed that strong initiatives in support
of staff dévelopment activity by building principals at the junior
and senior high school levels were typically less potent than at the
elementary level. However, not a single instance was observed in which
widespread participation in a staff development activity occurred at
the building level without the support of the principal. Thus, the

absence of principal support may preclude the implementation of system-

atic staff development programs, but the commitment of the principal

to this or that program did not seem to be sufficient to guarantee

its implementation. For example, in one case, a principal had been

present (and éupportive) when a system-wide change effort was initi-
ated in a school and that school came to be idehtified as unusually
successful in implementing the desired change. He was later transferr-
ed to another school that was also a target for the same change effort.
However, in the second school, the initiative never got beyond the ex-
ploration stage, and over time, the principal's commitment to the
change begén to erode.

Situations such as these suggest that there is much more involved
in introducing charige through systematic staff development than having

supportive principals or princjpals with some preferred leadership
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style. It 'was also opserved that there were several system level
initiatives to which almost évery faculty responded uniformly. In
one instance, at least, there was convincing evidence that the change
the system-wide staff development program was intended to bring about
had occurred, at least at a minimal level in every school. Observa-
iions such as these lead to the conclusion that while building Tevel
context variables are critical determinants of the ways faculties will
respond to various staff development efforts, the way the building
Tevel unit.is embedded in the larger context of the school system is
also important. For example, Joslin (1982) attributed different levels
of success in implementing one staff development program in part to
the way various school faculties perceived their relationship to the
status system of the 1arger,school system and to the aspirations the
faculty had for job mobility outside the building level unit.

Thus, one proposition that was consistently supported was that
the relative success and effectiveness of alternative forms of staff
development are at least in part determined by a variety of contextual
conditions. Four such conditions were identified as particularly im-
portant. First and probably most important is the extent to which the
patterns of power, authority and status that are used to give direction
and control to the staff development activity are congruent with the
patterns of power, authority and status that serve to give direction
and control to the particular work setting toward which the staff
development activity is oriented. It may be that one of the reasons
the building level unit has been shown to be so critical in explaining
the effects and effectiveness of alternative forms of staff development

is that, in most school systems, building level units are only loosely
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linked to the larger ‘§ystem of power and authority. This being the

_case, staff development that is not congruent with the facts and
perceptions of building level autonomy are unlikely to have the effects
intended. On the other hand, in the school system stuﬂied here, numer-
ous school bufldings were observed that were more fully integrated into
system level power, authority and status structures, and these building
level units seemed to respond quite differently and more positively to
outside initiatives intended to produce change. Our contention here
is that st;ff developers must be aware of and consider the way in
which individual buildings are autonomous from or dependent upon
district-centered power, authority and status.

A second contextual condition has to do with evaluation. Regardless

of the source of initiation, the closer the 1ink between the ex-
ercise of evaluative authority, especially the authority to evalvate
programs, and the staff development activity, the more'likely_;he
staff development program is to maintain a coherent direction and to
systematically pursue the ends for which it was designed. Conversely,
staff development activity that is not closely linked to program evalu-
ation is 1ikely to lose focus and direction and the resources committed to
that activity are likely to be diverted to support a variety of ends in

) addition.to and frequently in.competition with the ends toward which

the program is designed.

A third conclusion regarding the impact of context on the effects
and effectiveness of staff development activity is that the means by
which the content and intentions of the staff development are delivered
to or within the work setting must be congruent with the structure of-

that work setting. Put differently, the "fit" between organizational
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structure and the méins of de)ivering staff development to faculties
goes far in determining the effects and effectiveness a staff develop-
ment program will display. ~ "

Finally, given the sensitivity of staff development to the
characteristic patterns by which power, authority and status are dis-
tributed in school systems and given the difficult management task
associated with reconciling these patterns with the requirements of
systematic approaches'to staff development, it was concluded that the
tendency is for systems to center staff development attention and
resources on those forms of staff development that are least affected by
these contextual conditions* More specifically, given the difficulties
associated with coordinating prevailing patterns of power, authority,
status and evaluation with the expectations embedded in change oriented
staff development, the tendency is to concentrate attention on indi-
viduals rather that on systems and to give Qalue to activity that
promises to change persons without regard to whether or not the activity
demonstrably changes programs or the effects of these programs.

The remainder of the present chapter will present a more detailed

discussion of these observations and provide the reader with examples

of the evidence upon which these conclusions are based.

Structural Integration

The school system in which this study was conducted had 104
schools. Of these, ten were high schools, twenty-one were junior high
schools and the remainder were elementary schools. Some of the
elementary schools were K-6, some K-3 and some 4-6. The school system
also had alternative types of schools (e.g., open schools and tra@itiona]

schools). -Over-arching these 104 building level units was an
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administrative structdre divided into eight areas,eacﬁ with its own

area superintendent, These a;eas roughly paralleled school attendance
districts. (They were sometimes referred to as feeder areas.) However,
due to court oraered busing, the areas were not geographically con-
tiguous. Furthermore, the fact that the system had been declared by
court order a unified school system placed considerable restraint on

the amount of autonbmy enjoyed in each area. For example, budgets

were generally centralized and personnel employment was centralized

as well. éurthermdre, the fiscal resources available to support staff
development programs were also centralized and most of these resources
were located in offices under the direction and supervision of the |
Associqte Superintendent for Program Services (Figure 1 presents a
diagram of the formal structure of the school system). Practically
speaking, therefore, the system in which this study was conducted was
highly centralized with authority flowing from the Superintendent to

the Deputy Superintendent through the area superintendents to the local
building units. In local parlance this was referred to as "the line
structure." As will be noted in Figure 1, the office of Associate
Superintendent for Program Services, where staff development is located,
is off to the side and separated from the line structure. Thus, sym-

bolically and in fact, those "in the line" who controlled the fiscal

" . resources for supporting staff development programs and activities were

administratively separated from those persons and offices who controlled
the programs staff development activity was intended to affect.

There was, in addition, one further compoundjng fact. As was
_indicated in the introduction, almost every building had assigned to

it one person, the coordinating teacher, who had responsibility for

’
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program development apd staff development at the local building level.
However, these persons were accountable exclusively to line personnel
(i.e., building principals). Officially, at Tea§t, these butlding
level specialists could only make réquésts for fiscal or technical
support from the central office "through the line." Thus, those in
cortrol of the fiscai resources to support staff development and many
of those who were by reputation technically most proficient in program
development and staff development (e.g., subject matter specialists)
were separ;ted not only from the line but from their counterparts
{i.e., the coordinating teacher) at the building level.

These conditions had a variety of effects on the way staff devel-
opment programs were designed and delivered both to building level units
and to individuals. Furthermore, the nature of these effects was such
that they served to demonstrate quite clearly what is meant by the term
"structural integration; and to illustrate how structural integration or
lack of it affects the operation of staff development programs.

Given the way fiscal resources supporting staff development yere
controlled (i.e., central control) and given the fact that most of the
corriculum specialists were located in the central office (the coordi-
nating teachers were generalists), it is clear that for building level
++its to gain access to these fiscal and technical resources, it was
necessary for these units to be aomehow integrated into the exfsting
central system of power and authority. Furthermore, gaining access to
these resources implied, for some at least, embracing centralization
(as opposed io school autonomy) as a preferred mode of_operation.

‘he consequence was that in most instances those building level units

. which the local administrator and/or the faculty placed the highest
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priority on autonomou$ action were also those building level units N
in which systematic approaches to staff deve]opﬁent were least Tikely
to emerge. Conversely, those building level units in yhich the bound-

. aries between thé building and the system were 1ess.c1ear1y defined
seemed more likely to: (a) develop locally initiated staff development
programs and (b) participate (individually and collectively) in staff
development programs sponsored and initiated at the central office level.

A similar observation was made, at least in early stages of this
research p;oject, with regard to area level staff development activity.
Specifically there were some area superintendents who clearly per-
-ceived that their role should be that of a chief executive officer of
an interme&iate school district. These persons were quite vocal about

- their dissatisfaction with lack of area control of the staff development
budget. They also were often generally less assertive in their
pursuit of centrally controlled staff development system and its human
and financial resources. As one put it, "I don't Tike to be a supplicant
every time I want fo run @ workshop in my area." On the other hand,
there were area superintendents who viewed their role as middle level
managers running "departmenfs“ in a large organization. These persons
seemed most active in pursuing centrally controlled staff development

. ’ resources and in encouraging those below them to "take advantage of"
programs, activities and workshops sponsored by the central system.

. In sum, area superintendents who perceived centralization as an
organizational fact were generally more likely to avail themselves of
resources and opportunities provided by the centraf system than were
those who saw subunit autonomy as the central fact of organizational

1ife.
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It is also interdsting that those area superintendents, building
princ1pa1s and coordinating teachers who had in their prior work ex-
perience occupied positions in the central administrat1ve structure
also seemed to be most aggressive in pursuing resources to support

staff development activity in their school buildings and areas. They

‘were also the most aggressive in pursuing opportunities for teachers

. from their areas or schools to participate in centrally sponsored

Staff deve1opment activity. For example, in her study of the differ-

" ential responses of two junior high school faculties to a system level

initiated staff development program intended to improve reading in-
struction in the junior high schools, Joslin (1982) made several ob-
servations regarding a successful school (i.e., a school in which the
innovation was systematically implemented) and a non-successful school.
First, the non-successful school was part of a county system that had

been consolidated with the city system. Though this consolidation had

occurred 20 years prior to the present study, the faculty continued to

view themselves as separate from the larger school system, sometimes
referring to themselves as a ngchool district within a school district.”
Conversely, the successful school was built subsequent to consolidation
and was intentionally located in such a way as to symbolize that it was
a part of both systems and thus to symbolize system integration (i.e., it
was located on the boundary fine between the old city and county systems).
Second, both administrative staff and teachers from the successful
school routinely sought promotion opportunties in the larger school
system, whereas this pattern was not present in the less successful
school. Joslin argues that this condition encouraged the faculty in

the successful school to be positively oriented toward system level

A
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" There are, in ad@ition, other data that provide warrant. for the
conclusion suggested above. %irst, in spite of the fact that almost
every school building had an individual who was officially charged
with responsibility for developing building level program development
and staff development agtivities, there was amazingly little of this
activity that occurred outside the context of the centralized staff
development system. ‘Most of the building level activity that did
take place occurred in direct response to central office initiatives
and the un}ts that were most responsive tended to be disproprotionately
drawn from the units that were most clearly integrated into the larger
system.

Second, almost all of those long term and systematic building
level inifiatiVes that occurred in the less structurally integrated
school buildings resulted from local inventions and local initiatives
as various studies (e.g., RAND, 1975) would lead one to expect. For
example, the building unit that Joslin found to be unsuccessful in its
response to a centrally initiated effort to improve reading instruction
and which was also found to be resistent to a centrally initiated man-
date for curriculum change had, in fact, developed and implemented a
fundamentally restructured approach to mathematics instruction and had
coordinated this development with the high school to which it served as
a feeder school. The critical difference between this latter effort and
the other two efforts seems to have been that the way power and authority

were assigned for the development of the latter program was congruent

~with the way the building was embedded in the larger authority structure

of the school system, whereas the power and authority related to the

less successful efforts were not so congruent. To explain further, the

)
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power and authority f9r the development of the successful program de-
rived from within the school and thus were congruent with the fact that

this school was. relatively autopomous within the school system. For

the unsuccessful efforts, power and authority were based outside the

school (i.e., at the central office level) and were, therefore, in-
consistent with the autonomous nature of the school.

Third, while it is the case that there was wide variation in the
degree to which various elementary school faculties participated in or
initiated staff development activity and some variation in the degree
to which junior high school faculties participated in or initiated
staff development programs, there was little variation in the degree
to which high school faculties participated in or initiated staff
development activity. The fact is that most of the staff development
activity observed in this school system jnvolved elementary teachers
and elementary school faculties. Some of the activity involved junior
high teachers and junior high faculties. 1t was only on limited and
highly unusual occasions that it was observed that hish school facul-

ties engaged in any sort of staff development beyond graduate study.

leading to advanced degrees. There are, of course, numerous possible

explanations for this fact. For example, much of the centrally spon-
sored staff development activity, including the activity of the
Teaching Learning Center, was oriented more to elementary teachers
than to high school teachers. Thus, availability might have been a
factor. Second, high school teachers in this system, as in most
other systems, tended to be somewhat older, more male and more well
educated ({.e., had more degrees) than were elementary teachers.

Any or all of these conditions might mitigate against the development

46
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of strong incentives-for participation in staff development.
Finally, there are maﬁy more forces (e.q., departmentalization and
specialization) in the organization of high schools to encourage
segmentation and lack of unified direction than are présent in ele-
mentary schools.

Putting these important matters aside for a moment, however, it
also seems reasonable to hypothesize one other reason elementary
teachérs more regularly participate.in long-term and systematic staff
deve1opmen£ efforts than do secondary teachers: the elementary teachers'
perception of the authority base from which staff development typically
proceeds is much more congruent with the reality in schools than is
secondary teachers' perceptions of that authority base. Specifically,
most of the staff development activity observed in the course of this
study centered attention on gereric principles of teaching and learning,
diagnosis and prescription, growph and development. The assumption
seemed to be that there was something generic aboJt the teaching'act
and that it was possible to transmit the generic principles to others.
The authority of staff development, at least in the system studied here,
was based on the assumption that process and technique were important.
Secondary teachers seemed less convinced that this is so. For many
secondary teachers, what is to be taught seems more important than how
it is to be taught and activities that emphasize how over what tended
to be disparaged by secondary teachers. Secondary teachers tended to
view how-to-workshops as "mickey mou;e, fun and games and gimmicks,"
whereas elementary teachers were generally more flattering in their
comments abount such workshops and activities. Indeed, it may be more

than coincidence that it was found that those junior high schools in
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which the administratjve leadership and/or the faculty came from
elementary school backgroundslwere éenera]]y more likely to initiate
or be involved in systematic staff development efforts than were junior
high faculties more oriented toward secondary schools. Again, struc-
tural integration seems to be an important explanatory variable but
-here the form of structural integration referved to is the structure
of knowledge about teaching and learning upon which staff development

is based (see Joslin, 1982).

The Primacy of Evaluative Authority

In their book, Evaluation and the Exercise of Authority, Dornbusch

and Scott (1975) arque that evaluations that count (i.e., make a
difference in performance) must be based on creditable observations

(e.g., the performance being evaluated must be seen and must be seen to
have been seen) and somehow linked to meaningful rewards. Most important,
evaluations that count must be taken into account by those who are seen

to be in a position to distribute rewards and inflict punishments. One

of the most critical factors that determines the Tikelihood that a staff
development program will maintain a systematic direction (i.e., a
direction logically designed to produce the intended results) has to do
with the extent to which the expectations of the staff development program
comes to be embedded in and reflected by the systems of evaluation em-
ployed by thoserwith evaluative authority. In the two years and more

that the researchers were collecting data for this project, there were
numerous opportunities to observe a variety of system level initiatives
intended to produce system-wide effects. For all the reasons suggested

in the preceding section, there was wide variability in the effects and
effectiveness these initiatives had on building level faculties to say

nothing of the variability that existed within faculties.
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'Basica11y,'1t was generally observed that almost any form of staff
development activity (e.g., one-day workshops and long-term ;ystematic
efforts) had an impact that someone someplace viewed as desi;ab1e.

There was certainly no evidence found that any form of staff deve1opqent
did any particular harm. However, it was also difficult to locate or
develop convincing or persuasive evidence that staff development programs
had systematic effects on participants. Furthermore, evidence that

these programs had salutarious effects on children was virtually non-
existent.‘

Using another criterion fqr effectiveness, however, there w2s
occasion to observe several different forms of staff development activitly
that seemed to-be linked to the effective implementation of various
programs. (Here the term effective means nothing more or less than that
participants made a sustained though perhaps ritualistic effort to do the
things the staff development program was intended to encourage them to
do). The important point here is that the only thing these programs
seemed to have in common was that the intentions of these programs Some-
how came to be embeded in the evaluative structure of the school. For
examﬁ1e, in the study reported by Joslin (1982), it was found that one
of the fundamental differences between the school in which the staff
program seemed to have the desired.effect and the one in which it did not

was that the building principal in the successful school (and building

1This is not to say that the staff development programs observed
were ineffective. Rather, it is to say that this school system, refiec-
ting the state of the art (e.g., Griffim, 1983), simply could not make
available convinving and persuasive evidence of the effects and
effectiveness of the programs sponsored. Claims of effectiveness were
primarily based on evidence of consumer satisfaction and on very dubious
1inkages between this or that program and improved test scores.
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level faculty as well:] took the expectations of the program into account
in evaluative discussions that occu;red at the building level. These
discussions did not occur in the less successful school. i

The only staff development program that clearly had a systematic
effect at the high school level proceeded from a system-wide mandate to
improve writing instruction and the insistence of a central office
functionary that this mandate provided a basis for evaluating pfbgrams
of instruétion. Furthermore, these evaluations (i.e., the evaluation of
writing instruction in secondary schools) were used as a basis for
generating a need for staff development programs centered on wfiting.

Perhaps the clearest illustration of what is intended here is
contained in the staff development activity surrounding the introduction
of a reading management system in the elementary schools. The intro-
duction of this reading management system proceeded from a school board
mandate that such a system be installed. This mandate was supported by
routine eva1uatﬁons (some called these inspections) to ensure that the
system was being implemented and properly used. The level at which
these evaluations occurred went up to and through the Deputy Superintendent
of the school system. For example, on school site visits intended to
provide "dry runs" for regional accreditation, the Deputy Superintendent
routinely inquired into the degree to which the reading management system
was being used. Even more routinely, he assigned the central office

- reading specialist the task of conducting such "inspections.” The

result was that the central office reading specialist as well as other
elements of the staff development system (e.g., building level coor-
dinating teachers, the Teaching Learning Center staff and other inservice

specialists) were routinely called on to conduct workshops to facilitate

Q. . ot
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the implementation of:the readjng management Fystem and to provide a
variety of consultative activities oriented ﬂoward the same end.

The interesting, though not surprising,gresult was that ‘the
forﬁally designed workshops intended to support the introduction of
this innovation (i.e., those workshops that were centrally initiated
and those activities offered during the summer) were 1e§§§%ositive1y
regarded than were the more ad hoc responses presented by the Teaching
Learning anter and/or building level coordinating teachers. Thus, it
appears likely that change was systematically introduced precisely
because it was linked to the sysfem of evaluation. However, the question
of whiéh form of staff development (i.e., centrally supported or school
based) was most supportive of implementation of this change is open to
question. If consumer satisfaction is an indicator, those forms of staff
development that were most systematic were least well regarded. On the
other hand, the presence of the systematic programs coupled with the
prominence the expectations of this program had in the evaluative
structure clearly gave focus and direction to a variety of highly
individualized responses to the problems the change created for teachers
and administrators.

Clearly, embedding the expectations of a staff development program
in the evaluative structure of the school or school district does not
guarantee that a staff development program will be effective. For
example, we are convinced that many persons complied with the expectations
of the reading management system only on a ritualistic level. Indeed,
interview data indicate that many teachers were philosophically opposed
to the assumptions underlying the reading management system and would

quickly abandon its use given the option of doing so. On the other hand,

o1
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the fact that the expéctationg of the reading management system (and
other demonsfrably imp]emented-staff development programs as well) were
embedded in the evaluative structure served to focus attentioﬁ on
specific staff development needs and to make it possible to have é wide-
spread response of a variety of forms of staff development to a single
problem. Even if it could be demonstrated that the particular
innovation supported by the evaluative structure was without merit
(i.e., that it failed to produce intended effects upon students), the
fact remains that on the issue of implementation, connection with
evaluation gives credence to programs and related staff development \
activities.

Unfortunately, given the way staff development was typically em-
bedded in the system studied here and probably many other systems as
well, it is difficult, sometimes impossible, to find such linkages. If
staff developers hope to implement programs that count, they must seek
ways to assure that measurement of effects of these programs are part of
the system of accounting employed by the school (i.e., the evaluation

system).

Social Structure and Technology

As the term structure is uced here, it means nothing more or tess
than those relatively permanent and predictable patterns of social
relationships that exist between and among persons in social situations.
In complex social organizations (e.g., schools),some of the most salient
aspects of structure are defined by the positions people occupy and the
expectations regarding the performances and obligations of persons in

those positions. Technology, as the term is used here, refers to the
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means of doing a job.!hatever the means (e.g., processes) and whatever
the job might be (Dreeben, 19f0).2

In recent years, sociologists have advanced a riumber of inter-
esting theories regarding the way social structure and.technology
interact (e.g., Woodward, 1965; Perrow, 1970). Though the nature of
these theoretical arguments will not.be elaborated here, the reader
should be aware that the analysis presented here proceeds primarily on
the basis of assumptions drawn from the literature on structure and
.technology: Furthermore, the reader should understand that one of the
fundamental tenets of this body of literature is that the effectiveness
of organizations is in large part determined by the degree to which
the social structure of the organization is congruent with the technology
the organization employs in the pursuit of its goals.

In the conduct of the present study and particularly as a result of
the work by Joslin (1982), three components of staff development tech-
nology were identified. The first of these components was labeled
recruitment and has to do with the means by which persons are attracted
to and/or induced to participate in staff development activity. For
example, some programs rely primarily on volunteerism to attract
participants and the perceptioins of participants that there is something

inherently worthwhile to be gained by participation. Other programs

13

2The term technologz is used in preference to other choices (e.qg.,
means, processes, metho s) primarily because the literature that informs
this analysis uses the term technology. The primary quest of this
literature and body of explanation is to describe and explafn how social
structure and technology interact (e.g., Perrow, 1970). Since this
analysis was informed by the structure-technology literature, it seemed
appropriate to use terminology that is consistent with that literature.

i
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recruit members throdbh compulsion or through the use of monetary
incentives. Thus, the means used to recruit participants varies widely
from program to program and there is variance within prdgram; as well,

A second technological component identified by Joslin was the
knowledge transmission technology where the.concern is with the means
by .which the content of the program is transmitted. Again, staff
development programs and activities vary widely. For example, Ssome
programg rely almost exclusively on the use of outside experts and
written materials, whereas other programs and activities do not use
outsiders and written materials as a means of transmitting knowledge.
Some programs and activities make extensive use of modeling, demon-
stration and intensive corrective feedback, whereas other programs
rarely use such means.

A final technological element identified by Joslin was the norm
enforcement technology. Norm enforcement‘includes components of the
evaluative system but it also includes other elements. Some programs
rely almost exclusively on self-enforcement as a mechanism of insuring
compliance with the expectations of the program. For example, numerous
programs were obserQed in which individuals were given extensive
instruction. in some instructional technique or procedure though there
was no effort made to determine whether these techniques were employed
in the classroom. Other programs (e.g., the reading management program
described above) routinely made provisions for observing performances
and providing corrective feedback. Other differeﬁces in the norm
enforcemenf structure had to do with the locus of the enforcement
mechanisms. In some instances, whatever official effort was made ‘to

uphold the expectations of the program was solely the responsibility of

<
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a designated instrucfér or an.administrative official. In other instances
{these were less frequently observed), the performance expectations of
the program were upheld by a diffuse range of people including program

¢ themselves (see Jostin, 1982).

participant
theoretical leads suggested by the

Jsing these concepts and the

viterature on social structure and technology, it has been concluded

that the data collected in this project support the assertion that the

used to deliver staff development programs

}Efﬁ_o‘ fit between the means

g social structure of the relevant work setting

ard the prevailin

creases the extent to which the staff development program will have

Qp

ely uniform and widespread) effects on the

ent the staff development

?iﬁf?ﬁ?tic (i.e., relativ

intended audience. Conversely, the more congru

social structure of the relevant work

- technology is with the prevailing

,etting, the more 1ikely the program is to have systematic effects. for
in her study of contrasting responses to a system level
g instruction in the junior high

rlying the staff develop-

evarple,
schools,

in1tiative to improve readin
1in (1922) observed that the assumptions unde
pattern of relationships at the

. technology employed required a
among other things, (a)

visibility of the classroom

et
woiding level that fostered, collegial approaches

(b) easy access to and

t- o dlem-s0lving,
a perception that participation

¢ rmarces of other teachers, and (c)

tre proqram was sufficiently rewarding to encourage volunteerism.
for a variety of reasons, the structure of the school in which the

» .5t Apyelopment program was most etfective was consistent with the

of the staff development technology, whereas the structure

¢ e gtaans
NI WA quccessful school was not consistent. For example, in the

interdepartmenta’

. i,1 qchool, there was @ long history oY

O
)




. 47

cooperation, peer obsé?vation,_and shared decision-making. In the less
successful school, building level and classroom level autonomy (non-
interdependence)was a highly prized value. Thus, the structufe of
relationships in the less ¢uccessful school was simply not supportive
of the means used to deliver the staff development program. The result
was that the change which the staff dcvelopment program was intended to
introduce was not implemented in one school, but it was implemented in
the other.

There is more here, however. At this point, the reader might
conclude that one school rejected the innovation, whereas the other
enbraced it. This is not quite so. Indeed, as of the date at which
this report is being written, there is evidence that the school Joslin
found to have been unsuccessful in implementing the innovation is now
becoming active in implementing the innovation which had apparently been
rejected. The evidence suggests that the primary difference between the
present circumstance and that observed by Joslin is that the technology
presently being used to introduce the innovation is fundamentally
different from the technology initially used. For example, in the
initial effort to implement the program, extensive use was made of system
level personnel in the role of consultants. In addition, some building
level personnel were designated as trainers and thus set apart from their
colleagues in special ways. As Joslin observed, these patterns were
relatively consisten; with routines already established in the initially
successful school, but they were inconsistent with those in the non-
cuccessful school. IH its present\version, leadership in the staff
development activity fundamentally emanates from within the iocal

te

building and no teachers are given special status as an inducement
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exert "leadership."” Thus, it may be that the reason the innovation was
initially rejected was that the staff development means employed were
incongruent with the social structure of the school. |

This research project has also produced other data that are
consistent with this line of analysis and reasoning. For example, it
was routinely observed that those school faculties that had a history
of cooperative decision-making or that had engaged in long-term
sustained Q]anning were generally able to respond to staff development
programs that required the presence of a "team" more effectively and
efficiently than could faculties without such a history. Sjmilar]y, as
one would expect, it was observed that follow-up visits to classrooms by
staff development instructors were more likely to meet with resistance in
schools where classroom level autonomy and non-inte~dependence were highly
prized. This pattern seemed to hold regardless of the level of the school.
for example, there were a number of elementary schools that enjoyed
reputations of being (a) well regarded by parents and (b) almost totally
lacking in any involvement in or commitment to systematic staff develop-
ment. Interviews with coordinating teachers from these schools indicated,
hesever, that there was considerable staff development occurring, but
primarily the staff development took the form of individual consultative
pfforts initiated by the building level coordinating teacher. Indeed,
the presence of outsiders in these buifdings, including members of the
research team, was perceived to cause major disrupticrs o was treated as
a "special event.”

The point here is that decisions regarding how knowledge should b
traner - tted are not only decisiens reaarding the processes of deliver .

ok odpcasions must alwo take into account the cnnditions of the
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reception system (i.e;, the conditions of the workplace). If the

boundaries of the workplace are clearly drawn and rigidly maintained,
for example, ;taff development activity that requires substantial
boundary spanning is likely to be resisted. Systems that are run from
the top probably must be entered from the top. The patterned
reqularities of the workplace (Sarason, 1971) seem to determine how
participants will respond to the means used to introduce change as well

as to the innovation itself.

The Primacy of the Individual

As the reader may have now surmised, most of the 1ong-tekm and
systematic staff development activity that occurred in the school system
studied emanated from the central administration and required the coop-
erative action of persons functioning under the office of the Associate
Superintendent for Program Services. However, those persons under the
supervision of the Associate Superintendent for Program Services
essentially had control of only two of the elements that seemed to be
required to provide direction and coordination to staff development
activity. First, they had fiscal control. Second, they had a relative
monapoly on perceived expertise in the area of curriculum evaluation and
workshop design and especially in special curriculum arezs (e.g., math,
<cience, etc.). One serious deficiency, however, was that these persons
did not have any authority in the area of personnel assignment or
personnel evaluation. Even program evaluation was preciuded to them
except on invitation from the line. The result was that staff develop-
ment trat brought together expertise in curriculum evaluation and the
design of training activities with control over fiscal resources an.

evaluative authority was difficult to manage. The building principal

,-
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or local school faculfy that wished to access experts and financial
resources needed to be very kﬁowledgeable regarding ways the system
could be negotiated. (This is probably one of the reasons that those
principals, area superintendents, and coordinating teachers with prior
central office experience frequently appeared to be more successful in
securing resources for building activity.) Similarly, central office
personnel who controlled the fiscal and technical resources needed to
support systematic staff development among school faculties needed to
be aware o; a variety of subtle nuances and political strategies that
made it possible to effectively co-opt line authority, especially in
the area of program evaluation. Indeed, as discussed earlier, without
such authority, the likelihdod of sustaining a systematic staff develop-
ment program is seriously compromised. It is, perhaps, something more
than a coincidence that two of the more systematic efforts to conduct
staff development from a system level (one in writing and one in
reading) were headed by central office persons who persistent]y referred
to specific school board mandates and goals calling for the introduction
of a reading management system and improvement in writing. Furthermore,
both of these persons used the specific mandates and goals as a basis
for legitimizing program evaluation activity, and subsequently, they used
the evaluations they conducted as a basis for inspiring or encouraging
staff development in the areés about which they were concerned. In
short, in order to be effective, it was essential for central office
personnel to co-opt line authority whicn they themselves did not possess.

Given these conditions, it should not be surprising that much of
the activity that occurred in this school system centered on individuals

rather than on comprehensive programs and that nearly all of the activity

)
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- reinforced the notioﬁ:that staff development was separate from, not
integrated into, the work setting.

The point here is that the~separation of fiscal authorify from
evalﬁative authority from expert authority created major coordination
problems which could only be effectively addressed in those seren-
dipitous circumstances where history and the accidents of individual
experiences and relationships led persons and school buildings to be
integrated into the larger structure of the school system. Since such
accidents occur on a non-systematic basis, the structure of the system
virtually precluded widespread systematic approaches to staff develop-
ment throughout the school system. Simultaneously, the centralization
of fiscal resources and expertise discouraged the systematic development
of building initiatives, especially in those buildings and areas where
subunit autonomy was a primary value.

Another related point that needs to be made is that those who had
fiscal. control and expert knowledge tended to attempt only those kinds
of things that the.system tolerated and did not see as disruptive. For
example, a program described by Whitford (1981) was designed as if it
were intended to have systematic effects on 21 junior high schools, and
the logic .of the design was clearly oriented toward long-term systematic
change in instructional programs. However, there was no clear-cut
system mandate to bring about such a change though there was not partic-
ular objection to it. The result was that any evidence of administrative
dissatifaction or participant criticism of the change effort was taken as
a critical event requiring corrective action (i.e., change in the program).
The consequence was that this program, like many others, tended to

experience constant variation in direction and thus came to have a
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reputation of being “qoorly coordinated.” Indeed, almost all centrally
sponsored staff development prbgrams that required, by nature of their
scope, coordinated action among_ units, eventually developed such
reputations. Such conseQUenées certainly encouraged staff developers to
shy away from systematic change efforts and conduct those forms of staff
development that required the least complex management responses. The
simplest forms of staff development to manage are those that are
relatively short-term, focused on individual skills or attitudes and
that have ;elatively clear-cut and short-term payoffs for teachers.

Furthermore, the evaluations that count in such programs are
evaluations given by participants themselves. "If they don't like it,
it is bad." Thus, it should not be surprising that in this school
system, as in many others, most of the staff development that occurred
was relatively short-term and the evaluations that counted had more to
do with consumer satisfication than with demonstrated performance in the
classroom. Perhaps it is because school systems fail to recognize the
need for unifying fiscal authority, authority for program eviluation and
expert authority that so much staff development appears to be piecemeal.

Even given the above comments, the reader should not infer that the
quality of the individually oriented workshops was necessarily poor.
Some were boor; some were exce]]enk. Similarly, the reader should not
infer that these activities had no systematic effects on the classroom,
for they may or may not have had such effects. The point is that the
way staff development was related to the structure of this schocl system
made it difficult to create staff development programs that were
legically designed to produce systematic effects. When such programs

were designed, it was drfficult for those responsible for them to
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maintain direction and control precisely because the needed authority
bases were segmented rather than unified. Finally, because evaluative
authority is such a critical component of the staff developmént
structure and because those with the expertise and fiscal resources to
support staff development were not in a position to exercise evaluative
authority, there was generally no way to know whether the actions taken
were‘having the intended effects. Thus, those who were fesponsib\e
for initiating staff development activity were often faced with pro-

- ceeding on the basis of informed intuition and evidence of consumer

satisfaction.
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Chapter Three

Functions of Staff Development and the
Incentives and Rewards for Participation

What staff development programs do, what they are intended to do
and the reason persons participate are shaped by the organizational
context in which they occur. In the preceding chapter, the intent was
to indicate some of the ways this context va;ies and the kinds of
effects this variance seems to have. In this chapter, the purpose is
to give more detailed attention to the functions staff development serves
in schools and the sources of motivation for participation in these

activities.

The Functions of Staff Development

Broadly speaking, staff development serves two basic functions.
The first of these functions and the one most frequently acknowledged in
the literature and commented on by practitioneré has to do with change

and improvement. The second of these functions is seldom acknowledged

in the literature and seldom commented on by practitioners, yet it is
critical and important to school systems. This function is referred to

here as maintenance and includes both staff and system maintenance.

Reviews of the literature and our research experiences indicate
that few practitioners and few staff developers acknowledge the main-
tenance function, and man; find the idea of maintenance ideologically
repungnant. Ideology aside, it remains the case that much staff

development is designed to "keep things from getting worse" and that

€
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is maintenance. Many'workshops are run in schools simply as refresher
courses intended to remind people of what it is assumed they already
knew but may have forgotten. This is staff maintenance. Con&ention
suggests that it is staff development.

Simifarly. schools frequently usé substantial portions of preschool
inservice days to orient new faculty to.existing procedures, to intrnduce
new faculty to experienced faculty and to engage in a variety of useful
and not so useful, inspirational and not inspirational, rituals intended
to inspire faculty solidarity and to encourage a feeling that one be-
belongs. This is typically called staff development, but its purpose is
usually system maintenance. Thus, staff development in schools includes
organized training and consultative efforts to produce change or improve-
ment and organized training ané consultative efforts intended to prevent
the erosion of the present level of pperation in the system or the

erosion of the level of skills possessed by individuals.

Two Types of Change -

Reviews of the literature on change and staff development as well
as empirical observations conducted during this study have led to the
conclusion that staff development is basically associated with two types

of change. The first.will be referred to as technological change, the

second as structural change.

As was mentioned earlier, the term technology as used here, means
nothing more or less than "“the means of getting the job done" whatever
the means and whatever the job happen to be. Hence, "one should not
equate technology with hardware, nor exclude hardware from the definition
of technology, for the latter is a very general concept" (Dreeben, 1970).

Furthermore, as used here the definition of technology will be limited to

G
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1) instructional procésses or programs where the concern is presenting
curricular materials, deve1op{ng classroom activities, engaging students
in instructional activities and-establishing favorable sentiments among
students toward these activities, and 2) the means by which teachers

and schools maintain order, msnage the assemblage of pupils and create

a climate conducive to learning. Thus, when staff development is
oriented in a way that is intended to alter or improve the way
instruction is delivered, programs are designed and students are managed
and motivated, staff development is oriented toward technological

change or improvement.

When the intent is to alter the ways roles are defined, power and
authority are allocated, social relationships are carried out and
responsibilities are assigned, structural change is involved. For
example, during the time that the present research project was being
conducted, the school system created a new role called coordinating
+eacher. The purpose of this role was to provide direct assistance to
teachers at the classroom level and to facilitate the development and

coordination of staff Jdevelopment activity at the building level. The

introduction of this new role in schools had a significant impact on a

variety of relationships in the school (e.g., the relationship between
the assistant principal and the principal, the relationship between
central gffice supervisors and classroom teachers). This was a
structural change. On the other hand, during the same period of time,
a systematic effort was made to install a reading management system in
the schools. This effort was supported by a wide range of inservice

activity. For example, there were short-term and long-term workshops,

‘individual consultations, voluntary workshops offered by the Teaching
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Learning Center staf? and other voluntary workshops as well. As the
term is used here, the change intended by the reading program was a
technological change. N

One. should not assume, however, that what is being described here

is an either/or situation, for technological change frequently requires
structural change and structural change almost invariably must be
supported by changes in technology. Indeed, it is the failure to
recognize that structural change and technological change are intertwined
(see Perrow, 1970) that frequently compromises the effectiveness of both
forms of change. For example, one of the most frequently expressed
concerns of the coordinating teachers was that the role they occupied
called upon them to assist teachers in diagnosing classroom environments
and classroom instructional problems. However, they were never given
specific instruction in the means of carrying out this task. Consequently,
many avoided engaging in the task because they felt inadequate to do so.
Fortunately or unfortunately, the role description also included a
specific prohibition against coordinating teachers being involved in
personnel evaluation. This prohibition served many CT's wé]l as a formal
reason for not working more closely with teachers in the diagnosis of
c1assroom environments and instructional problems, even though it was
clearly intended that they do such work .

‘The critical point here is to understand ®hat staff development can
be used to initiate and to support either structural change or technol-

ogical change and it can be used to support both forms of change

simultaneously.
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Two Types of Maintenance

With regard to maintenance, staff development resources can be
oriented in at least two ways. “First, staff development res&urces can
be used to maintain staff motivation and commitment. Second, staff
development resources and programs can be used to maintain existing pro-
cesses and procedures. ({This includes skills and knowledge.) For
example, moralg maintenance was as frequently the purpose of workshops
as was the development of new understandings. Indeed, some of the most
highly lauded consultants were those consultants who presented their
messaée in evangelical style. After one such presentation, several
informants independently commented on the presence of an evangelical
style. One summed up the sentiment by saying, "I don't know that I'll
do anything different, but he does make you feel good and at least he's
not boring."

In a world where criticism and problems dominate one's attention
and where the hum-drum of routine sometimes overwhelms sensibilities,
such inspirational speakers may serve a necessary maintenance function.
If nothing else, they may inspire some teachers and administrators to do
as well tomorrow as they did today even if they do not cause them to do
better.

There are, of course, other ways in which staff'development is
used to maintain motivation. For example, it was routinely observed that
building principals often recommended teachers to participate in what the
pfincipals perceived as high quality programs or at least attractive pro-
grams Secause the principals felt the teachers "needed a shot in the arm"”
or "were getting stale." [Indeed, many teachers and administrators

reported that their primary reason for participating in staff development
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was to overcome boredsm. Very frequently, teachers reported that one
of the most pleasant things they got from workshops was the opportunity
to "share war stories" and find that their situation was no worse,

and sometimes better, than that enjoyed by their colleagues. It is also

_ the case that various administrators used or.attempted to use staff

development resources to reward teachers who had in the past or were
presently going "above and beyond the call of duty." For example,
preparation of regional accreditation reports was routinely encouraged
by offers of renewal credit. One can argue that such reports are aimed
toward improvement and change, but evidence that improvement and change
resulted was not a prerequisite for getting credit. Credit was given as
a means of maintaining motivation.

The way staff development serves to maintain processes and proce ures
is perhaps the easiest of all the forms of staff development activity to
identify and document. For example, in the school system where this
study was conducted, one of the most frequent assistance requests made by
building level staff had to do with assistance in clarifying policy or
illuminating a process. Sometimes these requests for assistance were
directed to curriculum specialists at the central office level and some-
times to specialists at the intermediate level. Administrators especja11y
requested this form of inservice. Furthermore, some administrators very
much resented efforts to encroach upon their meeting time for purposes
other than the clarification of policies and procedures. For example,
in one éummer workshop for system administrators, the principal
investigator became involved in a conversation with six principals who
were expressing concern that the workshop Qas not getting down to "brass

tacks." When asked what they considered brass tacks, they pointed to

Ehe
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consideration of issues 1ike staff allotment, student assignment and

the meaning of an impending syétemwihe discipline policy. To these
administrators, the sysiem's effort to bying in speakers to address
a variety of instructional issues was nothing more thaﬁ a distraction
from what their inservice should really have been about and what it
really should have been about was procedures. On the other hand,
numerous other administrators expressed great satisfaction that this
workshop was not just a rehash of policies and procedures and were
gratified with the substantive content they were receiving.

The point here is that there are numerous.persons in positions
of influence in schools who obviously believe that it is proper to
use staff developmént resources to maintain processes and procedures.
Thus, to assume that the only proper use of staff development resources
is to produce change and improvement is to deny the reality of the
workplace. The question is "How much and what type of maintenance is
necessary and sufficient to make change possible and under what
conditions does the use of staff development resources to satisfy
maintenance needs actually inhibit change raiher than support it?"
Perhaps an even more fundamental question is."To what extent does a
change effort actually increase the pErcesved need for maintenance to
the point that the resources designed to supi.rt change are necessarily

diverted to system maintenance simply to ensure that the system 'doesn't

fall apart'?"

Summary

To summarize, in the school system studied, and probably in many
rther school systems as well, activities that are perceived to be staff

development activities can and do serve two different sets of functions.
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The first of these ang the one about which the most is said and written

is change. The second function served and the one about which the least
is said and written is maintenance. withf; the change function two
forms have been ideniified (i.e., technological change and structural
change). Within the paintenance function, two additional forms were
jdentified. The first had to do with the maintenance of morale,
motivation and commitment. The second had to do with the maintenance

of procedures and processes.

Conceptualizing the functions of staff development in this way
makes it possible for program designers and evaluators to ask a variety
of questions that might otherwise be over\oéked if one were to concen-
trate only on the manifest intentions of staff development. For example,
program designers using this conceptual frame might well ask themselves:
"To what extent can and should staff development resources be committed
to maintenance functions?" "To what extent is the introduction of a
change 1ikely to increase maintenance needs and how might these mainte-
nance needs be met without diverting resources necessary for sup?orting
the change effort?" "What is the likelihood that the maintenanée needs
of the system will overwheim the needs of the system to change, and under
what conditions will resources committed to change be co-opted to support
maintenance activity?" “What strategies might be developed to resist
the co-optation of change oriented resources to support maintenance
activity?" "When is.it desirable to resist and when is it necessary to
comply?""

For the evaluator, some of the same questions might be of interest.
However, the evaluator might ask other questions as well. For example,

the evaluator might be concerned with whether program designers were
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sufficiently cognizant of the yaintenance needs and/or change created

by their program and whether they had created conscious strategies to
deal with these needs. Similarly, the evaluator might be concerned with
assessing the degree to which structural ;hanges were introduced to
support technological changes and vice versa (e.g., Herriott and Gross,
1979). In addition, this conceptual framework might encourage evaluators
to systematically Took beyond the rhetoric of program descriptions in
order to uqderstand the effects of programs and activities. It might
also encourage evaluators to consider the possibility that there are
times when what is done may appear to be "ogically unrelated to what

is intended precisely because it is so deeply embedded in and consistent
with the sociologic of the school system itself.

Finally, for both evaluatoés and staff developers, this conception
of the functions of staff development might raise io a level of con-
sciousness the possibility that one of the most important prereguisities
to instituting healthy and progressive change in organizations has to

do with taking actions to first assure that "things don't get worse."

Incentives and Rewards for Participation in Staff Development

Having discussed the potential functions of staf¢ development for
school systems, it now becomes necessary to turn attention to the
potential reasons individuals participate in staff development. Broadly
speaking, the concern here is with describing those things that attract,
compel or encourage individuals to participate in the various forms of
staff development offered by schools. Three broad categories of in-
centives and rewards were identified in this project. The first of
these categories had to do with the desire {incentive) on the part of

individuals to somehow improve their performance, their social position

by
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or their career standing, and the perception that participation in

some form.of staff deveIOpmeni might lead to the realization of'this
desire. This broad category was labeled enhancement. Enhancement

included skill and knowledge enhancement, status enhancement and

career enhancement.

Skill and knowledge enhancement is an obvious and strafghtforward
category. People .do attend staff development because they feel the
content gained or the things experienced will improve their capacities

to perform their jobs. Indeed, most of those intervig¢wed in the present .-~

Y ad

project who participated in staff development said that this-was the L

primary reason they participated. However, they said many other

as well. For example, numerous respondents indicated that their
for participating in staff development, especially system level s
development, also had to do with the perception that the visibilty
gained served to enhance the honor and prestige (i.e., status) they were
afforded by administrators and, thus, increased their 9pportunities to
gain access to other resources in the system. There was clearly a
strong tendency for those who were most actively involved in staff
development to also be invited to serve on system level and area lével
committees where they had an opportunity to become recogrized as a
"teacher leader" (status enhancement). It is also obvious that many
persons participate in staff development, especially those forms of
staff development leading to advanced degrees and certificates in order
to enhance the possibility of promotions or new job assignments

(career enhancement).

The second broad category of incentives and rewards identified had

to do with the intrinsic and extrinsic rewards participants perceived

’ Lot B
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to be significant. Here Lortie's (1975) distinction between psychic,
anggélpry and monetary reward§ was useful. Fiésﬁ, it was found that
many persons participated in staff development at the building level,
intermediate level and system level primarily because fhey found the
experiences personaldy satisfying. Numerous teachers. especially
elementary teachers, regularly participated 1n credit- bearing workshops,
but did not enro'ﬂ for credit since they "did not need credit " Many of
these persons indicated that their primary reward had to do with the
self satisfaction they felt in keeping abreast of things.

One could argue that such inducements are simply a subset of
those inducements associated with skill and knowledge enhancement.
There is, however, more here. For example, many teachers who attended and
were heavily involved in staff development for psychic reasons were as
1ikely as others to be disparaging about the specific content or pro-
cedures employed in a staff development activity. However, if the
program provided a forum in which teachers could discuss concerns and
share ideas, they were likely to value the experience. For some of these
persons, the official purposes for which an activity wa; designed were
much less signficant than the officially unrecognized opportunities for
collegial interchange which the situation provided. Indeed, persons who
attended staff development for psychic reasons were more frequently
negative about activities that were highly structured, concentrated on
tasks and products and overlooked process, whereas other teachers found
too much emphasis on process a source of dissatisfaction.

Among the ancillary incentives that scemed to induce people to
attend to staff development, one of the more powerful had to do with

"being in the know." Being "in the know" refers to the desire or need

Py
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to be, or appear to bej, knowledgeable about. action and activities
that are occurring outside of one's iﬁmediate work milieu. Sometimes
this knowledge has to do with policy change, sometimes.with opportunities

and sometimes with procedural alternctives (e.g., how other schools or

. faculties are confronting an issue). Being "in the know" was a partic-

ularly powerful inducement for participating in system level workshops
and continuing education activity.

It is probably the case that the size of the school system and the

" existence of a central staff development facility (i.e., The Staff

. ]
Development Center) contributed to this condition. It is probably

also the case that spatial relationships in the school system contributed
to this condition. For example, the school system had 104 separate
school units. In spite of various efforts to create a flow of commu-
nication from teachers to the central office, the fact remained that in
tﬁis system, 1ike many other systems, the frequency of communication
from the bottom up was muéh lower than the frequency of communication
from the top down, at least through formal channels. Furthermore,
between 1975 and 1980, the system had moved toward decentralization
which resulted in the creation of area offices which housed area
superintendents and support personnel attached to these offices. The
most frequent flow of cémmunication to building level units came through
these offices. . -
Spatially, the central office, which was located in the heart of the
city, was a four story building of relatively modern design. Many
meetings were held in this bui}ding and teachers frequently attended
these meetings. HoweQer, the odds of accidental encounters with other

persons from other meetings or other hool officials were greatly

"



5

67

L4

reduced by the -architgcture of the building. This is a building of
business offices with few conégnient places to carry out casual
conversations and .with traffic £low which does not encpurageraccidental
encounters. '

On.the other hand, the Staff Development Center is a refurbished
elementary school building. On the first floor the flow of traffic
is such that people typically bump into one another. In this building.‘
which is frequented regularly by all levels of persons in the school
system, at.1east from the area superintendent level on down, the
opportunity for chgnce conversations across roles and administrative
units f; greatly enhanced and they frequently occur. Indeed, based on
observations made over two years, it seems clear that one of the most
vital functions served by the Staff Developﬁent Center was that it
facilitated conversation across roles and between administrative units.
It was not uncommon, for example, to observe an area superintendent
from one area carrying on a conversation with a teacher from another
area and with a principal from yet another area. Similarly, the
bulletin boards and the display counters served as sources of information
about what was going on in the system including staff development
opportunities available. Thus, many persons found it advantageous to
have some reason to go to the Staff Development Center for the Staff
Devetopment Center provided one of the fgw'places where face to face
conversation across roles and across administrative units was likely
to occur on a spontaneous basis.

This was not, of course, an unmixed blessing, for persons who did
not frequent the Staff Development Center often felt, or reported that

they felt, that they were excluded from opportunities in the system
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because they were nok:in "that network." During the first year in

which this stuéy was conducted, some area level personnel indicated
that they felt their areas were_ being overlooked and not provided the
opportunities provided other areas. The university reéearchers care-
fully attended to this issue. Most particularly, data 1Adicating that

there was an uneven flow of communication to different areas was

explored as was the issue of whether central staff development

personnel were ﬁore responsive to some areas than to others. There
was virtuaily no évidence t6 support the assertion that there‘was an
official or in any way conscious effort to distribute staff development
resources unevenly among the areas. There was, however, considerable
evidence that some areas did receive more resources and more support
from the central office staff development system than did others.
Furthermore, the most consistent correlation with this preferred
treatment ;eemed to be the degree to which key area level personnel
frequented the Staff Development. Center and availed themselves of the
opportunity to pick up the information that gave them “the edge.."1

In addition to being "in the know," there were némerous other
ancillary reasons for §ttend1ng to staff development. For example,
continuing involvement in intensive building level staff development

seemed frequently to be motivated by the fact that it was through such

1Since this first year, the perception of differential treatment
seems to have substantially declined. In part, this decline may be
due to conscious efforts on the part of centrally located Staff develop-
ment personnel to assure a more even flow of communication. Furthermore,
over the 2-1/2 years data were being collected for this project, there
was a marked increase in the frequency with which building level and
area level personnel concerned with staff development (e.g., coordinating
teachers) frequented the Staff Development Center.
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jnvolvement that one Gould most easily maintain a sense of collegiality
with other faculty members. éurthermore, at the building level at

least, pérticipation in staff development activity sgepéd to_provide,

for some, an opportunity to influence policies and procedures. Téachers
and administrators frequently used staff development activity sponsored
by the central system as a forum to express views and concerns regarding
existing policy and procedures. In one workshop for assistant principals
which was aimed at developing skills in analyzing organizational en-
vironments; several participants made repeated efforts to communicate
their dissatisfaction with présent policies regarding the appointment

of principals. This latter observation and numerous similar circumstances

observed suggest the possibility that participation in a staff development

_activity where persons who are perceived to be influential in the system

are present is as likely fo be motivated by desire to influence the
behavior of these influentials or to change school policy as by the
desire to haQe one's own behavior changed or skills improved.

The significance of monetary rewards as an inducement to participate
in staff development cannot and should not be dismissed, It is clear,
at least in the school system studied, that the presence of monatary
rewards greatly increased the degreé to which individuals were willing
to participate in staff development. For example, the school system
introduced an Incentive Pay Program specifically intended to induce
teachers to participate in continuing education activity. This program
offered teachers a five hundred dollar per year borius upon completion
of a specified number of hours of training. The budget for this program
during the first year (1979-80) was $25,000. By 1982, the budget was

$500,000. Thus, nearly 25% of the professional work force positively
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responded to economic;incentives. Indeed, many administrators and
teachers expressed concern th;t by establishing such a direct 1ink
between monetary rewardg and staff develobment. the system was dis-
couraging participation in any form of sfaff development that did |
not pay. '

What is perhaps less obvious is that there are many forms of
staff development sponsored by schools in which teachers will not
participate unless they are paid or compelled to do so. Furthermore,
there is a.tendency for teachers and others to be more disparaging of
the quality and relevance of those forms of staff development for which
they are baid'than for those forms of staff development for which they
are not paid. 1In the present study, few interview respondents who |
possessed the maéteé‘s degree reported that the courses taken in pursuit
of the master's had done anything to increase their skills or ability to
teach; A typical comment regarding the worth of the master's degree was,

“The way things are now, you have to take eight courses that are

irrelevant to get two that are worth an)fhing. 1f you want to know what

I got out of my mastgr's degree, it was a raise.” There are a variety
of explanations for this condition. Some skeptics have suggesged that
the reason teachers and administrators disparage graduate programs is
because these programs have more rigor than do other forms of staff
development. "What they want, " one said, "is someth%ng that is simple,
convenient and doesn't require them to read books or think."

Another possible explanation is that school systems only pay money
to induce people to participate_in forms of staff development that would
otherwise be resisted. In effect, money may be used to encourage people

to want what the system thinks they need.
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There ‘is probab1§ some validity in both these explanations as well
as other explanations one could generate along the same lines. However,
another line of reasoning might~be productive. Specifically, it is
typically the case that school systems provide monetary rewards to
people for participating in staff development in exchange’for evidence
that the person is willing to give more time for the school or to
activities the school values. It is not suggested that this time-money
equation is altogether conscious, but its effect may be real just the '
same. For example, it is conventional on university campuses to suggest
that the successful coméletion of a three semester hour course should
reasonably require a student to spend approximately ten hours per week
for fifteen weeks on course work. Even though this is probably an
unrealistic expectation, when one considers the fact that for most
teachers the completion of a.three semester hour course involves some
commuting time, some class time'and some preparation time, it seems
likely that a teacher would in fact invest ten hours per week in a
course. This means that the completion of a 36 hour master's degree
requires one to work approximately 1500 hours overtime. Fifteen hundred
hours translates into the equivalent of one full school year. In
addition, when one considers the cost of tuition, books and transbortation,
the idea that a teacher is required to spend one full year of salary to
gain a master's degree is not preposterous if that teacher has to cover
his/her own costs. Given a teacher's salary and the salary increment
attached to the master's degree, it would take a teacher seventeen
years,at least in the system here studied,at the higher level of pay to
recover this monetary investment.

The reader may think this time and money view of the matter is too

7
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calculative and too d@Sparaging of the professionalism of teachers and
the commitmént of teachers to self-improvement. Certainly, it is. -

Indeed, if teachers thought abédl the matter only in these terms, few v

" would ever pursue a master's degree or any other advanced training. It

" simply does not pay, at least in monetary terms. However, teachers need

not be non-professional or uncommitted to unconsciously or consciously

take such facts into account. 'For.example, many older teachers,

especially secondary teachers, resented the.lncentive Pay Program

precisely because they would be required to make sacrifices to take

advantage of it. As one older teacher (about forty) put the matter,

"The Incentive Pay Program is probably a good deal for a beginning

teacher or someone who does not have to depend on a part-time job to

send his kids through college. For me, it's not worth it. I've got

one child starting c611ége next y;ar and two more right behind him. To

get incentive pay, I'd have to give up my part-time job. I can't afford

it." ——
The point here is that the.meaning. significance and relevance of

any system of pay designed to induce persons to engage in staff develop-

ment or continuing education is very likely to have different effects on

persons depending upon their present circumstances and their preéent life

styles and their anticipated obligations. A beginning teacher who is

unmarried and sharing an apartment with a friend would be likely to be

more excited about the $500 increase on a 313,090 salary than would an

experienced'teacher who is making $20,000, paying off a mortgage and

antfcipating college tuition for three children. Somehow, those who

develop monetary incentive systems for teachers to participate in staff

development must come to gribs with the literature on relative deprivation.
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Wwhat is good and what/ is bad,.what is an incentive and what is an
_ abomination depends on the life circumstances in which.one finds oneself. LoD

The failure to take such facto;; into account may indeed make a -
significant contribution to the generally negative aura that surrounds
much staff development for pay.

It was found in the present study that older teachers, in the main,

were more concerned about time, whereas younger teachers seemed more

concerned about substance or relevance. . The reader should npt assume,
however, that older teachers are not concerned about subs%;éce. for they
are. However, the time-substance equation seems more cgffica1 to older
teachers than to younger ores. For example, 1t was foyﬁd that younger
teachers and teachers whose life circumstances made }éss necessary the
concern with part-time jobs were more tolerant of philosophically

oriented discussion or problem-solving exercises. Older teachers,
especially older secondary teachers, were less tolerant of such activities.
Indeed, such activities were considered "mickey mouse" and frivéldus wastes -
of time. This condition could, of course, be attributed to the.conserva—
tism of age and the 1iberalism of youth or some other judgment that )
reflects poorly on older teachers. Perhaps a more promising explanation
resides in the fact that the life circumstances oon1der teachers
generally correlate highly with increases in demands for time; An un- .
married teacher is likely to have fewer competing demands than persons

who have social obligations to spouses and children. (1t 1s recognized
that such an assertjon may be ideologically repugnant to some, but social
reality is not totally determined by ideology. Indeed, the policies of
some very strong historical institutions (e.g., the Roman Catholic Church)

are shaped in part by well-founded belief that family obligations can
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become dist}acting to.a singlg-mfnded commitment to'the service of
others.) "It is not, however, sﬁggested that for staff development to
be effective, it -must attend onty to needs of unattached wome%'anq-
unattached men. Neither is it suggested that the young and inexperienced
are more likely to b; responsive to qualitative differences in staff
development, whereas older teachers are more likely to be responsive to |
quantitative dismensions. What is suggested is that age and life
éircumstanges are 1ikely to shape how one will respond to various forms
of staff development, especially those forms of staff dévelopment that
are attached to monetary incentives. Furthermore, e;;orts to make
monetarily embedded forms of staff development re1evaht to the‘needéjaf
some will make the time constraints too demanding for others.' As wfl]
be more fully developed and argued in the last chapter of this report, a
resonable way out of this situation is Eo divorce staff development and
continuing education from any direct involvement in the way monetary
rewards are distributed and monetary rewards are used in schools. An
alternative approach would be to use money only to reward performance
and goal achievement. Staff development and continuing education would
then become vehicles that make it possible to achieve such rewards. So
long as “succeeding" in staff development (i.e., finding a way to bé
present at a workshop or to coﬁply with the expectations of a professor)
rather than qualitative outcome measures determines.the rewards one will
] receive in a school system, there is 1ittle chance that staff development
will be designed and conducted in ways that systematically assure
improved or enhanced performances. Indeed, the way staff development is
currently embedded in the reward structure of schools often makes staff

development an end in itself rather than a means to an end.
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The third broad iategory'of rewards and incentives identified as

a result of this project was labeled confirmation. Basically, this

category has to do with incentives and symbolic needs to 1nd{batg one's
relationship to the system and to others within the system. The first
and most obvious of these néeds §s the need for role confirmation. To
anyone familiar with the operation of staff development, it should not
come as a surprise that in the system studied, and most other systems,
many persons participated in staff development only because they felt
obligated to do so. The only incentive for attending was to demonstrate
to self and to others that one was capable of and willing to meet these
expectations. Teachers frequently expressed the matter as, "As a
professional, I feel obligated to attend meetings like this. I think
teachers should be expected to keep up." Administrators frequently
indicated that their primary reason for participation was to demonstrate
that the event was important or to give "moral support.”

Many persons perceived invitations to pariicipate in staff develop-
ment or the lack of such invitations as evidence of status in the system
.4 ar confirmation that one's position in the order of things was as one
(ereeived it to be. For example, assistant principals frequently observed
vr..1 (-edinating teachers were "invited" to participate in preferred
¢ oo € otaff development and many took this as evidence that the

i tiiance of the role of assistant principal was on the decline.
W conducted workshops frequently took the precence of the
.. rnvenient, an area superintendent, a building principal or some other
a~ 4 symbolic confirmation of the significance of their program
R - ilarly, when highly visible staff development programs
.V, visihle actions, numerous strategy sessions were

v should be invited to participate, who would be
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insulted if they did-dot get an invitation and so on. In effect, the
question being asked .. ., “Nh{ch r61es need to be confirmed by this
activity and wha* will be the cest if such confirmation does pot take
place?" Conversely, those who were invited to participate frequently
engaged in conversations regarding the meaning that might be con-
veyed if they lent their presence to the program or activity.
Sometimes irdividuals would’refrain from such activity precisely
because they felt that their presence would be detrimental to ihg long-
run health‘of a program in which they believed. For example, one
in%ormant related the view that the worst thing that could happen to a
program in which he/she believed was that it would become too closely
jdentified with him/her since that individual had taken too many
controversial positions on the topic at hand. In all, at least five
instances were observed in which other individuals indicated similar
sentiment about other programs they suppo}ted. Thus, in this system
at least, and probably others, many persons participate or fail to
participate precisely because lending their presence oOr demonstrating
their absence confirms the role they perceive themselves as playing.'
One of the more interesting effects of this role confirmation
incentive is that some persons seem to participate precisely so that
they can show their antipathy to the system. For example, some of the
most vocal and active critics of almost any and all forms of staff
development were also some of the most active participants. For these
persons, staff development seered to provide a forum to confirm their
roles as organizational critics as well as a forum wherein they could
gain assurance that who they think they are in the system is consistent

with whn others think they are.
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A second and somewhat ovgrlapping confirmational type of incentive
is the confirmation of loyalty expressed from a superordinate to a
subordinate, sometimes from a peer to a peer, and sometimes from a sub-
ordinate to a superordinate. For example, top tevel functionaries
were frequently observed attending staff development activities
precisely because they wished to convey their faith and loyalty to
those in charge of managing the activity. Indeed, the interview data
indicate t?at superordinates show a strong preference for explaining
why they attend staff development activities targeted on subordinates
in terms of expression of support and ldyalty. However, there is
substantial variation regarding the persons toward whom the loyalty is
expressed. For example, numerous occasions were observed upon which
superordinates made their presence felt in Qrder to convince workshop
participants or other participants in staff development that the
activity had support from above. In other instances (e.g., Joslin,
1982), it was observed that superordinates frequently participated in
staff development activity in order to demonstrate their loyalty to
subordinates who were resisting substantial elements of the staff
development program. Simila: .y, many instances have been observed in
which individuals participated in staff development to provide "moral
support” for the person in charge. Teachers sometimes sign up for
workshops offered by other teachers 'so that the numbers will be
sufficient that others will have the opportunity to hear what they have
to say. In essence, what is being suggested is, "I already know what
he or she has to say, but he or she Says it well and others shauld hear
it."

Giver the dominance-subrission ethes that permeatec buveascrat o



[ 4

structures generallyfzit should not be surprising that many persons
participate in staff development activities for no other reason than
that they believe that somebody above will take congizance of-their
loyalty. Therefore, many persons participate in staff development
activities, especially at the building level, precisely because the
Boss wants them to. For example, Joslin (1982) reports on one
instance in which highly influential teachers participated reqularly

in a systep-wide form of staff development primarily because the

principal asked them to. Furthermore, these persons, upon finding the'

training received to be generally inappropriate to their situatlion,
continued to participate because they felt that their failure to
continue would cast their school in a bad 1ight as opposed to schools
that responded more positively. This is what is meant by confirmation
of loyalty.

The final form of confirmation that has beén observed is generally
recognizgd in the literature though its effects are seldom explicated.
This form of confirmation is referred to here as confirmation of sub-
ordination. Persons who attend renewal workshops in a ritualistic
fashion (the evidence in this study is that there were many of these)
and persons who are assigned to participate in staff development
(there are few of these in the context of this study) are in effect
confirming their subordination. The interesting thing is that, at
least on the basis of this study, those who get involved in such
activities seldom differentiate betwaen those activities that cause
them o remediate perceived deficiences and those activities that only
cenfirm subordination. For example, it was frequently observed that
principals held long and generally, tu the participints at leant,

\
t
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unsatisfactory meetiﬁés to clarify policies and procedures that only
a few were violating. For this few, the activity could be viewed as
confirming their inadequacy, but for many t.e only thing that was
confirmed was their subordination. In this system, every wednesdéy
the principals had the right to call a meeting and teachers had the
ob\iga}ion to attend. Based on information provided by informants

and direct observations, it seems clear that many of these wednesdgy
afternoon meetings were confirmational exercises. For a few, these
meetings may have constituted enhancement (i.e., they learned some-
thing they didn't know or learned to do something they could not do).
For the many, however, the primary thing that was accomplished in most
of these meetings,.at least from the perspective of the participants,
was a confirmation of the right of the principal to hold them.affer
school for interminable meetings that were distracting tu dinner plans

and family obligations and which were personally discomfor:ing.

The Significance of Functions and Rewards and Incentives

Throughout the present chapter, implicit reference has been made
to the reasons functions and rewards and incentives provide a useful
way to conceptualize differences between and among various forms of
staff development., It seems well, however, to make these reasons more
explicit.

First, in the conduct of this research project, the researcher’
have become convinced that over attending to the manifest functions rf
staff development may lead evaluators to erroneous conclusions about the
merit of any given form of staff development. For example, it may lead

evaluators to conclude that programs that fail to produce the desired
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change are without vaibe to the system and should be abandoned when in
fact the programs may be serving very important functions that are
unarticulated and/or unrécognizéﬁ. Conversely, failure to take into
account the pressure that any change-oriented staff development activity

is likely to place on the maintenance of 2 school may léad to an over-

estimation of the systemic value of a program that is demonstrably

_effective in producing the change intended. For example, th..e can be

little doubt that one of the primary effects of many_of the National
Science Foundation sponsored summer institutes and school year
institutes that were prevalent during the 1960's was to make it possible
for universities to identify and recruit high quality graduate students,

most of whom never returned to the classroom. Given the manifest

. intent of these prrgrams (i.e., to improve science instruction), such
- an unintended consequence could be viewed from the school system's

" perspective as undesirable.

Similarly, in the <chool system studied here, it is important to

examine the degree to which participation in and commitment to staff

" development facilitated patterns of informal communication regarding

school policies and programs. The importance of such communication
within a large urban school system cannot be easily dismissed. Indeed,
even if it co' "d be convincingly demonstrated that none of the forms uf
staff development that were studied in this research project were
clearly effective in achieving the objectives that were officially
intended, a reasonable case could still e made concerning the importance
of staff development. A system's commitment to staff development and

the activity generated by that commitment supports and maintains a

pattern of communication in an informal network of relationships that is
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essentia!lto effectiv&iresponspg to pressures for change emanating from
the larger environment. It was frequently obsérved that when criéis
situations arose, those persons Mmost 1ikely to be called on to respond
to these crises were persons who, in the past, had assumed major
responsibility for staff development activity. It was also observed
that these persons frequently were able to bring together configurations
of persons to address those tssues that cut across roles, organizational
assignments and fnstitutional affiliations. Indeed, outside of building
level meetings, there were few instances of cross role and cross
administrative unit interactions that were not directly or indirectly
facilitated by some form of staff development activity.

A second reason for the belief in the importance of distinguishing
staff development in terms of the function served has to do with
planning. It appears, based on this study at least, that one of the
primary reasons many change-oriented forms of staff development fail to
produce the changes intended is that program planners fasten their
attention primarily on problems associated with producing change and
tend to overlook the maintenance requirements produced by change efforts.
For example, most specialists in staff development are ideologically
committed to the proposition that staff development is most effective if
it is job embedded and takes place on school time. Teachers generally
say that they would prefer to participate in staff development activity
during the school day. However, it was found in this study, as in Ward
and Tikunoff's (1983), that many teachers who were provided released
timr to participate in staff development actually resented peing taken
away fron their students, even when being taken away meant nothing more

fhan going dows the hal® to a classroom other than their own. Tndeerd,
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Lawrence (1974) repogfs as one of the main findiﬁgs of his review of
research on inservice teacher education that the inservice programs
most successful in accomplishing their objectives wgre'énes that were
scheduled at times that did not compete with but complemented other
professional obligations of the participants and that programs
scheduled during work hours were considerably Tess successful in
achieving objectives. |

Logically, such empirical findings present designers of change-
oriented staff development with a paradox. On one hand, designing
staff development so that it occurs during the evening or during the
summer sets staff development apart from the work setting and suggests
that participation in staff development is not a part of one's job.

On the other hand, designing staff development so that it occurs

during the school day necessarily requives that teachers be called

on the attend to matters that will distract them from fulfilling what,
from their perspective, are their classroom duties. Indeed, some of
our interview respondents, especially those involved in consultative
roles (e.g., coordinating teachers, curriculum specialists) reported
that one of the greatest difficulties they evnarienced was finding time
to talk with teachers without interrupting the teachers’ workday.

This paradox does not lend itself to a simple solution, but under-
standing that theoretically desirable forms of staff development may
incréase maintenance needs is essential in developing alternative
designs. For example, if a particular form of change-oriented staff
development seems to call for teachers being routinely released from
classroom duties, the first step in implementing such a program might
he to identify, orient and train a cadre of substitute teachers in whom

«
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the regu}br c1assroom‘teacher'had some cepffzg:ir and over whom the
regular classroom teacher had some degreé of co trol. Monies might
more appropriately be spent to ;upport these types of activiiies than
to provide stipends to teachers to join the "pooped teacher corps" in
after school workshops. Professionally oriented teachers and admin-
jstrators need not be opposed to change or uncommitted to improvement
to resist participétion in activities wheve possible long-term improve-
ment is bought at the price of what they perceive to be inevitable
short-tern deterioration in the quality of instruction in their class-
rooms.

The reasons incentives and rewards are perceived to be a
significant basis for distinguishing among forms of staff development
are as follows. First, those forces that attract or induce persons to
participate in staff development undoubtedly shape the expectatfons
they have of the activity itself. This is neither a profound nor
novel insight, but it is important nonetheless. It is especially im-
portant since the form staff development takes (e.g., the place it
is offered, the patterns of instruction employed,.the roles and status
of participants) seems to serve to actualize some types of incentives
and suppress others. For example, Lawrence (1974) reports that staff
development programs that emphasize skill performance objectives are
most effective if delivered on the school site. In general, persons
interviewed in the present study indicated that they concurred with
the conclusions su¢gested by Lawrence. For example, interview
respondents indicated that staff development activities that involved
demonstrations in their schools with the children they taught were more

likely to produce change in their behavior than were programs delivered

).
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* in some other contextz Thus, it seems reasonable to suggest that pro-
grams that intend to encourage persons to enhance performance
capacities or modify classroom behavior sho&ld be delivered .on site
or in a context that approximates on-site experfence.

.It i{s, however, mistaken to assume that the only purpose of
staff deve19pment is to change teacher behavior or to improve teacher
performance. Such a view of staff development is inheren£1y patho;
logical, for it assumes that something is wrong or that there is
something known that the participants do not understand. In effect,
such a view of staff development centers attention almost exclusively
on the introdqctioh of technological change and the enhancement of
performance to support the conditions of such changes. Such a view
totally overlooks the potential of staff development as a mechanism
for introducing or supporting structural change and totally ignore§
the possibility of using staff development as an intentional mechanism
for motivating continual effort and sustaining procedures and processes
which presently.seem to be serving the system well. Ffor example, it
is generally accepted that one of the major frustrations of classroom
teachers is the lack of opportunity to gain or confirm status among
peers aﬁd colleagues on the basis of public demonstrations of competence
to perform (Lortie, 1975; Little, 1981; Dreeben, 1970; Waller, 1932).
Participation in staff development coupled with opportunities to
demonstrate competence before others whose judgments are valued can
serve to provide competent teachers with an effective vehicle for con-
firming their competence and assuring their status. Indeed, many
persons interviewed in the present study indicated, directly or in-

directly, that one of the re.son’ they valued some forms of staff

)
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development over othe¢§ was that some forms provided them with an
opportunity to show others what they were capable of doing. As one
teacher put the matter, "The thing 1 Yike about this programris that
it gives me the opportunity to show others what 1 am doing and to find
out what they think about it. A1l teachers think they're pretty good,
and it's good to have someone other than kids agree with you." In a
time when teaching is apparently becoming less attractive to able and
assertive persons, using staff development as a means, at least within
schools, of enhancing the status of the competent and_confirming the
competence of teachers may be a desirable and appropriate goal.

There are also other reasons that ihcentives are important. It
is generally aéknowledged that staff development is more effective when
those who are to be recipients of the activity are involved in problem
identification, program design, and decisions regarding how programs
will be delivered. At least, a part of the reason for this condition
is that participant involvement tends to clarify goals and objectives
for the participants and creates investment and commitment to courses
of action outlined. There can be little doubt that programs that
develop and sustain positive and active participant commitment are, in
the long run, more effective than those that depend on passive compliance.
The difficulty, of course, is in developing strategies to gain such
positive cémmitment. How, for example, dues one induce a faculty that
has had no experience in shared problem identification, shared goal
setting and program planning to undertake such a task in the beginning?
Again, there is no easy answer to such guestions, but i f one considers
the range of rewards that can be used to induce participation, one is

in a hetter position to make conscious decisions that may recult in 4



movement from passive':complianpe to active commitment. For example,
in one of the programs studied in this project (see Whitford, 19813
Joslin, 1982), the early stages of the project depended almost entirely
on three forms of inducement. First, some people became involved
because they felt an obligation to assure that their faculty was
represented. For others, the primary inducement was a stipend or the
opportunity to receive credit toward a master's degree. In interviews
with program participants, very few people were found who initially
participated because they felt the program would improve their know-
ledge or skills, Indeed, most of those who initially participated
indicated that they agreed to do so even though they did not know why
the program was being put in place or what was involved. The way the
program was designed, however, participants were provided numerous
opportunities to gain or confirm status (e.g., participants frequently
‘presented demonstration lessons to other teachers, to nationally known
consultants and to top level administrators). The program also
provided opportunities for building level skill development and. in-
class consultation as well as cross building visitation and support
groups.

By the end of the second year of implementation of this program,
many persons who had initially entered it for calculative reasons were
positively committed to it. The consequence was that by the time
resources to support stipends and credit opportunities were no longer
available, there were more teachers actively seeking opportunities to
participate in the program than was the case when the claims of loyalty
or subordinate roles were the primary inducers to participate. The

bey here seems to have been that wittingly or not the program designers
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created a condition within the context of the.prograh that actualized
incentives that were not present to induce initiat participation.
Conversely, another prograﬁ was observed that relied primarily

on monetary rewards and easy access as a means of inducing partici-

pation. However, this program provided no systematic means to confirm
" status or advance careers and most other forms of teacher incentives
were not considered in the program design. In the initial stages,
numerous persons seized on the opportunities prov1ded It quickly *
became apparent to those who designed the program (i.e., the Incentiye'
Pay Program mentioned earlier) that many persons were participating
for no other reason than to attain a salary increment. Consequentiy,
the program was redesigned. The economic incentive was retained, but
the ease of access Qas reduced. The result was a dimunition of interest
in participation in the program.

In sum, what is suggested is that by attending to the incentives
created by various forms of program design, program planners might well
be able to develop programs that, over time, become increasingly
attractive to participants whose initial involvement is at best passive
and at worst negative.

For program evaluators, incentives are also important. for
exampie; in the present study it was observed that, in general,
secondary teachers responded quite differently to particular forms of
staff development than did elementary teachers. As mentioned earlier,
many secondary teachers objected to workshops and building level
meetings that emphasized process goals, whereas elementary teachers
tended to place greater value on such workshops. Undoubtedly, part of

thi+, difference had to do with the qeneral orientation of secentar,
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teachers as contrasteﬁ with the 6rientation of elementary school
te?chers. It seems to be the case that elementarylteachers. as a rule,
are more comfortable with developmental activities, whereas some
secondary teachers see'deveJopmental activities as “mickey‘mouse.“
However, there may be more here. while it is the case that botﬁh
elementary teacﬁers and secondary teachers sbend most of their occu-
pational 1ives behind closed doors with relatively young students, the
conditions _of employment of secondary teachers provide many more
opportunities for adult-adult interactions than do the conditions of
emp\oyment of elementary teachers. In the school system studied here,
for example, all secondary teachers had at least one free period which
many Speﬁt in the teachers' lounge working on papers and conversing
with colleagues. Elementary teachers were not routinely provided such
opportunities. Consequently, opportunities for adult-adult communication
probably provided more psychic rewards for élementary teachers than for
secondary teachers.

Observations made during the course of this study as well as our
review of the literature on teacher centers indicate thét. in general,
elementary teachers are more responsive to teacher centers than are
secondary teachers. There are undoubtedly many reasons why this is so,
but one of the reasons may be that the secondary school teachers' lounge
and the uncommitted lunch period meet, for secondary teachers, many of
the psychic needs that elementary teachers find best met in the atmos-
phere of a teacher center.

Thus, evaluators and designers of staff development programs as
well as those who implement such programs need to be sensitive to the

pognihility that the context of the work place may actualize very



different incentives'%qr participation in staff- development, and the
degree to which these incentives are effectively responded fo by the
staff deve1opm§nt program probabBly goes far to explain why a-program
is perceived by some to be attractive or effective, whereas others
perceiye it to be unattractive or ineffective. Persons who enter a
program seeking opportunities for status enhancement may respond
positively to one form of program design, whereas persons entering
the'progra@ primarily to enhance ski11§ may‘find another design more
desirable. Variations in incentives, and variations in the mixture of
incentives present among_participants clearly shape the values they
bring to their own evaluation of the merit and worth of a given

program or activity.
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Chapter Four

Direction, Coordination, and Control:
Three Key Aspects of Staff Development

One of the greatest difficulties confronting program evaluators
is determihing whether the pprogram being evaluated was in fact imple-
mented in the way intended. Indeed, numerous researchers (e.g.,
Gross et al., 1970; Sarason, 1971) have suggested that one of the
more plausible explanations for the failure of'a program to produce
intended results is that the program was in fact never realiy installed.
saying that a program was implemented does not make it.so.

In the present study, numerous instances were found‘ih which it
was easy to ducument that the intended design of staff development
programs was never fully implemented and sometimes never implemented
at all. For example, the original intention of the Incentive Pay
Program mentioned earlier was to have priirzipals and building coor-
dinating teachers work wfth classroom teachers in systematically
assessing staff development needs. Based on these assessments, the
intention was to develop uniquely tailored staff develophent programs
and to pay individuals for successfully completing these programs.
Qver a three-year period, the ckaracter of this program changed to the
point that it evolved into a middle step on a salary scale in which
teachers were rgwarded for pursuing standard programs based on the

established curriculum of colleges and universities. Thus, over time,
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what began as an ihdiGidualizeg program controlled exclusively by the
school system became a standardized'program controlled by another
agency (institutions of higher éducation). This case and others like
it have led to the conclusion that the inability to maintain.direétion
is one of the most persistent problems confronting the staff deve]ob-
ment enterprise. Furthermore, this difficulty seemed clearly related
to the inability of those charged with the responsibility to
effectively coordinate action relevant to programs and to control the
resources necessary to support that actioﬁ.

In Chapter Two, some of the reasons for these difficulties were
pointed to (e.g., the way power gnd authority$re1ated to staff develop-
ment were distributed). In Chapter Three, at least by implication,
some other sources of difficulty were pointed to (e.g., the diverse
functions staff development is called upon to serve and the diverse
sets of incentives individhals bring to staff development). The
purpose of this chapter is to bring these scattered explanations to-
gether into a more coherent whole. It is intended that this more
holistic picture present the reader with a conceptual framework which
might facilitate both the design and evaiuation of staff development
programs.

This framework proceeds from a number of assumptions. These are:

(1) In most cases, the officia]_intentions of staff development
programs have to do with inducing or supporting change or‘improvement
efforts. For good and logical and bad and illogical reasons, courses
of action are mapped out, intended activities are designed and resource
needs (e.g., personnel requirements, time requirements) are specified.

To determine whether or not a particular form of staff development has

33



had its intended efféats, it is first necessary to demonstrate that
the program was able to maintain the direction intended or that shifts
in direction were made because formative assessments indicatgd that
for the program to produce its intended outcomes such shifts were

-~
e,

appropriate. In sum, it is assumed that a first order effect and a

primary criterion for evaluating staff development programs is the

extent to which the program is able to maintain the direction intended

and to res1st pressure to change direction excegt in the 1ight of

ev1dence that the present direction is not ach1ev1ng intended efferts

(2) The ability of an organization or a program to maintain
direction is in part dependent upon the ability to unify action (i.e.,
coordination) in such a way as to maximize mutually supportive activity

and to minimize competitive and/or mutually exclusive actions, Thus,

another effect or criterion for staff development that must be assessed

is the ability to coordinate action in the direction intended.

(3) The ability to coordinate action is in part, at least,
determined by the extent to which those who are called on to provide

such coordination are in positions that permit'them to exercise direct

or indirect control over the resources needed to support the actions

the intended direction suggest.

The three assuﬁptions listed above suggest three types of evaluative
questions. Examples of these questions are:

(1) What is the evidence that the program under study was able to
maintain the directions intended (e g., Were meetings held when they
were supposed to be held? Were ass1gnments done? Were appropr1ate
personnel assigied?)? When directional changes were undertaken, what

were the bases of these changes? For example, when a decision was made

140 .



to cancel a meeting oF change the format
decision made primarily to satisfy politi

evidence indicated that the knowledge or

be more effectively transmitted under cha

(2) what is the evidence that progr
that is mdtua11y supportive and mutually
long run, at 1east all of those associat
common percept1on regarding the goals, pu

program? Furthermore, what is the eviden

in the program come to value, embrace and

rightful) the goals of the program and th
of them? What is the evidence that the r
are in fact delivered, the personnel plan
and the time allocated is in fact availab
made available within a time frame that i
t ntions of the program?

(3) Do those who are responsible fo

~ have the authority to command the presenc

and personnel or to influence those who d
development personnel have the authority
who fail to deliver desired resources? F
fails to appear, do those responsible'for
official authority to impose sanctions?

out tasks and assignments, what sanctions
charge of coordination? Are staff develo

to ensure that necessary support is provi
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of a'presentation, was the

cal forces or because emerging
skills to be developed-would
nged conditions? -

am activity proceeds in a way
reinforcing and that in the

ed with the program share a
rposes and intentions of the
ce that those who particiﬁéte
accept as legitimate (i.e.,

e actions the program requires
esources required or planned
ned are in fact assigned, |

le and are these resources

s consistent with the in-

r coordinating the prbgram

e of resources, materials,

o have such control? Do staff

to impose sanctions on those

or example, when 3 consu\tanf
program coordinatioﬁ have any
1f individuals fail to carry
are available to those in
pment personné\ in a position

ded by important ngthers" in

terms of reinforcing the importance of the activity to the school and/or
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school district? Is ihere sufficient control present to ensure that
stated performance expectations of participants and providers will be
assessed in a reasonable fashion, reinforced as ﬁmportant, ani'trah-
slated into specific implementation measures? |
Determining that a staff development program is able to maintain
direction does not assure that the program will be effective. However,
the inability to maintain direction practically assures that the pro-
gram cannot be effective in the ways iptended. At the very least, it
assures that the program designed’is not the program being evaluafed.
Similarly, assuring that programs are well coordinated does not assure
that the programs will be effective. ‘For example, voluntary workshops
held after school with a single instructor are relatively-easy to-
. coordinate. Indeed, it is probably the case that such workshops are a
preferred mode of delivering inservice because they are easy to
coordinate. However; determining whethér this type of workshop is the

most effective necessitates evaluation of many other dimensions.

94

Finally, it is not suggested that the ability to control resources |

necessarily produces effective programs.' For example, one of the ways
the school system studied here dealt with the issue of control of in-
service was to delegate control to colleges and universities (i.é.,
field based degree programs). Through thé expedience of delegation,
contr61 over program activity and actions was relatively well assured.
Instructors were assigned as a part of regular course load, gradgs were
used as rewards for 66mp11ance with expectations and the routinized
control structures of college programs were simply transposed to the
school system. Control, therefore, was usually not a‘problem. Yet

many college programs and courses were disparaged by man} participants

102
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as being ineffective in that much that was delivered was perceived to
have little relationship to the job related needs of teachers and

L)

administrators. B , T

- Potential Effectiveness

In his book, The Sociology of Teaching (1932), Willard Waller

admonished students of education to .acknowledge that they were generally

ignorant regarding the processes of schooling and suggested that the

.~ quest for precise statistical formulations regarding these processes

might be misguided. He went on to state that "in.the present state of
our our science, (one) cannot hope to get very far ahead of common
sense and (one) is_usua11y fortunate if (Sne) does not fall behind it."
(p. 3). It is sugdested here fhat the present state of science in

. regard to staff development processes in schools is no further advanced
than was our understanding of the schooling processes at the time of
Waller's writings (1932). Our perspective at this time begins'from a
common sense approach. But, to that common sense perspective, we can
add new understanding to the complexity of staff development processes.
The following conc1usion§ provide a starting point.

First, at the present state of our understanding of staff develop-
ment, the complex interactions of schools and schooling processes
virtually preclude’ the development of a causal framework that assumes
that staff development is a cause and that some form of student outéome
is an effect. Staff development is only one small component of those

actions and activities in schools that have effects on students.1

lstudies such as those of Stallings (1979) and Good and Grouws (1979)
show that inservice can change student behavior and increase student

learning. However, it 1§ difficult to justify such findings for
logistical, financial, and other rfftysf.
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Second, in iso1$ted and controlled situations, it is possible to

determine the extent.to which particular forms of staff development

have intended effects. Bruce Joyce (1980), for éxample. has

identified a variety of training components (e.g., modeling, corrective
feedback) that must be preseht if one is to systematically impact upon
teacher behavior in the classroom. Understanding what these components
are can hefp set the direction for staff deve1opﬁent (i.e., indicate

what one should do). .However..knowing what one should do or what one

' wants to do does not assure that one can do these things in the complex

environment of schools. ‘The critical question (i.e., the "can do"
question) is determined by the ability of the staff development pro-
gram under study to maintain direction. Furthermore, the maintenance
of direction is dependent upon the ability to coordinate action and
control resources in the direction that is intended. Thus, it is
argued that among the most critical questions confronting staff
developers and those who evaluate staff development programs are
questions, 1;rge1y unaddressed, that have to do with the ability of the

program to maintain direction, the ability to coordinate action aimed

" at that direction and the ability to control the resources needed to

§upport that direction.

‘Given this view, the question then becomes "What are the differences
that seem to make a.difference in the capacity of staff development pro-
grams and activities to maintain direction, to coordinatg activities

and to control resources in ways that are supportive of that direction?”

- The presence of these capacities does not assure program effectiveness, -
‘but the absence of these capacities may well make other evaluative

‘criteria meaningless. In the broadest sense, the answer provided by
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the present study is ihat the primary determinants of the ability of
a staff development program to maintain direction and/or to purpose-

fully alter direction are (a5 the way the staff development pregram

or activity is embedded in the authority structure of the school

system and (b) the way the staff development program Or activity is

related to the reward structure of the school system. The intent of

the remainder of this chapter is to more fully explicate the meaning
of this copclusion. This requires us to look again at the issues of

legitimacy, authenticity, and distribution of rewards.

Legitimacy, Authenticity, and Distribution of Rewards

To understand the operation of stﬁff development in school systems,
at least in the school system studied here, tﬁrée conditions must be
taken into account. First, the legftimate (1.e., rightful) goal of
schools is:to provide for the educétion of children, whereas the
legitimate (i;e., rightful) goal of staff development is to provide for
the education of adults. The consequence is that staff development can
only be legitimized in schools to the extent that the activities assocC-
jated with staff development can be intellectually, conceptually or
empirically linked to the education of children.

second, one must take into account the fact that in the end
teachers are employees of school systems. As employees they are ex-
pected to pursue goals and engage in performances that are valued by
the system or which are viewed as. important or necessary by those with
authqrity in the system. At the same time, teachers are members of an
occupational group that is or aspires to be a profession. Thus, many

teachers are ideologically committed to the proposition that as
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professionals they shghId have considerable aﬁionomy in making judgments
about the_kinds of services they will deliver and the way in which those
services will be delivered = o =z
| Sociologists have long observed that there is a necessary teﬁsion
between employing organizations and ﬁro%essiona1s (e.g., Merton, 1968;
Corwin, 1965;‘Sch1echty, 1976)l Furthermore, socio1ogists have
observed that the interests aﬁd needs of all employees whether or not
the emp1oyges are professionals are sémetimes-not in harmony with the
needs .and expectations of the orgﬁnization. Gouldner (1980Q), for
example, writes, "A stress on authenticity implies tﬁat a concern with
thé c1aﬁms of society ‘or organizations) is neceséhry,but not enough
either for the fulfillment of individuals or even for the effective
operation of societj'" {p. 425). N |

 Taus, aﬁSEggr social fact that must be taken into account in
understanding direction, control, and coordination of staff develop-
ment programs in schools is that there is potential antagonism between
programs directly related to the authent%c needs of teachers, both as
persons and professionals, and the requirements that organizations
place on employees. Thus, one of the major problems that must be con-
fronted in developing systems of coordination and control of staff
development programs is the problem o? reconciling the legitimate
requirements that the.organization imposes on its employees with the
authentic needs of teachers as persons and professionals.

Finally, schools are systems of scarce rewards. School personnel,

however, are frequently called on to "work overtime" or engage in some
task that calls upon one to go "above and beyond the.ca11 of duty.”

Differential rewards (e.g., pay, higher status, public recognition) are

1006



. - - - 99
needed to encourage sﬁ;h performances. Unfortunately, administratofs
generally do not have access to such rewards, except through 0=
optation of the rewards attached to staff development. . Indeed, one of
the most profound realities is that in a system of scarce rewards '
where there are few flexible incentives to be used to maintain the
system, most of the flexible incentives are attached to staff jevelop-
ment activities. The consequence is that responding to maintenance

needs bécomes an overwhelming part of the mission of staff development.

The Question of Legitimacy
It is a fact of organizational life that those who are in a
position to control the allocation of resources and render evaluations
“that count (i.e., evaluations that make a difference in the life
chances of individuals and the organizationa1 chances of programs) are
in é position to determihe. at least in the short run, what programs,
activities and performances will be considered legitimate (i.e.,
rightful). In organizations, a program is legitimate to the extent that
those who have control over resources are willing to allocate those re-
sources to support program activity and to the extent that those whq
have evaluative authority concur that the goals pursued by the program
are rightful. ‘Given this avowedly pragmatic definition of 1egitimacy.1
the following suggestions are made, based on our study and our under-

standing of the relevant literature, regarding the ways in which program

1For the reader who is concerned about some of the more basic
theoretical issues involved in definitions of legitimacy, Dornbusch and
Scott's Evaluation and the Exercise of Authority (1975) is recommended.
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legitimacy affects the coordination, direction, and control of staff
development programs. |

1. So long as those who cntrol scarce resources.are also those
who exercise evaluative authority. it is likely that program direétion
wi11‘be maintained and the coordination and control problems will be
minimizgd. |

2. When contro1 over the resources needed to support program
activity 1§ dispersed or when evaluative authority relevant to the pro-
gram is diffuse, directional problems and problems of crordination and
control are increased.

3. When the authority structure that governs the allocation of
resources is separate from the authority structure that governs the way
evaluations are made and acted on, the ability to maintain program
coordination, direction, and control is greatly compromised.

In summary, these conclusions suggest that for programs to be
effective, program activity must be acknowledged as legitimate in the
authority structure that governs the way evaluative decisions are made.
Furthermore, as the following discussion will 1ndicate when those with
author1ty over resources render judgments that are not supported by
those with evaluative authority, those with evaluative authority will
finally determine what forms of program activity are ﬁegitimate.
Finally, the analysis presented in the fo11owing.discussion will demon-

strate that because of the way schools are presently organized, those

with evaluative authority are 1jke1y to be located in positions that

emphasize maintenance functions as opposed to change functions. Thus,

there is a tendency to evaluate most highly those programs and activ-

ities that contribute most to keeping things from getting worse.
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Concurrently, there i} a tendency to, devalue most of those programs
. that divert re§ources from the existing maintenance system or place
additional pressures on tﬁis sy;tem (e.g., change and 1mproV§hent.
efforts).

It is important that the reader understand that it is .not being
suggésted here that those with eva\uative.aqthority are conservative
defenders of the:status quo or that they are not iniefested in change
and improvement. What is being suggested is that the scarcity of
rewards available in school systems, especially discretionary rewards,
places considerable pressure on the maintenance system. Though
ideologues and publics may demand that schools get better and teachers
improve, they seldom couple these demands with additional resources.
Furthermore, given the scarcity of discretionary rewards to support
necessary maintenance functions, when additional resources are made
available (e.g., a grant is procured), there is a strong drive for the -
"reward-starved maintenance system to co-opt these rewards simply to
keep on keeping on (see, for example, Corwin, 1973). Those who would
change schools might do well to consider thgir first aid lessons. It
does little good to engage in elaborate surgery if the patient stops
breathing. fhe first thing that must be done is to assure the main-
tenance of vital signs. Similarly, when the demands for change and the
demands for accountability are placing so many school personée\ under
stress, it should not be surprising that those with evaluative
authority give preference to using resources in ways that offset the
deleterious effects of these demands (e.g., rewarding teachers for

past service above and beyond the call of duty).
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In the conduct of this research project, numerous instances were

identifie§ in which the nature Sf legitimating structures hed A& clear

impact on the way staff development programs were coordinated and

controlled and the ability of programs to maintain direction. Many of
these instances are commonplace and similar cases have already received
attention in the literature. For example, Corwin (1973) has observed
that Teacher Corps projects that located the control of resources out-
side the authority structure of schools (e.g., in universities) seemed

more likely to produce change than did those in which control of

" resources was located within the school system. This is a clear

illustration of the tendency of the maintehance system of schools to
co-opt resources committed to change.

However, in the present study, it was found that there were numer-
ous‘instahcés in which change-oriented efforts did have systematic
effects, at Jeast to the extent that they maintained direction and
problems of coordination and control were minimized. In each of these
cases, furthermore, resources were confro11ed within the school system.
However, in cases in which direction, coordination, and control were
maintained, the activity was rendered legitimate not only by the

allocation of resources but also by support within the evaluative

102

system (e.g., the installation of the reading management system described

earlier and the case reported by Joslin, 1982).

what is more important, perhaps, 1is that in the course of this re-
search project, numerous cases were observed in which those with direct
control over resources (e.g., program directors with fiscal authority,

workshop instructors and sometimes instructors in college courses) made

-
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decisions regarding cdurses of action that were later reversed by
persons with eva]uative authority (e.g., building principals, area
superwntendents), but there was seldom a case in which those with

fiscal authority and no evaluative authority were able to reverseﬁ'

. decisions of those with evaluative authority. Furthermo}é, in those
few instances in which reversals did occur; those with fiscal authority.
generally were able to appeal to some Super evaluative authority for
the basis of the reversal of the.decigion. For example, project
directors with fiscal authority for funds allocated through state and
federal projects were sometimes able to induce principals and top level
administrators to support actions they might otherwise have resisted on
thé basis that guidelines requ1red it and/or funds would be lost if
they did not do it. Thus, those with evaluative authority in school
systems seem to be influenced by those with fiscal authority primarily
when those with fiscal authority could identify a higher order evaluator

who would be d1sp1eased Evaluation, therefore, seems to be the

primary mechan1sm by which the operat1ona1 directions of programs are

established. Furthermore, when there is disagre eement between those with

eva]uétive authority and those with fiscal authority, the direction of

the program is often irratic and the direction and control of the pro-

gram is difficult to maintain. For example, it was not unusual to

observe instances in which fiscal resources were made available to
provide substitute teachers so that teachers could attend staff develop-
ment only to have line administrators cancel the use of substitute
teachers for this purpose. In one instance, 3 federal project director
gained permission to pay pr1nc1pa15 a stipend for attending a Saturday

workshop (see Whitford, 1981). Those with evaluative authority vetoed
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the action as inappro;riate since it was fe1t that this constituted
double-dipping on the part of twelve month employees. At the same
time, those with evaluative-authprity did not think it.was Iegitimate
or desirable to command the presence of principals at the'Sathrday:
workshop or to provide school time for such activity. The effect was
that'enIy those building principals who were willing to vo! unteer-were
involved in the prograh, and a substantial portion of the funds were
returned to the funding agency.

Under such conditions, program designers quickly come to under-
stand that it is not enough to have fiscal resources and control over
those resources. In addition, one must have the cooperation of those
who have evaluative authority and/or must have evaluative aythority
oneself. Perhaps this is one of the reasons that building level
activity that has the support of the principal seems to be one of the
most effective forms of staff development activity. The office of
building principal is, after all, the lowest level in the organization
in which evaluative authority and authority over resources is likely
to be combined in one organizational unit. And, it is the congruence
between fiscal authority and evaluative authority that seems to
determine whether a program will have sufficient legitimacy to proceed

in intended directions.

Reward Structures

1f one is to understand how staff development operates in schools,
one must understand how such activities are associated with the reward
structure of the school. There are several conditions that seem to be

typical.
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First, in most §éhooTs, rewards that can be purposefully distrib-
uted on a differential basis (e.g., merit pay increases, promotions,
opportunities for travel) are scarce. _The way schools are ogaan?zed
and the way the teaching occupation is structured make rewards gehera11y
scarce, and those rewards that do exist are likely to be distributed
equally among catégories of employees (e.g., salary increments based
on experience).

Second, to the extent that schoo1s'do differentiate among employees
in terms of rewards, especially monetary rewards, this differentiation
is more likely to be based on participation in staff development than
on any other condition. Indeed, the idea of differentiating among
employees for pay purposes on ;ny basis other than participation in
continuing education (and experience) is ideologically repugnant to
many teachers. |

Third, opportunities for status rewards are also closely linked
with participation in continuing education. For example, if one aspires
to move from the ranks of teachers to the ;anks of administrators, one
must pursue a course of graduate study. |

Staff deve]opﬁent is related to the reward structure of schools in
other ways as well. For example, due to federal funding policies and
lobbying efforts by teacher organizations, there is a growing feeling
among teachers that any continuing education activity they undertake
other than that which occurs on school time should be rewarded with
direct payment in the form of salary supplements or stipends. Another
examples is the fact that colleges and universities have frequently
used the right to participate in continuing education as a means of

inducing teachers to do work they (the IHE's) need to have done. Many
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colleges provide teaéhers with tuition remission in exchange for super-

vising student teachers. Furthermore, along with the personal

. satisfaction one might gain from participation in college coqfées and

the opportunity for self-improvement that these courses may providé.
the fact that such courses can produce increases in salary is also an
important consideration.

In addition, more subtle forms of rewérd seem to get attached to
participation in continuing education activity. For example, much of
the activity sponsored by teacher centers seems to be aSsociated with
the psychié rewards gained through instructing other adults and the
honor one gains for being acknowledged by one's peers as being success-
ful in the enterprise. The visibility one gains from participating in
(or better yet, taking a leadership role in) system-wide inservice can
also be highly valued by classroom teachers who desire to move up in
the system; for such visibility is often a prerequisite to upward
mobility (e.g., promotions, transfer to a preferred school).

In sum, the way schools are organized creates a condition in which
partlcipation in continuing education is a powerful force in determining
the degree to which one will gain access to those few differential re-
wards that are available in the system. Since such rewards are scarce
in schools,. this relationship is an important one.

It is also important to understand that the way continuing education
is embedded in the reward structure of Echoo\s makes it difficult for

building level staff to exercise control over how these rewards will be

" distributed or to whom they will be extended. The financial resources

of schools are seldom controlied at the building level. Furthermore,

even when building administrators and staff are granted some autonomy
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with regard to .budgets, this autonomy is usually limited by proscrip-..

tive guidelines which border on being. prescriptive. The fact that

school buildings frequently " appear to operate as re1a;ive1¥}huton0mous

units sometimes serves to distract attention from the fact that most

material rewards and many symbolic rewards available to support

-continuing education are controlled by or located in organizational

units that transcend the confines of the local building unit and some-

" times the schoo1 system. For example, few building principals or

faculties are in a position to determine the content of college courses
or the performance in which one must engage to complete those courses.
These determinations are a jealousiy guarded prerogative of institutions
of higher education. Thus, teachers who would pursue the courses
associated with graduate degrees must comply with the perfofmance ex-
pectations of colleges and universities not those of a schoo1 faculty.
Similarly, the offering of stipends, tuition remission, “and
release time are all typically controlled at levels beyond the building
level. Sometimes these controls are located at or below the level of
the school board (e.g., the Superintendent or someone to whom he/she
delegates authority) qnd sometimes these controls are located outside
the school ;ystem (e.g., IHE'S, stafe educatiog agencigs, federal
agencies, or private foundations). Frequently, thgse control; are
lodged 'in offices concerned more with budgets and auditing procedures
than with programmatic considerationst Unfortunately, those in |
positions to conduct audits and those who must respond to audits find

it inconvenient to give others discretionary authority. Rather, their

| tendency is to promulQate'guidelines that provide proteétion against

the worse possible case. Such accounting procedures generally emanate
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from the system 1evef;or outside the system, thus limiting the
discretionary authority of those at the building level to reward bar—
t1c1pation in continuing education (Whitford, 1981). . S

The result of this condition is that those building level units
that are most 1ikely to gain access to the rewards associated with job-
related continhing education and at the same time maintain control
over the shape bf the activities in which they wi11 participate are
those buildings that have "system-wide" administrators and/or teachers.
For example, in this study it was observed that school buildings and '
intermediate administrative units that had as their chief administrator
persons wi;h prior experience in centra1 office administration roics or
who had served on system-wide committees seemed to have had available

to them more discretionary resources to support continuing education

activity than those without such experiences. It is, of course, possible

_that this differential was based upon favoritism and associated with

informal influence networks. The data do not make it possible to
definitively rule out this possibility. However, there is some evidence
in this instance to indicate that access tgﬂs&stem-wide resources to
support staff development (e.g., opportunities to harticipate in high
demand system-wide workshops with limited enrollment) was attributable
to the fact that building level administrators and/or staff deve1opment
specialists who had had prior experience at the ;entral office better
knew where to seek information and acted on that information with more
dispatch than did administrators and staff development specialists who
had not had system-wide experience. There was no evidence that system
level personnel initiated action toward those who received more favorable

responses any more than they did toward those who received less favorable

1
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responses. Furthermoje, the data moke it abundaht1y clear that persons
who participated in system-wiée staff developmeﬁt activities were

more likely to participate in other activities, at least in part
becauée participation méde them more aware of other opportuniiies,-
while those who did not participate were less aware. It is this
quality of "being aware" of what resources are available and how they
can be used that is referred to here as being "system-wise."

There are; in addition, a num;er of other important consequences
that flow }fom the way staff development and continuing education are
embedded in the reward structure. First, given the scarcity of dif-
ferential rewards available in schools, and given that participation
in continuing education is (a) one of the clearest ways to access
these rewards, and (b) one of the few 1egitimaté means by which re-

wards can be distributed on an unequal basis, continuing education

po1i§y and procedures become subject to a variety of pressures and

interests that are only tangentially concerned with instructional

improvement and/or professioﬁa1 growth. For example, there can be
1ittle doubt that linking pursuit of éraduate degrees to differential
salary increments encourages some teachers and administrators to

pursue such degrees for no other reason than to advance on the salary
scale or gain promotion. That the pursuit of such study could, should,

or might lead to professional growth and improved instruction is not

denied. However, one would be naive to assume that present conditions

do not encourage a great deé1 of ritualism whereby teachers and
administrators “"tolerate" a wide range of irrelevant (from their
perspective, at least) courses in order to achieve their primary

goal, a promotion or salary increment.
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Furihermore, in.a time when college enrollments are declining
(especially in educatfon) and‘the worth of salary increments is
d1m1nish1ng, there is strong pressure on teachers, administratbrs,
and hxgher education personne1 to engage in an unspoken consp;racy
to assure easy access to what few rewards there are in exchange for
job-saving enro11ments in college programs. The fear that such a
"conspiracy"” is already under way is certa1n1y widespread among
educators and some school boards.

A second consequence of the way job-related continuing education
is embedded in the reward structure of schools is that there is con-
siderable pressure to use the rewards attached to participation to
support many activities other than or in addition to those for which
the rewards are intended. For example, a routine procedure in the
scnoo1 system studied here is that school system perscnnel negotiate

for credit (renewal credit and sometimes college credit) for faculty

"who take active roles in the preparation of regional accreditation

" gstudies. (The authors are aware of at least four states in which

this is a common procedure.) One need not deny the potential value
of regional accreditatidn studies as staff development to fnquire as
to why the rewards one receives for giving time above and beyond the
routine job requirements are those rewards associated with continuing
education (e.g., renewal credit). 1Is it because there is a 1ogicel
connection between what must be done and the continuing growth of
teachers, or is it because in a system of scarce rewards, one uses the
available rewards to do what one must?

There are, in addition, more blatant illustrations of how the

reward structure is co-opted to support programmatic concerns other

ot
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than, and sometimes 19 competition with, the development of sy;tematic
continuing education programs: For example, as McDonald (1981) notes,
colleges and_univérsities have a vested interest in.mainta{niqg the
1ink between the pursuit of graduate degrees and sa\ar& increments
pfecise\y because this linkage serves to maintain college enrollments.
Similarly, building principals in the school system studied here
use stipend pfoducing workghops, travel to conferences, and released
time as a means of rewarding teachers for past performance rather
than as a ﬁeans of assuring continuing growth.2 Thus, in effect,
participation in continuing education, especially if that participation-
involves stipends,'tuition remission or graduate credit leading.to
salary increments, functions--or can function--as a proXxy for merit
pay.

A third consequence of the relationship of continuing education
to the reward structure in s;hoo\s is that the nature of this re-
lationship can serve to enhance latent sources of conflict in school,
activate (for good or i11) competitive actions between and among
school building, departments, and adﬁinistrative units, and foster
feelings of relative deprivation among grbups that are structurally
denied access to the rewards that are available.

For example, state and fede?a\ programs intended to address equity

jssues in the school system studied here were typically focused more

2Because these rewards are distributed on an ex post facto basis,
individuals can not anticipate receiving them. Thus, the value of
these rewards as positive motivators is compromised. In addition,
rewards distributed in this fashion are seldom 1inked to performance
expectations and the awarding of them is as likely to be viewed as
favoritism as it is to be viewed as a positive incentive.
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at the elementary schyol level than at the secondary school level.
In addition, these programs t&pically placed considerable emphasis
on the provision of rewards for-participation in continuing education
activities, including stipends, tuition remission, graduate.credit and
. advanced degrees. The fact that secqndary teachers were largely pre-
cluded from participation became a source of resentment This condition
also served to reinforce among secondary teachers a pre- ex1st1ng view
that "Whatever staff development is, it has more to do with elementary
teacheks'than secondary teachers." Thus, the structure of the reward
system, which is often shaped by system goals and priorities and goals
derived from sources outside the system, can drive an even deeper
wedge between groups in schools (in this ease elementary and secondary
teachers) and create negative as well as positive affect toward the
job-related continuing education enterprise.

With regard to the tendency of the 1inkage between system rewards
and continuing education to enhance competition between buildings or
between departments or intermediate school districts, one needs to
take into account the fact that control over these rewards is typically
located outside these lower units. Thus, decisions about the distri-
bution of the rewards are decisions regarding which units will or will

. not enjoy a relatively advantageous position vis-a-vis the reward
structure. For example, if a school building is designated as a pilot
. center for one or another project and a part of ‘the project involves
systemat1c continuing education leading to advanced degrees, other
faculties and administrators are likely to be resentful of those in
the preferred building. (Numerous instances of such resentment were

observed in the course of the present study.) Furthermore, this
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resentment uay become:sufficient1y strong to exert pressure on the

central administration to distrubute resources among buildings in

_an equalizing fashion. Given the scarcity, in an abso1ute sense, of

such resources and rewards, the effect may be to dilute the 1mpact

of the rewards available to the point that there is little effect in

any building.

Attention should be given to another example which relates to the
aforementioned concept of nrelative deprivation". Over the years of
this §tudy; it was frequently observed that the colleges and
universities that served the school system seemed to find it easier
to operate site-based programs.and tourses fof specialists (e.g., read-
ing specialists, special educators and schqo] administrators) than
programs and courses that required cooperation from liberal arts
faculties. The consequence was that persons who were pursuing degrees
in reading, special education and administration were more frequently
able to access appropriate courses on the school site, whereas those
who were pursuing programs in secondary English, mathematics, science
and so on were required to comhute to campuses. Furthermore, the
1iberal arts faculties on university compuses seemed much less inclined
to adjust their teaching schedules to accomodate these commuter students
than did those in education departments.

Among the results of this condition were that some teachers per-
ceived that school sponsored and/or supported continuing education,
especially that which led to degrees and salary increments, was reserved
for special -and select categories of persons. In addition, the fact
that most of the programs delivered te the school were taught by

professors of education and seldom by 1iberal arts professors reinforced,
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especially among olde} secondary teachers, the stigma that is sometimes
attached to extension programs regarding "inferior qualaty Un-
pleasant though it may be for educators, it is a fact that many
teachers view education courses with disdain, and degrees that re1y
“primarily on educatipn courses are seen by many as “"inferior.”

In sum, given the way continuing education is related to the
reward structure of schools, job-related continuing education is
called on to serve many functiohs in addition to providing for the
systematic.improvement of instruction. The failure to distinquish
among these functions séems to lead to considerable confusion about

who should control what and at whose expense.
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Chapter Five

Enhahcingéthe Potential of Staff Development:
| R Point of View

/

!
In the preceding chaéters,‘the intent was to describe how staff

. development fdnctions in one relatively large urban school system.

Given th ; description, some explanations as to why things occur as

they do were also offered. The purpose of this final chapter is to

use the preceding description and analysis as a basis for making

some concrete suggestions regarding how staff development might be
improved. While our suggestions are based primarily upon findings
from this study, we believe that there is much that will resonate with

staff deve1opers'and decision-makers in other settings.

A General View

Like Moore and Hyde (1981), we have come to the conclusion that

“unless significant changes can be made in conditions which presently

exist, there is little likelihood that staff deve1opmént in schools or
the continuing edﬁcation of teachers genera11} can be systematically
improved and, in turn, play a significant role in improving schools.
Indeed, we would be prepared to argue that qualitatively and quantita-
tively, the school system in which the present study was conducted is
exemplary of the best that can be done with staff development under
present conditions. We would also be prepared to argue that, for the

most part, the system's commitment to staff development has not produced
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a; much in the way-of}systematic change and improvement as designers
hoped would be the case. what it has done is provide a powerful

adaptivé'mEChanism which has served'to support teachers and gdministra-

tors in their efforts to cope with changes initiated from oéﬁer séurces.'

As discussed earlier, the school system has successfully responded to
_a court ordered desegregation plan including a heavy reliance on busing.

T Most informan?s i; the system as well as experts froﬁ outsfde the system -
haQe attributed much of the success 6f this.effort to the school system's
commitment.to human relations training. Similarly, when the school
board mandated that a reading management system be insta1ied, staff

.development was a primary mechanism used to help teachers cope wifh
ihese new demands.1

| In our view, however, if staff devé1opment is to become a vital

.. force in bringing about change, school decision-makers must attend

more carefully than they now do to the issues of legitimacy and

| authenticity for staff deve1opment'and to the ways in which personnel
and program evaluation and *he distribution of rewards shape the way
these issues are to be resolved. As méntioned earlier "legitimacy"

has to do with the extent to which, in this case, staff development is

1The fact that these changes did not begin with and result from
staff development is a subtle but important point. The subtlety
resides in the fact that the decision to integrate the schools and the
decision to install a reading management system was not a staff decision.
Indeed, staff had virtually no voice in these decisions. Thus, the
source of the change was outside the control of the staff or staff
developers. However, once the direction of the change had been estab-
lished and the requirement for change had been assured, the staff
development system was called upon to help personnel adapt to the
new requirements.
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.endorsed by the organjzation as a "rightful" thing to do, and

"authenticity“ refers to the perceptions of recipients of staff
development that it addresses their professional and/or persona]

needs. In the remainder of this chaper, ;hese issues W111 be discussed
in considerable detail end the reader will be provided with an

indication of their implications for the future of staff development.

Sources of Legitimacy

0rganizatiqna1 action can be made legitimate (i.e., rightful) in
at least four ways. First, organizational action can be made legitimate

by appeal to traditional authority and local conventions. For example,

the idea that a school building should represent a relatively autonomous

social unit in the school system is justified primarily by tradition.
Second, action can be justifs 4 by legal, rational or bureaucratic
authority as manifested in the form of mandates for action. For example,
the decisions to desegregate the schools and install the reading
management system were both based on this type.of authority and resulted
in mandates. Third, action can be justified by reference to moﬁe\s and
exemplars which are viewed as having some claim to technical or moral
superiority. For example, it is not uncommon for school systems to
jdentify a building unit as a "mode1" worthy of emd]ation by others and
encourage others to observe and "do like they do." Finally, organi-

sational action can be justified on the basis of the emergence of new

" knowledge or a reformulation of existing knowledge (research and theory).

School systems could rightfully expect that all teachers make their

practice conform with what has been discovered in recent years regarding

effective teaching just as they could use research literature to justify

. requiring school administrators to alter their practices to conform with

what is known about effective schools.
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' Why Staff Deveiopment'is Adaptive and Conservative

As professionais, teachers and staff deveiopers have little

access to or direct impact on mandates derived from either traditional

authority or legal authority. They have only slightly more,impact on
" decisions regarding which models and exemplars will have saliency in

the school system. Few teachers or administrators are knowledgeable

aboit research on teaching and schools. Indeed, many teachers are dis-
disdainful of research and find it jrrelevant to themselves and.their
practice. These facts, taken together, seem to us to expiain (1) why

most staff development is conservative and adaptive, (2) why those

.forms of staff development that teachers respond to most positively

are those that involve models and exempiars, and (3) why so little

: staff development contributes directly to the introduction of pro-

gressive and systematic change and improvement.

. -

With regard to the first point (i.e., why most staff deveiopment

is adaptive and conservative), it need only be observed that in schools

_ most of the salient forms of authority are those that emanate from

tradition and legal requirements (Dreeben, 1967; Waller, 1967).

Tradition by its nature is conservative Legal authority need not be

' conservative though it often is. Furthermore, when legal authority is

used in progressive ways (i.e., ways that require change), the tendency
is for those who are responsive to that authority to be required to

adapt to the requirements of that change whether or not the change is

‘consistent with their interests or values. Equa11y important, however,

is the fact that those who are in a position to impose traditional and

bureaucratic expectations on others also are typically in a position to

‘engage in evaluations that count and distribute rewards that count.
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Given the demonstrated connection between rewards that count, eval-

‘uations that count, and compliance with performance expectations

(pornbusch and Scott, 1975), ii-}s not surprising that'thoseJﬁith B
bureaucratic authority and traditional authority in and over school
systems primarily determine the direction that change will take.

Since in most school systems, at least, those who conduct staff
development and participate in staff development are subordinate to
those with bureaucratic and traditional authority (e.g., line
ad%inistrators, parents, and community influentials), it stands to
reason that staff development would be oriented in a way to uphold the
expectatiuns of legal authority and those who by tradition determine
expectations. Thus, it is_not surprising that those who exercise
bureaucratic and traditional authority also determine, in the long run,
hoy staff development resources will be used since.these persons alse
have ‘control over meaningful eva1uations and rewards. For example, it

could be arguéd that the reputation of a teacher is much more dependent

on the response of parents than on the respect of colleagues. Indeed,

'c011egia1_respect is probably determined in considerable measure by the

response of parents.:

With regard .to the second point made above (i.e., why models and

"exemplars have more saiiency with teachers), there are undoubtedly nu-

merous factors to be taken into account. For example, the literature
in staff development (e.g., Joyce and Showers, 1980) certainly supports
the notion that modeling is a preferred means of transmitting knowledge
in education. The medical school adage »Watch one, do one, teach one"
is a foIk'expreésion of the same preference. Probably bne of the more

critical aspects of models, and here we use "models" to refer to
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individua]s and programs as & source of authority, is that the use
of modeIs and exempIars tends to reduce the social distance ?etween
the source of authority and the recipient. Direct coﬁtact J}th
another individual reduces social distance, and knowledge becomes
much more personal and compelling (i.e., the recipient can come to
believe in the person as we]]cas the ideas and techniques being
conveyed). The difficulty, of course, is that knowledge presented
by models and exemplars is generally developed in unique contexts
and the generalizability of that knowledge is always suspect. For
example, teachers generally have much more confidence_with a
demonstration done in their schdo] with their students than with a
demonstration done with other students in other schools. In addition,
it is frequently the case that knowledge conveyed directly by models
and exemplars is difficult to articulate and frequently loses fidel-
ity in subsequent transmissions. For examp]e,'in two instances we
observed long-term staff development activities that seemed to have
widespread effects on teacgers so long as the original model, 1in
this case, outside consultants, were made available within the con-
text of schools and classrooms. However, when surrogates and second
generat1on trainees attempted to act as models and exemp]ars, the
1ntended effect seemed to be less clearly present. Thus, the
_effectiveness of organizat1ona1 action based on models and exemplars

- must be in part attributable to the effect of charismatic authority,
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and there is no known means of producing such authority "on call."”

Charisma is known when it is seen, but the creation of charisma re-
) )

L

mains. a mystery.

With regard to the third point above (i.e., why so little staff
development contributes directly fo the introduction of progressive
and systematic change and improvement), it is our view that the

greatest barrier to making staff development change and improvement

- _oriented is the fact that teachers, staff developers, and those in

cqntrollof evaluation and rewards not only do not use research to
improve practice, they do not believe in research or even know about
it to any signific&nt extent. Indeéd, for most of the persons we
interviewed, 1nc1u&ing many with PhD's, both research and evaluation
had véry narrow and specific meanings. These meanings can be
summarized as follows: |

(1) For most teachers and administrators, "doing research” means
nothing more or less thin going tn the library to find out what some-

one else has to say about the subject.

2It.seems reasonable to speculate that one of the reasons
charismatic consultants are in such high demand and so highly paid
is that such consultants present an alternative to traditional
authority and bureaucratic authority and simultaneously contain
elements of personal appeal and the excitement of subversion. For
example, it was frequently observed that the more effective charis-
matic consultants routinely “preached" against the impersonality of
bureaucracy and the silliness of some traditions and emphasized in
their stead humanness and humaneness. “How bad we are and how good
we could be if only tradition and bureaucracy did not blind us" seems
to be the text of the majority of these evangels. Some, of course,
took a slightly different tact. For them, it was "How good we are if
only we knew it and the impersonal world we live in honored it."
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(2) For é smallér group 'of teachers and administrators, "doing
research” méans counting something and developing a test of statis-
tical significance. =

(3) FO( a very small number of teachers and administrators,
"doing research” means asking a question of importance and then
using all possible means to find the best answer to it.

(4) For most teachefs and administrators, évaluation means
selecting-or developing an "instrument," usually a test or a ques-
tionnaire, administering it, and reporting the numbers .

(5) For a emaller group of teachers and administrators, eval-
uaéion means comparing the numbers derived from some instrument to
some desired (i.é., valued) state of affairs. '

(6) For a very small number of teachers and administrators,
evaluation means developing a wide range of data that will help one
to decide whether what one is doing js worth the effort, and if it is
worth the effort, whether what one is doing is the most effective and
efficient method of dofng the job.3

Given the way these six'alternatives are framed, our biases are
surely clear. It is our view that until most teachers and administra-
_ tors view research as a way of finding out what is really going on
and why ;hings go on as they do gnd until they view evaluétion as "a
systematic method for schools to sort out what they have done, decide

what they do well and enjoy doing, and rationalize continuing to do it"

3Lest the reader think we are naive, we should also add a fourth
alternative: for many teachers and administrators, evaluation is
nothing more or less than generating numbers to satisfy some bureau-
cratic requiremnt and/or tolerating interference from some outsider
who promises to do 1ittle good and may threaten to do harm.
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(Clark and McKibbir,°a982 p. 671), research and theory ‘are uniikely
to serve as a basis for legitimizing staff development. Furthermore,
we would argue that until research and theory serve as a basis for
1egit1mizing staff deve1opment most staff development will be
conservative and adaptive rather than change and improvement oriented.
Isol&ted exceptions will be found, of course, esgecia11y in those
instances where A careful researcher is also charismatic or where a
charismatic person is intuitively responsive to research findings.
i.owever, change oriented staff development that_givgs so much emphasis
to charisma is enslaving itself to the laws of chance and the vagaries
of 1nd1v1dual biographies. The remainder of this chapter is an
attempt to set .forth a third alternative to those suggested by

tradition and chance.

Legitimizing ARuthenticity

The first, and perhaps most controversial, poirt'we would make is
that if schools are to méintain orgadizational.health,.school decision-
makers must be more attentive than they now are to the authentic needs
of employees. Somewhat parado&ica1 to earlier concerns, we Qould
argue that the authentic needs of employees cannot be appropriately
responded to if school systems implicitly or explicitly require that all
forms of staff development be directly linked to systems of evaluation
and reward, especially if these systems of evaluation give priority to
improved- student performance or outcomes. A mixture of direct and in-

direct attempts to bring about change and improvement seems warranted.

" staff development must be looked at as a long-term process rather than

a short-term solution. Keeping things from getting worse is a critical
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dimension of making 2h1ngs better. 'Indeed.'management specialists in
Anerica (e.g., Ouchi, 1981; Pascale and Athos, 1981) have pointed out
that a part of the genius of tﬂé Japanese management System 1s its
attention to the authentic needs of employees even when these
authentic needs are not trans1ataﬁ1e into bottom 1ine eguations.
Similar-conc1usions have been drawn about management practjces in well
run U. S. businesses (Peters and Waterman, 1982).

The empirical basis for the above recommendation (i.e., that
school decision-makers must be more attentive than they now are to the
authentic needs of employees) is a direct resu1t.of the study reported
here.'.Specifica11y, the school system in which this study was con-
ducted presently enjoys a national reputation as one of the most
sdccessfu1 urban school systems in America. It has also been quite
successful im improving reading scores and in reducing discrepancies
between minority children and the white majority on standardized tests.
There are clearly many reasons for this success in addition to those
that are attributable to staff development. prever. at least some of
the success must be attributed to the fact that the authentic needs of
individuals is a central focus of staff development and neither the
school board nor the Superintendent have been insistent that all of
the dollars spent on staff development be directly tied to evidence
that individual teachers have somehow 1mpro§ed. Indeed, some of the
most visible forms of staff development in the system are avowedly
therapeutic. For example, the scpoo1 system's Employee Assistance
Program has no other purpose than to respond to individual staff
members who are experiencing personal difficulty. By school board

policy, all information about participants, even including who they
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are, is confidential‘can cannot be introduced into personnel decisions.

~ The schoo\rsystem also funds a large Teaching Learning Center. Schoo!

administrators responsible for "the program'as well as the staff of
this center are.most proud of the fact that the initials of the cénter
are TLC which also means Tender Loving Care. Furthermore, since its
inception, the Teaching Learning Center staff has successfully been
able to resist engaging in any activities other than those requested
by teachers on a voluntary basis. |

In addition, the system conducts over 300 workshops. per year for
teachers and many of these workshops came into existence simply be-
cause 20 or more teachers indicated they had an interest in the topic.
What is perhaps most startling is that a) there is no insistence that
the outcomes of these worksﬁops be evaluated and b) in every instance
where efforts to evaluate programs have caused participants to resist,
evaluation plans have been modified or abandoned. As was indfcated
in Chapter Two, in the system studied, the individual has primacy and
much of the staff development activity is intentionally conducted in
ways that are non-threatening and non-evaluative.

such a mode of operation is, of course, not without critics. Some

interview respondents saw much of the activity conducted in the name

of staff development as "mickey mouse," "touchy-feely" and without
substance. In spite of this fact, more than half of the professional
employees in the school system voluntarily participated in one or more
workshop§ each year during the time this study was being conducted,
and most of these workshops were conducted after school. It should be
pointed out that some of this participation was encouraged by the

Incentive Pay Program, but in our view, the need for money and status
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rewards, both of whiéh could ‘be wet through staff development, is
indeed authentic, especially 1n a reward starved environment.

put differently, one of the greatest benefits afforded-by the
staff development system studied was that it provided teachers with
a means of overcom1n§ the isolation of the classroom and a means of
maintaining a feeling of "correctedness" with the larger school system
of which they were a part. Numerous interviews emphasized, for
example, that participation in staff development was the primary
means by which they found out what was going on in the system. And,
has - been noted elsewhere in this report, the staff development system
served as a primary communication 1ink for the schoo! system.

1t is crucial to point out, however, that while some of these
staff development activities may not be concerned with direct ties to
changed teacher behaviors or increased student learning, there are
research results whizh indicate the importance of meeting what we are
calling participants' authentic needs as an indirect means to improve-
ment. Increased status and recognition, opportunities for collegial

activities, enhanced financial stability, and'increased.self-esteem

_ might be seen as a few of the direct outcomes of the above staff

development in the district. While it would be difficult if not impos-
sible to tie these outcomes directly to increased student achievement,
there are 1ogica1'and/or research based ties that support the

importance of those outcomes. Fo} example, teacher motivation has

‘been shown to be highly correlated with the existence of teacher efficacy
(Ashton et al., 1983) which has, in turn, been highly correlated with
receptivity to change and more effective program implementation (Berman

and McLaughlin, 1978). Collegiality has been shown to be a key element
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in more effective schools (Little, 1981; Purkey and Smith, 1982) as .
identified by relatively greater student achievement and other
criteria. An 1mportant part of developing co11eg1a11ty in thgse
studies was providing recognit1on and additional status to those '
- who fully participated and provided leadership in the collegial efforts.

The point is that, while we may lack the ability to establish
direct linkages between staff development to adaress these types of
authentic needs and student learning, there certainly is a basis for
making some well-educated "guesses" that they are likely to have a
positive indirect influence. It 1s.a1so probably much more than -
coincidence that most of these current outcomes of a direct nature
could be labeled, as a group, as contributors to "stability" in terms
of teachers feeling more a part of their work setting. Logically,
that stabi\ity is a significant and desirable part of any system's
attempt to "maintain” jtself, a function of staff deve\épment which
we have previously documented in this district.

But, a paradox is introduced with the recognition that both
change and maintenancé coexist as outcomes of staff development. On
one hand, we and others haVe ideologically viewed maintenance and
change as an either/or pair and mutually exclusive. But if many of

. the "stability" outcomes of the présent staff development activities
have been shown to be higﬁ\y-corre1ated with effective change and
' implementation; and yet are outcomes which exist in a school system
dominated by a "maintenance" mode or operation, how then can change
"and maintensnce be mutually exclusive? Unless one doubts the empirical
evidence Qe have derived from this study or the resuits of the above

referenced studies, there is only one reasonable conclusion to accept.
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They cannot be mutu;fly exclusive. Furthermore, if staff development
that is clearly intended to perform a maintenance function produces
outcomes that are also highly Eorre\ated with effective change and
program implementation, we must then consider the.possib11ity thaf
maintenance may contribute to change as paradoxical as that may sound

or as ideologically repugnant as it may seem.

A Possible Le;son
One ;f the results pf the present study has been to give credence
to the suggestion of Clark and McKibbin (1982) that it might be
; appropriate to view evaluation as "a systematic method for schools
. to sort out what they have done, decide what they do well and enjoy
- . deing, and rationalize continuing to do it" (p. 671). rSpecifica]]y,
during the first year in.which this research was beiﬁg conducted,‘the
university researchers became increasingly convinced that much of the
staff development activity in the school system was at best only
tangentially related to system goals and priorities and clearly had
1ittle prospect of leading to systematic change. The university
researchers were particularly amazed (and some were appalled) by the
fact that so much money was being spent and so little evaluation was
being done. These conclusions and concerns were reported to the
pubiic school members of the research‘teamé as well as to others who
. . were not members of the research team (with-appropriate permission,
of course). Initially, the conclusions were resisted and the lack
of evaluation was accepted as a problem. In the course of dialogue,
however; it became clear to both the university researchers and to

practitioners that the problem was not in school practice, but rather,
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the problem was in tbe way the matter was being viewed. The fact

is that both the university researchers and the practitioners had
been unwittingly biased by an 4deological preference that suggested
that schools and school action are or should be rational and goaT
related. - Over time and as a result of much pain, all the researchers
came to embrace the view that such a perspective of schools was wrong
“and that to insist on such a view would lead both the university
researchers and the practitionegrs to inappropriate conclusions and
actions. Almost unwittingly beth the university researchers and the
practitioners came to discover collaboratively what modern organizational
theorists have been saying for some time: “there will be ambiguity
and anarchy in organizational systems; that they are not necessarily
failing or in need of reorganization or restaffing simply because
their institutions manifest nonsystematic responses” (Clark and
McKibban, p. 672). Of course, such a "discovery" is not without
costs. Clark and McKibban summarize these costs well when they write:

Classical views of organizing are supported by political and
psychological structures that are so strong as to be nearly unassail-
able. For example: '

. Who wishes to point out to legislators or boards of trustees the
redundancy and waste that cannot be eliminated in an interorganizational
arrangement and then to defend it as not only inevitable but probably
desirable for attaining effective operations?

: . Would you like to be the first to report that, based on current
.activities, you have discovered an appropriate set of post facto goals
for your organization?

_ Who will volunteer to point out that the new school improvement
program is based on uncertain technology; is 1ikely to result, at best,
in some incremental change; is certain to be wasteful in execution;
might better be designed to emphasize flexibility (a bit of playfulness)

rather than orderliness; and is structured to make some failure safe
rather than to be fail-safe?
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A rational view ‘of organizations is psychoiogically protective

and politically expedient., In that rational world, one can be account-

- able and responsive, orderly afid efficient, systematic and fgrceful,

"~ in control of one's own destiny. The toTerance for ambiguity is Tow.

Grandiose schemes and promiseé are within one's grasp. Long-range
planning is feasible. Fail-safe proteétion is possible. Of course,
thé evidence is overwhelming that, most of the time, such a world
does not exist for most of us. But is it foolish to assume that the
new perspectives will be embraced enthusiastically in the real world
simply because they are grounded in that wor1d?' Much of the language

and action of practice is designed to soften or to obfuscate the

harsh realities of everyday life in organizations. Those who feel

that the new perspectives will lead eventually to stronger, more
effective organizations must first cope with the powerful ﬁo1d exer-
cised over practitioners, policy makers, and decision-makers by
rational, systems-based organizational models.

One important lesson learned was that the costs related to these
new perspective§ may not be overwhelming. Specifically, once the
university researchers and practitioner researchers had agreed that
much that was done in thé name of staff development in the sysiem had
no direct relationship to systematic cﬁange and once it was upderstood
that this was not necessarily an undesirable condition, it became
possible to pfesent such conclusions even to critics in ways that made
sense and were persuasive. When thesé conclusions were fifst presented
to a school audience, the overwhelming response was negative. After
subsequent discussion in which it was pointed out that maintenance is

a necessary nrganizational function, attitudes began to change.
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kecently. many'édminfétrators have indicated that they enthusiastica11y'
endorse the notion that one of the missions of staff development should

be to "keep things from getting worse." Rs one put it, "What this

| research has done is tell us something most of us knew but would .not

or could not sayi" Thgs. it can be'argued that one of the results of
this research project has been to legitimize some practices that would
have otherwise been considered non-legitimate if they ﬁad‘been openly
talked abqut. This leads to the belief that the best way to legitimize
staff deve1opﬁen£ oriented toward authentic needs in schools may be to
conduct research on staff development that is grounded in actual prac-
ice_rather than grounded in 3 priori jdeological commitments to a

rational systems approach.

Legitimizing Staff Maintenance

Implicit in the foregoing discussion on authenticity is the idea
that school systems, like other employers, have an obligation to assure
that the conditions of work promote the personal growth of employees as
well as their professional and technical growth. Indeed, persdn; en-
gaged in human service activities (e.g., psychiatry, social work, health
services, and teaching) are probabTy much more susceptible to "burn out"
precisely because the values these persons are Tikely to manifest and

the nature of the tasks they undertake require much more psychological

- stamina than do occupations in which one is not aiding in critical life

decisions for others. This being the case, human service occupations
must necessarily be more attentive than production-oriented occupations
to maintaining the present capacity of employees, Or so we argue.

The difficulty, of course, js that schools are embedded in public
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‘bureaucracies and buneaucracies, by their nature, are based more on a
punishment system than on a system of reward and growth (see, for
example, Corwin, 1965). For eXample. recent actions 1ntendeJ to
“i@prove the quality of teaphers“ have concentrated much more on
. identifying and getting rid of bad teachers than on selecting and
nurturing good. teachers (vance and Schlechty, 1982). 1In the process
of conddcting the present study, the principal investigator had the
opportunigy to talk with and interview ten persons who were in
personnel management in high technology industries in the state in
which this study was ‘conducted. In every case, these personnel
managers were amazed at the insensitivity and lack of understanging
school managers and school boards had toward the need to attend to the
maintenance of psychic needs of employees. One, for example, said,
"If we were as inattentive to the creature comforts of our emp\oy;es
for so little reward, our business could not survive." He went on to
say that "It is not only monetary rewards that I am speaking of, even
the lowest level person in our business likes to be told he is doing a
good job. In-fact, if you are té]ling people they.are doing a good job
when they are, then you don't have to tell a person when they are not
doing a good job, because the 1ack.of praise suggests something is
wrong." Simple minded‘though it may appear, we believe that it is in
the area of developing appropriate mainterance systems that businesses
' | and public schools could come together in some joinf endeavors, and
success in these endeavors might lead to other mutually supportive
responses as well. Furthermore, if business and industry gave its
sﬁpport to the development of such maintenance systems, this would go
far toward legitimizing maiﬁtenance‘as an appropriate function of the

schqo1s.
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What, fhen, are i%e arguments that educators might use to convince
business and industry that it is in their interests to support ;phoo1s
in developing more growth-orieﬁied strategies for school personnel.
Beyond such obvious arguments as better schools are better for industry
and'better schools attract higher quality industry, Several additional |
‘approaches can be suggested each of which has had some success in the -
school system in which this study was conducte&. First, few employers
are aware of or appreciate the fact that, on the average, 10% of those
persons who.they employ with a college education had their first adult
job experience in the public schools (Vance and Schlechty, 1982).

Thus, the first few yearé of teaching serve not only to train teachers,
but as « training ground for future employees of industries, especially
high technology industries (see Vance and Schlechty, 1982). Thus, it
is in the vested interest of industry to support improvements in the
work 1ife of school teachers, for they get a substantial part of their
college educated work force from persons whose initial work perceptions
are shaped by schools.

\Second few persons in business and only slightly more in education
have systematica11y thought about the para11e1s in the job requirements
of teaching and the job requ1rements of first line supervisors in
industry. However, as Berliner's (1982) notion of the teacher as ex-
ecutive iﬁdicates, the parallels are re$1 and strik%ng. For example,
f1rst line supervisors must deal with a work force of widely varying
ab11ity and widely varyl?g commitment to work. They must set goals
and tasks for a 1arge nuﬁﬁe( of -persons, provide instruction to those
persons for performing the ﬁSEt efficiently and effectively in those

tasks, evaluate both the process nd product of the work, provide
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effective feedback, ghd motivate performance. Thus, implicitly,

learning to teach effectively requires one to learn many of the same

things ane needs to know to maﬁége production oriented grodﬁk of

persons in other setting as well. Though it is recognized that there

- are differences between managing an assemblage of adult workers and
managing a cla;sroom, there are many parallels. This being the case,
pgblic school teaching could be viewed as a "natural” training ground
pot only for teachers but for future managers and executives. Implic--
itly, this is already the case. Making the case explicit might serve
to 1mprove the training of teachers as well as encourage business
‘and industry to support the creation of healthy orggnizationa1 enQiron-
ments in which maintenance {s considered as legitimate as change and
improvement. | |

Finally, as American business becomes more atuned to the require-

ments of managing professionals, there is a growing awareness of the
need to nurture emp1byees as well as to supervise them. If public
school personnel are astute, they can capitalize on this emerging
condition to gain political support for more attention to maintenance
in schools, For example, books 1ike Peters and'wéterﬁan's In Search

of Excellence k1982) provide a strong argument for the idea that main-

tenance and change are integrally interrelated in American business.
Such arguments could serve educators well and should be addressed.

There are, of course, those who would suggest that what fs pro-
posed here avoids some fundamental issues and would, perhaps, cause
problems. For example, what is proposed assumes that a relatively high_
turnover rate is not an undesirable circumstance. We think it is not.

What we think is critical is that teachers who stay in teaching have

ERIC | | 142




) 135
vital sources of reﬁ;waT and maintenance and that those who are new
to the system have access to models and exempiars that will assure ex-

cellence in the schools and cl“assrooms.3 _ LT

Legitimizing Change

Throughout this report, it has been indicated that the way staff -
development is embedded in school systems decreases the 1ikelihood
that staff development will serve asfa proactive force in the /
initiatioh of change. Indeed, in most of the situations studied and
observed, it was fgund that staff development either served as a main-
tenance function or it ;erved as a response mechanism in support of
change that was initiated from some other sourcg:. When the school
system adopted a policy of requiring the implementation of a reading
management system, the staff development system responded to this
policy by developing a training program to develop the skills the im-
plementation of this policy seemed to Eequire. Thus, it seems that,
for the most part, change is legitimized by mandates and policies
emanating from outside the staff development system and the staff
development system primarily serves as an adaptive mechanism in support
of these mandated changes.

In the course of our study and observation, however, we did get
fleeting glimpses and images of other ways in which staff development

related to the change process. These glimpses and images suggest, we

3This point is obviously a controversial one. However, it is only
indirectly related to the purpose of the present report. For the
reader who is concerned about the matter, a more detailed discussion
of the issues of high turnover and stability can be founy in other
discussions (e.g., Schlechty and Vance, 1983).
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think, some possibIe'ways in.which staff deve1opment‘cou1d serve as
an initiator of change as well as a responder to the change process
In order to give meaning to this discussion, it w111 first"be neces-
sary to discuss the aforementioned sources of Iegitimacy for the
change process. Those sources are legal mandates, model and exemplars.
and research and theory. With regard to the first source of legitimacy
(i.e., mandates), it is important to understand that such mandates can
emanate from a variety of sources, For example, P.L. 94-142 is a
mandate tnot emanates from the federa1'1eve1. Some mandates emanate
from a state level, others from schooI‘board policy, others from
system level administrators and still others emanate from building
principals. It appears that the question of if, whether, and how the
staff development system is likely to respond to such mandates depends
on if, whether, ano how the intentions of these mandates become in-
corporated into the system‘of personnel evaluation that operates
within the school unit. Put simply and directly, if those with
evaluative authority in the school take the mandates into account in
their evaluations, the likelihood that the staff development system
will make.a systematic response is increased, The fact that tne
reading management system emanated from a system level mandate and the
fact that system level evaluators took this mandate into account in

their eva1uations resulted in a multi-faceted response to this mandate.

The case of the TRICA program reported by Joslin. and Nhitford was some-

"what different. Since this program did not proceed from a clear

system level mandate, one of the determining factors of whether the
staff development system would make a systematic response seemed to be

the degree to which building level evaluation systems took the
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expectations of the TRICA program into account. In those buildings
where the expectations of the TRICA program were not taken into account

in the evaluation system, there"wa; a less systematic staff-development -

* . response.

With regard to ﬁode]s and éxemp1ars, it is 1mporta6t to understand
that much that occurs in the name of staff deve10pment in schools, at
least in the school system studied here, is based on models and exem-
plars. For example, the designers of the TRICA program argue that the
program is based on research and theory, and that this is the case
is not disputed. However, the success or lack of success of this pro-
gram varied from building to building, at least in part, because of
different responses faculty and administrators had to the believability
and personalities of the designers and trainers. Thus, it seems that
s .+« 'f development programs and actiyities that depend on models and
exemplars to-1egitim13e the changes advocated are very dependent upon

personalistic variab1es'(e.g., Has %he trainer had real experience in
the classroom? 1Is the trainer respected by the trainees? Is the
trainer charismatic?) and also dependent on prior networks and working
relationships. For example, when system level personnel try to import
new models and exemplars for teaching practice, they seem to rely

heavily on initiating action with people who knew them before and whom

‘they believe trust them in their judgment about what is good .

For staff developers who see themselves as agents of change, the
use of models and exemplars has Eonsiderab1e advantage. For example,
system level and building level persons who have some degree of autonomy
and discretion in the use of staff development resources (e.g., con-

sulting money, money to purchase materials) are in a bosition to
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initiate change by sglecting_and supporting models-and éxemplars .
they value or .perceive to be'worthy of emulation. Furthermore, to
the extent that the models and_exemplars they choose are persua51ve
to those with evaluative authority (e. g., building principals,
1ntermed1ate level adm1n1strators) they may eventually be able to
co-opt this evaluative authority in-a way that provides mandated
support for thejr Preferred model. 'The_jRICA program is an illustra-
tioﬁ-of the use of such a strategy. However, the TRICA program also
illustratés the vulnerabilities of the model and exemplar approach.
First, models and exemplars, if they are to be effective, depend upon

sustained interaction between those persons and organizational units

K

_that are to be.changed and the models or'exemplary case. In the

initial stages of proéeeding without a legal mandate, thelchange
oriented staff developers find themselves highly dependent upon

their ability to call on loyalties built in prior interactions with
trainees and/or on extrinsic réwards (e.g., stipends) to induce persons
to interact with the model or exemplar for.a sufficient amount of

fime to become loyal or committed to it, him, or her. Thus, the
history and system biography of the sponsor or sponsors of a model

or exemﬁlar become a critical determinant of the effectiveness with
which the model or exemplar wi1i be embraced.

Research and theory as a legitimizing basis for change in schools
has in the past suffered from all the difficulties that have been
ment1oned for models and exemplars. The reason that this is so should
be obvious. For the most part, the extent to which research and theory
are transported into a school as a legitimizing base for change, re-

search and theory is likely to be embodied in a model or exemplar.
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For example, one staff development activity was observed that was
consciously based, or purporéed to be based, on systematic analysis
| _of learning. theory. Thus, in the_abétract at least, ﬁhe‘tgfgets.of
the training were expected to embrace the procedures suggested
because they were justified and legitimized by "science". The
interesting fact, however was (énd is) that when the person who
codified this body of know1ed§é made presentations about it or gave
demonstrations based on it, participants were generally enthusiastic
and SUppo;tive. However, when those he/she frained made similar
. presentations to different audiences, the enthusiasm was substantially
less and the evaluations lower. As one participant put the matter,
"When X tells it, { believe it, but somehow when others try to say the
same thing it's not as convincing." ‘Thus, the personal characteristics
qf the conveyer of supposed research knowledge seem to affect the
believability of the research itself. This 1eéds one to wonder whether
persons who believe the research or believe in the exemplar who conveys
the research.

In our view, if research and theory are to serve as a 1egifimizing
base for change or improvement in practice, some mechanism must be
found to make it less dependent.on the personal qualities of those who

" convey the meaning of the research. The final section in this chapter

.will provide some suggestions as to how this might be done.

Schools As Research, Development and Training Organizations

Throughout this report we have commented on the dubious legitimacy
of teacher training in the context of schools. If teacher training is

a dubious enterprise as a legitimate function of schools, research
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and deve1opmeﬁt is é;en more .dubious. The fact is that few persons
iﬁ schools see the conduct of research as a part of their role and
only slightly more see their role involving the creétion of‘new_'
products based on research. It is our view that.until all three of
these conditions are changed (i.e., research, development, and teacher
training are viewed as legitimate functions of schools), there is little
1ikelihood that reseafch and theory will ever inform practice in any
systematié way. Put differently, until the roles of teachers and
adminisfrators are redefined and until this redefinition includes a
systematic induction of teachers into research and development roles
as well as into teaching roles, teachers are unlikely to value research
and researchers are unlikely to engage in activities that teachers
value. This being the case, the persistent split between theory and
practice will contjnue in the future; What is being suggested is that
for staff development to serve as a catalyst for change, and for
research to serve as a legitimizing basis for staff development, there
needs to be a fundamental restructuriqg of schools, of teacher education
and of the teaching occupation.

One of the results of thg research project reported here was that
the university based principal inveétigatof was invited by the Super-
intendent -to chair a committee charged with the task of developing a
coherent set of recommendations regarding the way staff development,
teacher evaluation and reward structures might be created to overcome
some of the difficulties that had been identified. It would be mis-
leading to say that the research projéct reported here was the only
or even the primary cause of this initiative, but knowledge of our
research findings throughout the system certainly contributed to the

initiative. Furthermore, as the reader will readily see, many of the
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recommendations thafjhave been made, grew directly out of the‘
insights that were developed.in the present research effort.
Specifica11y,.in September of 4981, the Superintendent asked the co-
principal investigator to chair a commi ttee to study merit pay and to
J . make recommendations to him regarding how the sch§o1 system should

respond to public pressure to institute merit pay in the system. After
several months of di1igeht study including review of numerous pre-
1iminary QOCuments produced as a result of this project, the committee
arrived at the conclusion that merit pay was not a solution to the
problems that had been jdentified, but that the problems to which merit
pay was addressed were persistent and should be systematically attended
to. Subsequently, the Supérintenden; asked the cqmmittee to “try their
hand" at developing some recommendations as to how these problems might
be addressed. On June 3, 1982, a report (see Appendix E) was submitted
to the Superintendent. In essence, this report calls for the creation
of a pattern of differentiated staffing that gives emphasis to teachers
assuming increasing responsibility for teacher training and'rqsearch and
development activity. Subsequent to the submission of this report, the
Superintendent asked the co-principd1 investigator to prepare a more de-
tailed document indicating how the recommendations of the committee might
be more fully developed for implementation. (This document is presented
in Appendix F.) On September 28, 1982, the school board, after three

J : months of study and discussion, authorized the Superintendent to develop
a detailed plan to impleﬁent the committee's recommendations. At the
point of this writing, the co-principa?'investigator has ‘been assigned

responsibility for heading this planning effort. Funds to support
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planqing are being pﬁovided fédm local school sources and from
university sources. Presently, additiona1~supp1emenfa1 fpnds from
pr{vate fou'ndations and public-agencies are being sbught. T:bere .i_s, of
course, NO way of knowing at the present time how far this schoo!
sygteﬁ will be able to go toward the 1mbiementation of these recommen-
dat}qns. However, werbe1jeve that anyone who reads this report and
studies‘Appendices E and F will appreciate the facf that this |
col1abofa§ive research effort has produced a'condition in which theory
can inform practice.1 |

We do not propose that the recommendations contained in the reports
referred to above (Appendices E and F) are the only practical implica-
tions of this research project. Neither do we suggest that this
research projéct was the only factor that led to these recommendations.
However, we are convinced that without the knowledge and 1ns§ghts

gained in this collaborative effort and without the collaborative style

‘that was represented in this research project, the recommendations

would not have been framed as they have been framed, and they certainly

would not have gained the endorsement they have.gained.2

1In writing this report, we have been compelled to-excise much
material that might be of interest to the reader. One of the items
that has not been included is a detailed description of the mode of
collaboration that was employed. For the reader who is interested in
this matter, it is recommended that he/she refer to Schlechty and
Noblit (1982).

2
It is worthy of note that the committee that made the recommen-

‘dations was unanimous in its support of the report. This committee was

broad based and included community leaders, business leaders, &

school board member, the local presidents of the AFT, the local affiliate
of the NEA as well as the president of the local teachers organization
and the chairperson of a system-wide elected Teacher Advisory Council.
Furthermore, as the documents contained in Appendix G indicate, at this
time the report of the committee also has substantial support in the

local press as well.
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We hope that th; readers of this report will find much that is
applicable to their situations. If, however, they do not, we would
.st111 contend that the tfme and~effort spent on this projecf has-been
worthwhjle,'for it has served as a catalytic agent io cause a large
urban school system and a school of education of a major university
to work together cooperatively and collaboratively in solving some

problems that both must solve if either is to survive.
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APPENDIX A

Initial Research Questions

* 1. Organizational Context (Coordination System)

A. Organizational Set

1. What are the names of the organizations and organizational
subunits that are officially involved in or have responsibility
for performance of program tasks?

2. Who decided that the organizations and/or organizational sub-
units named above should be involved in or should have
responsibi]itj for performance of program tasks?

3. what explanations do the decision-makers have for involving
the organizatiéns or organizational subunits or.for assigning
them responsibilities in the program?

B. Resource Adequacy

1. What resources are needed by the program?
2. wWhat resources are allocated to the program?

C. Structural lag

1. Are the resources allocated to the program adequate to meet
needs? |
2 1f resources are not adequate, was there a time when the
' needed resources were allocated to the program?
3. How long has the program been in operatiop?
4. 1s it reasonable to think that needed resources will be

allocated in the future? If so, when?
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Maintenance Cost

1. How much money and staff and program decisfon-m&iers"time is
spent on program tasks?

2. How is the time and money distributed between instructional
activities and non-instructional actithies?

Standardization

1.‘ What proportion of program tasks assigned to- participants are
common to all participants? -

2.. Are common evaluative criteria applied to all participants?

3. Are program tasks performed in a common place? A“ a common
time? |

Formalization of Criteria for Staffing

1. Are there written criteria for staffing?

Staff Speciaiization

1. Do formal (written) and informal (not written but understood
by program decision-makers) criteria include expectations that
staff have evidence of non-routine preparation in the content
area of the program, e.g., advanced degrees, special
certification?

2.. Are special types of experiences included in critera for
staffing, e.g., workshop experience?

3. How detailed are the criteria for staffing?

Internal Staff Supply

1. How many persons with necessary qualifications to.fill staff
positions are known by program decision-makers to be available

in CMS?
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2. How many persons with necessary qualifications exist in CMS
but are not known to program decision-makers? :_
f 3. How do available qualified staff members come to be kﬁown to
ﬁrogram decision-makers?

I. External Staff Supply

1. How many persons with necessary qualifications to fill staff
. positions are known by program decision-makers to be available
outside CMS? |
2. How many persons with necessary qualifications exist outside
CMS and are reasonably accessible but are not known to program
decision-makers?
* 3. How do qualified staff come to be known to program decision-

makers?

Organizational Context (Power and Authority System)

A. Levels of-Authority

1. What are the names of the program decision-makers and what
offices do they occupy?

2. Relative to each other, how much authority do these persons
have within the school system (e.g., two area superintendents =
one level of authority)?

B. -Authority Distribution

1. What are the names and occupational positions of people who
exercise authority over the programs?

2. Relative to each other, how much authority do each of these
people have over the development, operation and mqintenance of

of the program?
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What is the distribution of authority among gomponents o?\ghe
organizational set,-especially between CMSLand dihers in the

organizational set?

C. Informal Control

1.

Who, outside of those in authority, is able to influence

development, operation and/or maintenance of the program?
What positions do these peqple occupy vis-a-vis the organ-
izational set?

What is the source of the influence?

Toward what .persons or offices in the authority strucfure is

the influence directed?

D.  Functional Automony and Dependence

]o
2.

who has authority to review changes?

Who has authority to initiate changes in program content,
format, and evaluation procedures?

What positions do these people occupy vis-a-vis the. program?
What ha%pens when program changes afe recommended by program
staff but not approved by other program decision-makers?

wWhat happens when program decision-makers make recommendations

that are not concurred in by program staff?

Organizational Context (Boundary System)

A. Source of Initiation

]o

Why was the program started, e.g., teacher request, needs
assessment, govermental mandate?
Who or what office is the primary sponsor of the program?

who was involved in planning the program?
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Source of Lega1 Contr61

1. What are the guidelines under which the program operates and -
who or what office promulgated these gu1de11nes?
2. Who or what office is responsible for seeing that the guide-
lines are conformed with? P
3. Whose judgment would be most important in making decfsions
N e

about changes in the program?

Volunteerism

1. 1Is participation rgquired by policy or those with eva1uative-
authority over participants?

Degree of Participant Control

1. Do participants participate in planning instructional activi-
ties and/or de11very of instructional content?
2. How important do participants perceive their input to be?
3. Is participant involvement a matter of policy or is it up to
- the genera1 volition of the staff?
4. Who estab1%shes evaluation criteria and performance expectations?
Do participants have input on these matters?

Source of Finance and Support

1. Who has authority to initiate requests for funds, personnel

| and/or materials for a -program?
2. What is/are the organizational source(s) of these resources?
3. Are any other programs' resources reduced as a result of

allocation of resources to the program in question?
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F. Type of Support (by source)

1.

~v

What proportion of Support for this program iS'iiitia]1y
allocated in each of ‘the following categories: (a) designated
budget lines, (b) assigned personnel time, (c) in-kind material

resources?

Boundary Extensiveness

1

. Are there persons or agencies outside the organizativnal set

and outside the informal influence network with whom partici-
pants or staff communicate regarding the program? (e.qg.,

national conferences, one-time consultants, letters, etc.)

Program Pervasiveness

1.

3.

Are participants and staff relieved from other duties to carry
oqt program tasks? |

Wwhen confronted with a choice between allocating resources to
this program or to other programs, how frequently are decisions
favorable to this program made?

How frequently do such choices arise?

1. Locus of Evaluative Authority

1. What are the names of and the offices occupied by those with
evaluative authority over program and participants?

2. .In case of contradictory evaluations, which person's(s')
judgmeﬁt(s) prevail(s)?

J. Adaptability ‘

1. In the past, have the goals, content and procedures of the
program changed in noticeable ways?

2. How do program decision-makers, staff, and participants account

for the change that has occurred?
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3. whai is the source of pressure for the change?
K. Rationality - K3
1. When program decision-makers explain decisions about the
. program, what basis do they articulate to justify or explain

their actions?

0rga5izationa1 Context (Direction System)

A. Competing Loyalties

1. Relatiye to other job-related commitments, do staff perceive
their activity in this program as a high priority item?
‘2. Relative to other job-related commitments, db decision-makers
view the program as high priority?
3. Do participants view.expectations of the program as consistent
" with other job-related expectations?

B. Goal Consensus

1. What do program decision-makers, staff, and participants say
the goals of the program are?

C. Goal Clarity

1. Given the goals articulated by program decision-makers, what
do staff and participants attach to the goal statements?

D. Goal Displacement

1. What proportion of program tasks is directly related to pursuit

of official goals?

Organizational Context (Program Status)

A. Status Enhéncement

1. 1Is there an expectation that participation in the program will

change officially recognized responsibilities?
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B. Prestige Enhancement

1. Do non-participants-perceive that participgtion;jn the program
is deserving of'specia1 recognition and honor?;

C. Staff Prestige

1. HRelative to other persons, how are staff viewed by participants
regarding their competence in the area of concern of the
] program?
D. Visibility
1. .what proportion of non-participant school system members are
avare of the existence of the program?
2. What proportion of non-participant gchoo1 system members have
detailed ﬁnow1gdge about the ‘nature of the program?
E. Permanence | |
1. Is the program thought of by program decision-makers as on-

going or short term?

2. If the program is not on-going, what is its length?

Social Process (Knowledge Transmission Systems)

A. Knowledge Types

1. What kinds of norms do staff emphasize in instructional
activities?

2. In responding to instructional activities, what kinds of norms
do participants emphasize?

B. Knowledge Source

1. What basis do staff use to explain the selection of content of

instructional activities for the program?

13!
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What justificatiogn do staff give to participants for the

selection of content of instructional activities?

. What justification mode is used by the author of the "technidue

and practice" oriented literature assigned to participants?

Technology Employed

1.

What types of activities are participants expected to engage

in, e.g., listen to lectures, read, observe, create materials,

demonstrate techniques, etc.?

Stability of Knowledge

1.

How certain are staff regarding the "correctness" of the know-
ledge they are.attempting'to transmit?

How certain are participants regarding the “"correctness” of .
the knowledge the staff is transmitting?

1f participants are uncertain, is @he uncertainty expressed in
terms of lack of understanding of the knowledge or lack of
belief in the knowledge?

1f staff are uncertain, do they express their uncertainty in

"terms of the lack of predictability of the phenomenon being

addressed, incomplete understanding of the phenomenon or their

own inadequacies concerning the knowledge?

Performance Visibility

1.

Do staff members demonstrate performances expected of partici-
pants with participants observing?

where do these demonstrations take place?

Do participants demonstrate performances expected of them with

staff, other participants, and others watching?
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4. Where do these demonstrations occur?

5. How frequent are these demonstrations?

F. Extensiveness of Performance Related Communication
. 1. How often do staff and participants talk about observed per-
formances?

2. What is the content of these conversations?

G. Language Type and Function
1. What is the content of conversations between and among staff

and participants concerning instructional activities?

H. Social Distance of Those Who Transmit Knowledge and Expectations

1. Do participants perceive those who éarry Qut 1nstructjona1
responsibilities as peers, subordinates, or superordinates?

2. Relative to themselves, how far removed do participants view
those with instructional responsibility regarding prestige
and honor?

3. In terms of personaT affect, how close (e.g., friend,
acquaintance, stranger) do participants feel to those with
instructional responsibilities?

1. Shared Ordeals

1. Are group assignments given?
2. Are the group assignments of such a nature that they require
' group members to do different things or the same things to
accomplish a common goal?
3. 1s a common basis of evaluation used for group products?
4. What proportion of cooperative action of participants s
recognized and officially condoned  (or any combination of

recognition and condoning)?

ERIC | : 161




154

..'

/
5. Do staff members intend to foster cooperative action among

participants? ~ : ) =

J. Cohort'Identity

. 1. 06 participants place higher value on the relationship they
have with other participants than they do with non-participant
school system members? '

2.. Do participants interact with each other in non-program
settings more than they interactwwith non-participant school
system members? '

3. Are there special symbols, signs, or names associated with the
program that participants use to identify themselves?

K. Success Acknowledgement

1. 1s successful -completion of program tasks accompanied by
symbolic forms of recognition, e.g., diploma, letters of
recoomendation, etc.?

2. Are remunerative or status rewards directly connected to
completion of program tasks?

3. How much emphasis is given to symbolic and remunerative forms

of recognition by officials in CM5?

Social Process (Evaluation and Enforcement System)

A. Magnitude of Rewards

1. How much value do participants give to various rewards and
punishments associated with program participation?

B. Consistency of Enforcement

1. Do all those who have evaluative authority over participants
incorporate program expectations intc their criteria for

ERIC evaluation of participants?
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2. Do all those with evaluative. authority over participants

regu1ar1y'app1y program related eva1uationhcriter3a for

participants?

C. Source of Authority for Evaluation

1. How do evaluators in the program:and/or on the job exb1ain or
.'justify eva1uatfons they make of participants' performance to
. partiéipants and to others? “

2. How do partipipants.expTain the evaluations?

D. Perceived Validity of Evaluation

1. Do participanté percéive'that evaluations made of their

program-related performances are warrant>d?

Social Process (Recruitment and Selection System)

A. Program Size

1. How many persons was the program designed to accomodate?

B. Program Size Constraints

1. Vho established the size limits for the program?

2. How do program déﬁision-makers explain the size limits?

c. Presence of Criteria for participation
| 1. What are the criteria, written or unwritten, that program
decision-makers have for admission to or exclusion from the
program? |
2. To what areas do these criteria refer, e.g., subject matter,
grade level, etc.?

D. Importance of Criteria for Participation

1. Relative to each other, how much importance is attached to

each criterion for admission by program decision-makers?
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specificity of Criteria

1. How many distinct criteria are acknowledged by prgram decision-
makers? |
2.- How subject is each criterion to multiply interpretation? -

Awarness of Criteria

1. what do staff, participants, and program decision-makers say

. the criteria for admission are?

o

Cynical Knowledge Regarding Selection Criteria'_

1. Do participants, staff, program decision-makers, and non-
participant school system members believe the official Criteria
for selection, as they understand the criteria, are actually
used in selection of participants or do they believe theré is
intentional violation of the criter{a? | |

Pgrticipant Availability

1. How many participahts is the program désigned to accomodate?
2. How many people applied to participate in the program?

Selectivity

v

1. How many people who applied for admission were excluded be-
causé program decision-makers perceived they did not meet
gtated criteria for admission?

Competitiveness

1. How many persons that program decision-makers percgived to
meet admission criteria were excluded from the program because

of program size constraints?
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K. Source of Motivation to Participate

1. What reasons do participants give for participatf;n ip the
program?

2. What relative importance do participants attach to each reason?

3. What are the reasons staff and program decision-makers give for
participants hecoming involved in the program?

4.. Wwhat relative importance do staff and program decision-makers

“attach to each reason?

L. Type of Admission

1. How much variability is there in the point in time at which

each participant was admitted to the program?

1€5
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APPENDIX B

Prograﬁ Sélection Criteria , z

. On October 11 and 12, 1979, meetings of the project staff were
held as planned in Charlotte, North Carolina. On the first day of
meetings, the nature of the project was revfewed: This review included
extensive discussions on the intentions and goals of the project, a
progress report on work done to date, and a thorough exploration of the
role responsibilities of each staff member.

On October 12, the staff met again to select a set of programs for
inclusion in the project. Below are excerpts from the proposal stating
- the program selection criteria which guided this process:

. . . we define staff development as any training program,
instructional sequence, or set of experiences aimed at
professional staff (i.e., teachers, administrators, or
specialists) which is officially sponsored by the school
system, or subunit thereof, and whose purpose is the
development or maintenance of knowledge, skills, and
attitudes that are officially held as appropriate to the
attainment of the goals of the school system. This
definition excludes programs, courses, and experiences
that individuals might pursue as a part of their pro-
fessional growth or personal renewal. It also excludes
those experiences that contribute to the capacity of staff
members to respond to the needs of clients, but which are
not officially sponsored or recognized by the system as
staff development activities.

We will further 1imit our attention in this study to staff
development programs. By programs, we mean a connected
sequence of activities of sufficient duration to take on
' a public identity (e.g., a regular meeting place or time,
: an identifiable cohort of participants, an identifiable
purpose or set of tasks, etc.). .

Finally, we will not concern ourselves with any staff
development program or activity which is not pursuing some
positive action during the spring semester of 1980.
(proposal, pp. 6-7)
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intent%ohs of this project provide us with some clear

indications -of the kinds of staff development programs_that
should be included in our study. . - .

A.

The.

Programs should reflect considerable variety, especially
in terms of source of initiation (central office, sub-
district, building level), target population (teachers,
administrators), and content (skills, knowledge acqui-
sition, attitude formation).

Programs should vary in terms of the extent to which
they are specifically targeted toward issues of equity.
For example, some of the programs should L. explicitly

‘aimed at improving the performances of minority children

or giving minorities greater access to educational
opportunities, some should be tangentia11y'directed
toward minorities (e.g., reading in the content areas)
and others should be general in nature (e.g., programs
dealing with teaching strategies in social studies,
science, etc.).

Programs should vary in length and intensity (e.g., short-
term workshops, long-term courses) and should reflect
maximum variety in terms of source of instructional input.

Data related to programs (kncluding opportunities for
observations and interviews) should be readily accessible.

Finally, the number of programs should be sufficiently
great to provide maximum variance on the dimensions of
concern, but sufficiently limited to assure that the
qualitative data we get about each program has quality,
for we are more concerned with the intensive study of a.
few programs than with the extensive study of many
programs. Thus, the resources available to use and the
size and complexity of the programs included in our
final population will largely determine the absolute
number of programs we will study. We estimate that the
number will be between 10 and 20. (proposal, p. 29)

criteria for program selection can be summarized as follows:
Individual programs must be aimed at professional staff,

sponsored by the school system, and have content that is con-

" gistent with the goals of the school system.
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s 2. As a group, programs must reflect as much variety as possible '
on such characteristfts as source of initiation, tgrget-
population, content, degree to which equity issues are
addressed, length, intensity, and source of instructional in-
put.

3. Activities_studies must have public identity as programs.
.Exg1usions are activities pursued by individuals on their own
and activities that are not approved by the system.

After intensive staff discussions of the programs available for
selection and of the selection criferia, twelve programs were chosen for
study. A1l of;the programs are aimed at professional staff, are
sponsored by the school system and have content consistent with the
system's goals. Each activity.meets the proposal's definition of pro-
gram and none violates the exceptions. As a group, the programs selected
afso reflect considerable variety. The necessity of choosing a set of
programs whfch, as a group, will have as much variety as possible was
the primary factor affecting selection.

The programs selected for study are:

1. Incentive Pay program
Desegregation Center Program

Citizenship Education Program

S W N
e 2 e

summer School Preparatory Program
5. Motivation and Management

6. 'New.Teachers Workshop

7. Employee Assistance Program

8. Temple University Bilingual Program .

1€o
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'
9. Teaching Reading in the Content Area (TRICA)
10. Oaklawn Program -
11. Leadership Program

. 12. School Law for Administrators

1€3
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APPENDIX C

~

Description .of P}ograms Studied

. The following descriptions have been compiled from documents on
staff development activities.

1. Incentive Pay Program

Any‘emp1oyee who is paid on the teachers' salary scale and who
does not spend a majqﬁity of his/her time on administrative duties is
eligible to participate in the Incentive Pay Program (1PP). An indi-
vidual teacher's plan of study is developed in consultation with
several organizational superordinates. Each plan contains specific
units of credit in five predetermined categories. Upon completion
of the required total of 15 approved incentive pay units, a teacher'is
eligible for a salary in:rement. The program has been in effect in
Charlotte-Mecklenburg since July 1, 1978.

Because of the scope and complexity of the program (e.g., it applies )
to all teachers, it involves multiple agencies and levels of authority,
it has a number of specific criteria for approved activities, etc.), it
will 1ikely provide an interesting comparative base from which to study
program differences.

2. Desegregation Center Program

' This progrém is directed toward only one of the eight sub-districts
in the system, the Independence Area. It is designed to directly address
equity and is aimed at teachers and parents sts 1ength and credit
status are unknown at this time s1nce the program is still being deve]oped
The Desegregation Center in Hillsborough, North Carolina, will have

instructional input.
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3. Citizenship Education Program

This is a Title IV-C program in secondary sociai.studfés. It is
specific to one cont;nt area at one level of instruction,,10-12 social
studies. The Nofth Carolina State Department of Public Instruction
conducts workshops as a part of the program (seven workshops between
October and April).

4. Summer School Preparatory Program

Beginning in the school year 1979-80, a maﬁdatory retention, pro-
motion and placement policy will go into effect. In compliance with
the new policy during the summer of 1980, a'tuition-free summer school
will be available to all students who are to be retained at the third,
sixth, and ninth grade levels as a result of their California Achieve-
ment Test scores. The Summer School Preparatory Program, still being
developed, is for teachers of summer school for students who may be
retained as a result of the new policy. Training in the workshop -will
focus on the use of small groups to teach reading and math skills.

5. Motivation and Management

This program is designed for all 4-9 teachers, counselors, and
administrators. Its purpose is to provide information about motivation
for use at those grade levels and to look at factors which infiuence
classroom management by learning techniques for motivating students.

The source of instructional input is the staff of the Drug Education

Center. It is a credit program (renewal and IPP) and is of set length

(February=-April).
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+ 6. New Teachers Workshop

" This program is designed -for new teachers, both‘those:hew to i\
teaching and those mew to the Charlotte-Mecklenburg system. It is con-
. ducted by the Teaching and Learning Center housed at the Staff

Development Center.

7. Employee Assistance Program

UnYi}e most other staff development programs, the Employee
Assistance Program is specifically designed to help any employee meet
personal needs. According to official policy 4147, "Behavioral/medical
probTems, ehotﬁona1 disturbances, family probTeﬁs and stresses will be
regarded as health problems which can be successfully treated." The

. Staff Development News (April, 1979) states that emp]oyee rights of

j-?--.'pf"ivac:,y and confidentiality are assured and that participation in the
program "will not jeopardize an employee's job security or pfomotiona1
é - opportun1ties" (p.3). Of the approximate1y 150 -employees who used the
- service during the 1978-79 school year, 67% sought help regarding job
— ;elated concerns, 20% sought help with family problems and 10% were
- pencevned with personal problems.
This program covers an area of staff development that is not tradi-
* tionally addressed. It employs the services of a variety of outsade
“TaCRE Ry
i jif?  agencies, directly confronts system management of confidentiality, is
;‘f' available to all employees of the system, but offers no credit in terms

T
- $f certificate renewal, incentive pay or university course credit. If

—
s 3
) %‘ ‘E "z ﬁn(that participants' rights of privacy prevent collection of the
& b
-

-
> Ao T . .
. ¥ - Pecessary data, we will exclude this program from the project. We do
é; §; ‘pot anticipate that confidentiality will be a problem since we have
& 17
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taken that into account in the data collection procedures (see proposal
p. 39) and because we arc more'concerned with structural and group
properties than with ind1v1dua1 characteristics. ve do, however, want
to assure the reader that we are aware of and concerned about confiden-

tiality and rights of privacy issues.

8. Temple Bilingual Program

This program js available to all K-12 ESL teachers. participants
will develop curriculum, use the developed materials in the classroom,

evaluate and modify the curriculum and submit it in final form for

_ system-wide usage. The program directly addresses equity as it relates

to teachers of students whose primary language {s not English. The pro-
gram provides credit to participants, is 18 hours in length and is
directed by a bilingual training specialist from Temple University.

9. Oaklawn School Reading Program

This program is unusual in that it has been developed at the
initiation of one school and involves only the Title 1 lab teachers and
4-6 teashers at that school. The teachers will develop a.mode1 for
teachiné reading as 2 practice throughout all content areas. It is of
set length (October-April) and is a credit program jnvolving 32 hours of
inservice time.

J0. Teaching Reading in the Content Area (TRICA)

This program is provided throuéh ESEA funding for junior high
teachers system-wide. 1ts focus is reading in the content area, it is of
set length and is a credit program.

11. Leadership Program

There are 900 employees in the Charlotte-Mecklenburg system who
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“*7or operation by the time data collec
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hold principa1'srcertificétion. Recently, there were 42 applicants for

one administrative position. 1In the next ten years.,approximbte]y half

of the school administrators will reach retirement age. In response to
these conditions, this program has been developed to plan for the

training, recruitment, and selection of the best qualified individuals °

into administration.

12. _Schoo1 Law for Admjnistrators
This program is the only program that is exclusively for adminis-

trators, including central office staff. It is provided by Wingate

College and is of set Tength.
As was stated above, the primary factor affecting selection of

programs was the desire for variety. The programs chosen differ widely

For example, some are

on-going and others are of set length. Some directly address equity

"{ssues, others do not. Some are targeted to general populations (e.qg.,

“~a11 teachers, all emp1oyees). others are designed for specific groups,

.’(e.g.. high school social studies teachers, 4-6 teachers af one school,

J'b11ingua1 teachers).
) It shoqu be noted that this 1ist of programs includes several that
are st111 being developed as of this writing but are definitely scheduled

tion activities are to be underway.

substitute programs of a similar nature if problems do arise.
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APPENDIX D

-~

" Criteria Used by Practioners in
Reviewing Research Questions

1. What terms in the definition need to be clarified or further ex-
plained before the definition is understandable to you?

2. Given your present understanding of the construct; do you think
the éns#érs to the questions we have proposed will describe the
differences suggested by the constructs? Do you think there are
other questions that should be added? Should some be deleted?
What is the justification for the addition or deletion?

3. Will the answers to the questions be different across the programs
we have selected for study?

4. 1f the answers to the questions are different, do you think the
differences are important to (a) how staff development prograpms
operate, and (b) the effects staff development programs migh¢ have?

5. Given what you know of the operation of staff development pqﬁgrams
in CMS and of staff development programs generally, is it péssib1e
to get answers to all of these questions? If su, what is tﬁe

source of the answers, e.g., persons, offices, documents, etc.?
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APPENDIX E

Recommendations for Improving the
.Career Opportunities of Teachers
in The Charlotte-Mecklenburg Schools:
A Constructive Alternative to Merit Pay

~

Submitted to Dr. Jay Robinson, Superintendent
June 3, 1942 "

By:
Phillip Schlechty (Chairperson)

Royce Angel .
Elifzabeth Dargan
Calvin Davis

Olin Flowe

-Art Garrigus

Jim Murchison

Jim Sasser

Sarah Stevenson
Betty Thomas

Judy Trimble
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| The initial charge to 'this committee was to study the possibility
of implementing a system of merit pay in the Charlotte-Mecklenburg
Schools and to make recommendations to the Superintendent regardinq

this matter. In keeping with this charge, the committee reviewed

numerous documents, research reports and positinn papers related to

merit pay. Based on this study the committee concluded that there fis
no existing system of merit pay that will work in schools. Further-
more, fhe committee found that teachers generally so distrusted the

idea of merit pay that any effort to install, a merit pay would likely

do more harm than good. In & letter dated December 4, 1981, the

chairman of the merit pay committee informed the Superintendent of
the committee's views. The following excerpts from this letter

fndicate thé sentiment of the committee as of December 1981:

1. There is no existing system of merit pay in schools that
can provide a model for CMS, Indeed, there {s more evidence
to support the assertion that merit pay has had harmful and
disruptive effects than that it has had positive effects.

2. In spite of these facts, there is strong evidence that some
form of merit pay will be imposed on CMS and every other
school system in the state in the near future.

3. If CMS {is to escape the negative consequences that are
11kely to flow from such a state mandated program, the System
has two options: a) prepare a strong statement, based upon
available evidence against merit pay and resist the impo-
sition with logic and political power, or b) endeavor to
capture the momentum created by the present state-wide
concern with teacher evaluation and merit pay to create
a comprehensive system of incentives and evaluation that fis
logical and that would work if it were implemented.

4. The members of the committee have indicated that they will
commit themselves to working on the latter task {f they are
assured that thts 1s your intent. If, however, your intent
fs for us to review existing alternatives and make recommen-
datfons, our work {s basically completed, for we see nothing
in alternatives worth recommending., Furthermore, we do not
belfeve that the alternatives that the state will provide
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will be any better than those we have already reviewed.

The committee was particularly concerned that" merit pay plans
tend to implicitly punish the many by rewarding only a few.- There
was also concern that the basis of these rewards often begomesu
arﬁitrary and capricious. Given the public sentiment for merit pay,
the committee was especially concerned tnat the Chariotte-Mecklenburg
Schools might pnintentionally become participants in-all §11- advised
effort that would have negative and punitive effects on teachers,
many of whom aljready feel that they are not appreciated for doing so
mucﬁ, for so many, for so little. | ‘

- The Superintendent accepted the committee's recommendation and u |
asked the members to proceed to develop an evaluation, staffing and
1ncent1ve plan that would promote continuing professional development
and encourage outstanding performance among all professional employees.
Furthermore, 1t was agreed that positive reward for quality service
and fairness in evalﬁation should be the peramount values
upeggwhich the system would be based.

Given this new and expanded charge, the committee ceased viewing

'1tse]f as a merit pay committee., Rather than merit pay, the committee

became concerned with developing a comprehensive system of evaluation,
staffing end rewards designed to systematically improve the over all
quality of instruction in the school system, Thus, 1t should be
understood that the committee s not recommending a merft pay plan.

Rather, the committee is recommending a comprehensive system of

evaluation, training and rewards that opens _new possibilities for

e S - a— o A Prndiin, S AT A @ =t G A N ol b0 o
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all professional employees.,
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Operating undér the expanded charge indicated above, the
committee too{ on the task of FéQiewing a body of -1iterature that
deils Qith the nature of the teaching occupation and with management
practices employed in high technology organizations. There were
several reasons this literature was reviehed. First, 1t was assumed
there was a ﬁeed to take into account those forces in the present -
environment which work against the systematic pursuit of goals of
excellence in schools, Second, 1t was assumed that many of these
forces were to be found in the way the teaching.qccupation is now
structured and in the ways schools are now organfzed. For example,
teacher represenfatives onAthe committee regularly acknowledged the
need for more systematic performance evaluations of teachers. They
also acknowledged that some teachers were more deserv.ng of rewards
than were others. VYet, regardless of the nature of the specific
proposals that were advanced to deal with theése issues, teachers
and .administrators felt that "the way things are now" the proposed
solﬁtions would never work. Discussions revealed that most of the
things that blocked the pursuit of common goals had to do with the
present pattern of'organization in schools, the way roles are defined,
ana the way evaluations are conducted. |

Fof example, even 1f principals have the technical capacity to

systematically evaluate teacher performance (which many do not), there

1s .no guarantee that principals will be objective in their evaluations.

Furthermore, given the way schools are now organized it might be possible
to evaluate teacher performance more systematically, but 4t is virtually

impossible to evaluate the evaluations and/or the evaluator.

Discussions and observations suchk as these encouraged the committee
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to take 6 new ook at the entire problem. As one committee member
stated, "It 1s clear that if we are to do anything, we have to approach

the problem from the totally new perspective. We must overcome a

hundred year tradition®,

Having accepted the fact that it was fruitless to attempt to

institute a system of merit pay without taking into account the or-

'ganizational and occupational barriers that have made it ineffective

in the past, the committee begén'working toward the following goals:

1. To develop a pattern of staffing and evaluation that is

" " logtcally linked to a system of incentives and rewards in
a way that encourages high quality performance and the
effective pursuit of the instructional goéls.

2. To link performance. assessments and evaluations of goal
achievement to gpportunities for career advancement, Jjob
enrichment, and economic rewards. |

3. To design a system of evaluation, rewards and caree~ ad-
vancement that promises to overcome or offset the barriers
that presently prohibit the development of a positive,
growth-orianted system of performance evaluation.

4. To link rewards and incentives tc the achievement of
fnstructional goals in a way that encourages collegial
approaches to problem solving, shared responsibility for
establishing and maintaining high performance expectations
and shared decision-making concerning the way goals should
be pursued and evaluations conducted,

The development of these goals grew out of the committee's study

1&0)
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of the present cond1t1oh§ of teaching and the barriers created by
those conditions., For example, one of the primary parrters to
systematic performance evaluations is that teachers and.adm1n1strators
do not have a common language for describing and analyzing instruc-
ti&hq} performances and learning environments. Furthermore, such a
language 1s not likely to develop so long is experienced teachers
are fsolated ffom each other and so long as inexperienced teachers

" are ﬁot systematically 1nducted'1nto the role and performance expecta-
tions they are expected to engage in and uphold. Thus..it seemed
essential that any effort to evaluate performance be linked to an
effort to encourage shared decision-making 'and collegial approaches
to prot ‘em {dentification and bfoblem solving,

Similarly, performance evaluations that are not linked to
positive rewards or to the potential of positive rewards are inherently
punftive. Put directly, 1f.positive evaluations are not used to
enhance one's reputation or status, {f positive evaluations are not
uséJﬂto nake one éltg1ble to accept new responsibilities and gain
enriched job assignments, and {f positive évaluat1ons are not used
to determine expanding career options, then the only evaluations
that count are those that are negative. Unfortunately, the way
schools are now organized, negative evaluations are the only

» evaluations that count since positive evaluations are not linked

to any rewards that count,

- e —at— tiets G A O S o
i

Having endorsed the goals stated above, the committee took on
the task of conceptualizing a solution to the problems the goa’s

‘' suggested. The remainder of this report presents, in outline form,

Q lél
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this conceptualization.

bl

Recommendation 1: The Charlotte-Mecklenburg School's sheuld adopt

the four goals outlined above as long tefm staff goals for the system,

- It'is the committee's view that the achievement of such goals
would fnvolve such fundamental changes in staffing patterns; salary
structures, and §ystehs of reward and evaluation that it would be
unrealistic to-expect such a plan‘to be fully implemented in less
than ten years, Furthermore, successful achievement of these goals
will require that staff presently employed in CMS develop new
technical skills, especfally in the areas of personnel evaluation,
program evaluation, goal-selting. and management styles. Thus,
short term solutions' would be dysfunctional and probably lead to
an aborted attempt at implementation.
ngggyggégglggﬁll: The Chariotte-Mecklenburg Schools should make a
clear distinction between career teachers and non-career teachers.
This distinction should be supported by clearly discerﬁible differences
in rewards, status and responsibility. More specifically, 1t is
recommended that to achieve career status in the Charlotte-Mecklen-
burg Schools oné would first need to clearly demonstrate the capacity
to engage in the types of performances in the classroom that are
determined to ge essential to effective teaching. In addition 1t
is expected that a career teacher would have demonstrated the cabacity
to improve his or her own performance and to support others in their
efforts to improve performances. Finally, it is assumed that a
career teacher would demonstrate the ability to pursue goals

effecfively and efficienti . and to work cooperatively with other teachers

in the pursuit of shared goals.
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Recommendation [ll: The Charlottr-Mecklenburg Schools should

acknowledge that 1t 1s unreasonable to expect that all persons
employed by the system will desire and/or be able to fulfull the
expectations of the career teacher role.' Furthermore, 1t should

be acknowledged that the number of career positions should be

limited in such a way as to assure that achievement of this position
clearly signifies a meaningful accomplishment. Finally, it should
be acknowledded that those who occuby career positons have an

obligation not only to maintain high quality performance in their

own classrooms but also to a) work with non-career teachers in the
development of performancé capacities, b) work with other career
feachers. non-career teachers and administrators in establishing
goals and performance expectations and in developing systems to

assure that these expectations are met,and c¢) participate in and/or

help design and implement those forms of continuing education for
themselves and others that maintain currency in the field.

Récommendation IV: The Charlotte-Mecklenburg Schools should adopt

the policy that all persons newly employed as teachers be designated

1ln this report the term career teacher {s used in preference
to terms like master teacher or lead teacher. The committee
recognizes that the use of the term career teacher {s likely to cause
some confusion since the labels career teacher and tenured teacher
are often used as synonyms. However, just as the term merit pay
has negative connotations so do terms 1ike master teacher (Who,
after all, wants their child taught by a teacher who is nnat & master?).
However, assuming that the recommendations of this committee are
favorably received, careful considerations should be given to develop-
fng new titles for the positions described.

‘ Q : li‘(j
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as provjsional? teachers and that all provisional teachers should
undergo systematic performance evaluations at lgasﬁ_four times per
year,

Recomméndation V: A document should be developed in which the

nature and form of the performance evaluation of provisiunal teacuers
is outlined.

Recommendation VI: Inscfar as possible and professionally defensible,

the performance evaluation system recommended above should be con-
sistent with-state evaluation procedures and the Quality Assurance
Program,

Recommendation VII: The resu'ts of the performance evaluations of

provisibna] teachers should serve as a basis for nominating fndividuals

as candidates for career status.

Recommendation VIII: A person whe fails to be recommended for career

téacher candidacy by the end of the second year of employment in CMS
will not be retained,.

gg&EEmendation IX: Persons who have advanced to career teacher candi-

date status should be assigned to a career teacher who will serve as
a nreceptor/mentor. The «xpectation is that the career teacher will
assist the career teacher candidate in developing and refining those

performance skills that must be developed in order to advance to career

2The use of the term provisional teacher presents the same problem
as the term career teacher. Conventional terminology suggests that a
orovisional teacher is a non-tenured teacher. In order to help the
reader understand what the committee means by such terms as career
teacher and provisional teacher, a series of definitions are presented
in. Appendix A. The reader is encouraged to consult this Appendix
before proceeding with the remainder of this report.
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status. It is expected, furth;rmore. that a part of the evaiuation

of the career teacher will be based on assessments of the career
teacher's abiltty to work in this preceptorial role, I; is not, how-t
ever, recommended that ca}eer teachers assigned as preceptors partici-
pa;e {n the summative evaluation of nominees since this w§u1d create
an unhealthy, adversarial relationship.

Recommendation X: Those persons who demonstrate the performance

capacifies expécted of provisioﬁa1 teachers and who evidence capacities
for growth and development during the year after they have been
nominated for éandidacy should be extended the opportunity to advaoce
to the status of career candidate. Furthermore, it is recommended

that a document be developed wﬁ{ch describes procedures for assessing

the -indicated potential growth.

‘Recommendation XI: A docament should be developed in which the role

of career teacher is defined. This document should include specifi-
cations of the skills. ab111f1es and attitudes expected of an occupant
of that role.

Furthermore, it 1s recomﬁended that specific recommendations
should be made regarding the form and content of training that would
be required to produce these competencies and the ways in which the
competencies should be assessed. In making these recommendations, it
should be kept fn mind that a career teacher must be a person with the
cépacities to 1) perform in outstanding ways in the classroom 2) assist
others with their classroom performance and 3) engage in collegial
apprﬁaches to prob]em jdentification and problem solving, "It is
critical that a_career'teacher have the gapacity to engage in

formative evaluations of 1) his or her own performance, 2) the
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performance of others and.3) scheool programs. Based on these
evaluation:, a career feacher must %2 able to design and implement
programs which address the problems identified,

Recbmmendation XIl: The system should provide resources to support

- A w

a full time internship for each person who has been recommended as a
candidate for career status, This internship could be undertaken

in the year subsequent to being appointed to candidate status. During
this intern year, the candidate would be released from regular class-
room teaching assignment and be assigned tasks that assure that the
fntern will gain experience at various levels in the system, Th;Q-
interest 1s that the canuidate become aware of those personnel and
resources that are available outside the builiding fn which he/she

ifs teaching and gain e#perience in working directly to assisi other
}eachers. It {s also expected that during this {internship year the
candidate will participate in a carefully designed training program
1ntghded to assure that the individual possesses the capacities

expected of a career teacher.

Recommendation XIII: It {s recommended that every career candidate

who demonstratés a continued capacity for higﬁ quality performance
be afforded thé opportunity to undertake such an internship and
that the internship be structhed in such a way that it signifies
8) that the occupant is being rewarded for meritoriogus service and
b) ihat 1t is expected that the occupant will shortly advance to
career status.

Recommendation XIV: Recognizing that many persons enter ieach1ng who

do not wish to engage in the activii.y outlined for career teachers,
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recognizing that sué% persons may be capable of high quality perfor-
mance in the classroom and ficognizinq that the school System as an
employer has a riaht to expect long term employées tg meet the obliga-
tions of a career teécher. it 1s recommended that persons who have
_arrivéd at the position of Career candidate be permitted to continye

teaching even if they opt not to accept the internship that is

mance leVeI that is ‘equivalent to other career teacher candidates, b)
dctively and effectively participate in those forms of continuing
educition that are determineq to be prerequisites to the Competencies
and skills of Career teacperg. and c) have not been employed 1n CMS
for more than six years.3 |

It is recognized that there will be people who'would like to be
employed 1ﬁ CMS for more than six years who are capabie of adequate,
indeed perhaps superior individual performances in the classroom,
It is also recognized that if these recommendations are followed,
tqgtservices of some of these people will be lost to the system.
However, the committee believes that losing the services of these
people would be lgss damaging in the long run than would the stifling
effects of bTocking the career ladder by attending to the whims of

persons who are not sufficiently motivated to pPursue the more rigorous

“-——-—u-—w—-“

31t Is recognized that present state law does not permit the
fmplementation of this recommendation. The committee did attempt to
reconcile its recommendations with state law but conclyded that the
problem was with the law not with the recommendations. -Therefore, if
these recommendations are to be implemented, some modification of gr
ly those dealing with the length of
be necessary., The procedure (ne
hout precedent, (e.g. the recommended
cedures employed in universities,)
ge s _intention to abolish tenure.
_the granting of tenure 3 positive and
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expectations imposed on career teachers generally, Put simply,
- there 1s a point at which it shiould be efther up or out.

kecommendation XV: It is recommended that no person be permitted to

advance ‘to career status who has not occupied the internship position
described in Recommendatfon XIl. Furthermore, it is recommended that
evaluations to determine whether one is afforded career status should
be based on assessment of a) performance, b) growth, and c¢) goal |
achievement, '

Recommendation XVI: In support of Recommendation XV as well as sub-
sequent recommendat1ons. it is recommended that a document be developed
tn which are described the.-nature of goals to be used fn the evaluation
of personnel and progrims, the way achievement of these goals will be
assessed and‘the wady rewards wiil be assigned. Ffurthermore, 1t 1s
recommended that whateyer eqonomic rewards are assocfated with goal
achievement, these rewards should be distributed both on an individual
and a group basis. For exﬁmple. school faculties might be assigned

a 5331 and as a group be rewarded in terms of the degree to which

they achieve that goal. Within the faculty, decisions might be made

to differentiate rewards depending upon decisions regarding the
relative contributions of indiv.duals toward the achievement of that
goal,

Recommendation XVII: The possibility of further differentiation

between and among career teachers should be explored. The committee
.1s generally of the view that most persons who arrive at career
status will probably not wish to move beyond the expectations

suggested above. Furthermore, few teachers (eveai career teachers)
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5
would feel comfortable with engaging in summative evaluation of
provisional teachers or nominees for career status. Yet, it seems

clear that if a system of personnel evaluation is to be effective,

many more persons will need to be involved in summative evaluations

than is now the case. Thus, it is the consensus of the committee

that 1t is reasonable to assume that -at least some career teachers
might need to .take on the reSpOpsibility of summative evaluation

of programs 1f not of beople. Acceptance of such responsibility
would require teachers to do many things that call for special skills
and competencies which are not required 1f one limits attention ex- |

clusively to the problems of instructing children in one's own

- classroom. Similarly, given the emphasis on problem solving implicit |

in the design suggested here, 1t seems likely ﬁhat some persons in
.teaching roles would be.called on to take teaching assignments on

a short term (e.g., one to two years) precisely because they had
depggstrated an unusual capacity to deal with the kind of problems

that had been identified in the school to which they had been assigned.
The possession of the skills to engage in such trouble shooting and

the willingness to undertake such tasks should be honored and rewarded.

4

Recommendation XVIII: A study of the present salary structure” and

the present system of_incentives associated with participation in

4It 1s recognized that the local school system has 1ittle direct
control over the state salary schedule. This fact places numerous
constraints on possible patterns of financing. Indeed, in the early
stages at least, it seems likely that the implementaiton of this
program will depend upon the provision of new local monies and/or
a reallocation in the way local funds are presently expended. It
should also be recognized that requiring large numbers of teachers
to commit themselves to the performance expectations embedded in this
report will also require that those who meet expectations receive
noticeably higher economic rewards. {
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staff deveIOpment/ﬁnd continu1ng education (e g., the Incentive

Pay Program, monies spent to reward those with advanced degrees)
should be condugted. Thiv study should result in sqggestions
rsgardﬂng how/these resov~ces might be better allocated to support
the recommen¢‘tions made above, In making these recommendations,

the following gquidelines are suggested:

The school system should support and reward only those
forms.of continuing education and staff development that

are logically and/or empirically connected with the main-
tenance or development of performance capacities expected

of career teachers and/or the support of those forms of
continuing education that serve as attractive fringe

benefits for new recurits,

The rationale for the first dimension of this guideline {s,
perhaps, obvious. Schools should support those forms of
continuing education that most clearly maintain or improve
desired performance capacities. The rationale for the

second aspect of this guideline is more subtle, However;

ft 1s the committee's view that the conscious use of continu-
fng education activities can serve as a means of inducing
persons who are in short supply (e.g., math and science
teachers) to engage in short term service to schools in
exchange for long term advantage in other occupations., For
example, a beginning math teacher whose personal economic
circumstances make the pursuit of graduate study impossible
might look with favor on the acceptance of a teaching position

iff the acceptance of such a position were coupled with the

possibflity of pursuing an advanced degree 1n computer science.
JU
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Such an offer might be evan more attracfive if the.schcol
system acknowledged the legitimacy of an- indtvidual 031ng
benefits like these to gatn access to lTong term employment
outside the school setting, The fact is, that as things

now stand. nearly 60% of those 1n1t1a11y employed as
teachers eventually take employment in other occupations,
Under present circumstances. many view this as a problem,

This committee believes that, with a 1{ttle imagination,
this problem could be turned into a genuine resource both
for schools and for prospective employers in other segments
of the economy. Put differently, it might be to the ad-
vantage of the school system to view the -first few years of
teaching as a means of producing competence which wil]
eventually be "consumed" in both career teaching positions
and in other d;cupations as well.

§a1arj goals should be set for career teachers so that a
person who attains career status will have the potential

of life time earnings eéuivalent to management personnel {n
high technology fndustries. .

The key to this -guideline of course 15 the word "potential",
No business guarantees a new employee future earnings, but
healthy businesses do guarantée those who demonstrate out-
standing perfo;mance potential the opportunity to earn, over
the course of their career, an amount roughly equivalent to
that which could be earned in cdmpetitive organizations. It

is the committee's view that the study of salary structures

should take into account long term salary potential as well
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as short term salary offers. Indeed, there are occupations
that attract and retain~an abundance of highly qualified
persons who are willing to make short tew~m salafy sacri-
fices. For example, at the age at which beginnina teachers
draw their first pay check they are making considerably
more money than are their peers who intend to be doctors
or 1aqyers. Hoyever. at the age at which an experienced
teacher 1is mak1n§ as much as a teacher can maie. doctors \
and lawyers are earniqg cbnsiderably more.

3. 'Continuing education and staff development-shou\d not be
viewed as an end in themselves or iomethihg to be rewarded in

their own right. Rather, performance and goal achievement

should serve as the basis of rewards, anq continuing
education and staff development should be viewed as the
‘means of developing the skilﬁ; to produce these performances.
In effect, 1t is suggested thit persons be paid for what

they do and what they achieve rather than for the degrees
they can accumulate and the certificates they can acquire.

Recommendation XIX: The school system should resist any effort to

implement the preceding recomﬁendations on a piecemeal basis since
the successful implementation of one recommendat!op {s dependent on
' the successful implementation of all the others. Furthermore,
decisions regarding the implementation of these recommendations
;hould be consistently informed by the effects they have on the
productivity.of students and the ability of the school system to

achieve goals.
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~ Recommendation XX,

Tdiaséﬁre that the above recommendations are
systematic and ‘coordinated
established that is.representa
..and constituencies that will pe affecked

" these recommendations,

&cted on in 3

| fashion, azsteering commtte
_ should be tive of the varfous groups
by the implementatjon of

This steering committee should have sufficient

to create whifexgr other

appropriate in order tb'Carry
out the tasks assigned. | '

lgglementation

~
Aot e

0 implemen= >
. For example, contained in thgse recommendations are
suggestions regarding a variety of documents that would need to be
developed apd studiés fhat would need to be done.

tation,

- In addition, a
___..great deal of planning would need to occur before the first active
i

[}

move to implement this pProgram should be fnitiated,

the comprehensive nature of these recommendations, {t
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conclusions have bnnn’iormed 2en.rding ‘guidelines by which- the vian- ~%§
ing and implementation process should proceed. These guidelings are: ;%
The {implementation of_;hese,recommendations-§€euid'be' f%%
~approached on a.iong term hasis, The fntent would be E%

to éreate an alternative system that would eventually re- é%

place the existing system. [t would be fl1l-advised to f;%

impose this alternative system on present employees, o ‘;%

For a time (5-10 years), therefore, it would be fé

1.

“necessary to partially maintain the exiéting system

while creating the conditions that“wouid lead to the

replacement of that.system by the system recommended. . ,/

The rewards and incentives attached to the system recommended k%
here'shouid be more attractive than the rewards and incentiVes_ '%
'attached to the existing system. However, the job require- ;%
ments and performance expectations will be more demanding [%
and subetantially different from fhose that presently -%
exists. Consequently, there may be many present employees :é

who wish to .become a part of the system recommended here,

and many others who would find this system unattractive.

It is the committee's vieﬁﬁiﬁgt present employees should

be given tne option of narticipating in the‘new system if
they are willing and able tosmeet the performance require-
ments of that system. However, persons employed in the
existing system should be aliowed to continue to the pre-
senﬁ system 1f they choose to do so with the understanding
that-while they will not lose what they now have the rewards
will not be as great as rewards associated with the new

system,
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Given the comprehensive nature of tne recommendations made
here, 1t 1s essential 4hat teacner leaders and. top leve!
management in the schooi system. be made fuiiy‘aware of the
iong term directions tnat the implementation of these _-
recommendations wouid set. It 1s also essentfal that these |
same persons have an’ opportunity to react to the recommenda-
tions and make suggestions for modification. Finally, it is.f
essential that these . persons be directly dnvolved in planning
the strategies for fmplementation of these recommendations.
Recognizing the need for invoivement by present employees

in the impiementation of these recommendations does not.
however. preclude the fact ‘that many (probably mos t) of those
| presently employed in CMS wili never participate-in the
'system recommended. This {s tne case for several reasons,
First, by the time this system {s fully implemented (five
,to'ten years from now), it is reasonable'that.betweenizs-soz
of those presently employed in CMS will have left the system
either to retire or to seek other jobs. Second, there will’
undoubtedly be many present employees who will find the
'demands of the system recommended not to be to their 11king
and wili. tnerefore. opt to remain in the old system unti}
they retire or otherwise disassociate themselves from CMS.
Finally, there will be those in the present system who will
‘simpiy not be able to perform at the ievelskexpected of

career teachers though they may well be performing guite

adequately in the present structure,
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| coution. The system that this committee has’ recommended isliogicei
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~but 1t Is bound to threaten many interests. Implemantation of such

recommendetions requires considerebie courege and a willingness to give

up short term ‘advantages to self in fovor of the iong term benefit

.to children.

Given these observations end this ceution, the committee suggests

'that the first ‘and most essentioi prerequisite .to the successful

implementetion of the. recommendations made here is strong and know-

”iedgeebie commitment from the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Board of Educa-

tion administretors and teachers in ‘the schooi system, This commit-

ment eione is not sufficient to ensure implementation of these re-

- commendotions. but is certainly necessary. ln addition, this commite

‘ment must include a clear understanding that the recommendations made

here require long ‘term and sustained action end that implementation
of these recommendations must have high priority in every area of .
schohi 1ife, especially the areas of personnel, staff evaluation, and

budgetary -allocations. For example, the kind of plenning and study

~ that will need to be done in order to develop a reasonable strotegy
for the ‘{mplementation of these recommendations cannot be done without

"the commitment of considerabie resources. The steering committee

should be comprised of teacher leaders and. administrators, and some
of these persons will need to be reiieved from regular duties on 2
pert or fuli time basis. In addition, funds will need to be found
to support the recommended studies and the development of the re-

commended documents. Furthermore, 1t is 1ikely that negotiations

wil) need to be unurtaken with colleges and universities as well

as with state agencies in order to develop the support systems the
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recommendations imply., These negotiatinn; will need to be backed by

the unified political support of the school board as. well as dther
inf]uential groups and agencies 1n the area. i N _

Put directly. these recommendations. if 1mplemented will bring
about fundamental change in the* way school systems are managed,
personnel are evaluated and 1nstruction is carrled out. The key to
1mplementation is commi tment from the sqbool board administraiors :
~and teachers aﬁd.knowledgeablgfsupppr; from commﬁnity'léaders and
parents. The key tb such support is a clear'visiOn'pf where one 1{s
-going and’the willingness to seriously attend to the advice of con-
cerned pafties as to how best to get there. _ | |

'The goi\s stated here seem to the committée to 1ndicate‘a
direétion. It s the-copmiigee’s belief ;Qéj/the_thoughtful and -
"cafeful planning and management many othé;s‘in CMS will make positive
contributions.that wiil-assure that the goals set will be achieved.
If these goals are achieved chi]&nen will benefit and CMS will con-

tinu® to be a model for others to emulate.
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" Provisional Teachers

,systems. The idea is -to convey to the new employee and to others

. { * - A

/ he following are general definltions of Lhe positxons
suggested by the committee- '

» ) ~

o

i -

‘All profegsional personnel newly employed in the system will
be ‘called provisional ‘teachers regardless of the number of yecars of
teaching experience the person might have had in other school

that ‘the first year of employment is a period of testing and trial

~where it should be expected that supervision and evaluations will he
intensive. In unuysual cases. a person might be labeled & provisional
teacheft during his/her second year’of employment. (e.g., persons
who are..generally strong as a classroom teacher but who have a

glaring . weakness which would need to be overcome before advancing
into the career structure.)

\

’
—_—

Career'ﬁominées

Persons who have served at least one yedr as a provisional .
teacher and who have been recommended by their principal as a
pexrson with considerable potcnt1a1 for advancxng to career status
will be known as a career nominec., Upen attaining nominee status,
the nominee will be assigned to a career teacher who will serve in
the role of mentor/preceptor to the nomznee. :

K

‘i
!« L ]

Ty
PRI S A

Career Candidate

~ Persons who have served a year as a career nominee will be E
known as career candidates if they have received a positive recommenda- E
tion from the building principal and others with evaluative authority.
(The committee has not made any recommendations regarding the role

the career teacher/preceptor should play in this evaluation, but this

is an issue that must be addressed prior to -implementation.)

Professional Internship

.A general idea of the internship is spelled out in Recommendations
XIL and XIII., It is important to understand that the intent of this
position is to provide :hose who occupy it with opportunities to
work directly with other teachers and with administrators on instruc-
tional problems and with opportunities to observe building level and
system level activities that.are virtually invgsible to a teacher
who spends all day in a classroom, It is the committee's view that
the provision of such opportunltlﬂs is essential to the development
of outstanding teachers who are committed to the overall health of -
the charlotte-Hecklenbnrg Schools. 1It is also the committee's view ‘
that the opportumty to occupy such a position will serve as a 1985@ig
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job-enrichment indentive and cnuld he made to aymbolize the et
that the persons occupying the Fesition hove alroady demewmse e el :
-their outstanding qualities and werc alout to lnconme wFicialy, ’
recognized for these qualities by promotion to CAreer status, ?
’ . .. ; -
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Career Teachers

Persons who have successfully fulfilled each of the positions
described above and successfully participated. in those forms of
training required of them in'these positions would be designat-.d
career teachers. It is the'committee's view that promotien to
career status should be accompanied by a substantial salary increase«
and be subject to special public notice. :

, . . .
/ : . A

A General Comment , | .

“

Though not specifically contained in the recommendations of this
-report, the committee is generally of the opinion that some career
teachers would be-eligible to occupy a "higher" career status.- R
Furthermore, those who occupied this "higher" status would he subject
to special expectations and given special rewards. For example,
occupants of this "higher" status might be expected to accept .
temporary assignments in schools experiencing instructional problems
in their. area of expertise and to provide leadership in the resolution
of these probléms. . . : | ' - |

-~+ It is also important to understand that the intent of this:
pattern of staffing is to keep good teachers in the classroom not to %
get them out of the classroom. Thus, it is expected that those who i
occupy the career positions would be teachers of children. What _
'distinguishes the career teacher, as the committee has conceptualized -
the role, is that the career teacher would be expected to serve as E:
a model and preceptor for other teachers as well as a model for X
children. Thus, those who arrive at carcer status would be expected ;

- to teach teachers at the same time they are teaching children just

as outstanding surgeons teach aspiring surgeons at the same time
they are caring for their patients. -
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Appendix B

.

" On the page that follows is a chart that présehts the
alternative cdreer patterns that might be followved by ‘a new
’ _:gmployee in the_Cha:lotte-Meeklcnbu;g School Systemn.

. 1. ‘During the first year (labeled 0), all professioral
. .~ employees would be in provisional Status.h
‘2. ‘At .the end of the first year, one ‘of. three options
would be exercised: a) the provisional teacher would
_ betome a career nominee, b) the provisional teacher would
- " be assigned a'second year with provisional status, or
» p c) .the provisional teache;'would“be terminated..

3. At the end of the second year, those who had arrived
, at career nominee status would be subject.to two
options: either to advahce to career candidacy or .
remain a second year as,a career nomince. Provisional
teachers would, at the end of their second year, either .
- be terminated or nominated for career status. h

.4. At the end of the third year of employment, persons
who had not achieved carcer candidate status would be
terminated. Those who had achieved career .candidacy
prior to the third year could either continue as a
career candidate or be offered an internship. /

S. From the end of the third year forward, all persons
. 3. would either be career candidates or interns and by
oo the end of the fourth year, some would be career
'~ teachers. Thus, it would be possible for some people
to become career teachers in four years, others in five
years, and still others in six years. 1If the committee's
recommendations are followed, however, any person who

‘had not achieved career status by the end of the sixth
year would be te:minated. .

%
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PROPOSED TIME LINE

~ Recognizing that the recommendations of this committee call
for ‘a comprehensive approach -to planning and impiementation and
recognizing that such & comp~_henstive approach must involve a8
varie;¥ of constituencies in both planning and implementation and
recognizing that -such involvement and participation precludes the

establishment of formal time lines beyond the preliminary stages, .
. the committee suggests tﬁeﬂfollowing: , , '

(l) - Within 30_days subsequent to the time that the scﬁool board

formally endorses Recommendation I in this report and subse-

quent to the time that the school board endorses the other

recommendations contained in this report or modifications

thereof, a steering committee should be appointed. This

i steering committee should represent those agencies and
constituencies that in the judgment iof the superintendent
have'a vital stake in these recommendations when acted upon.
‘However, it should not be the prerogative of the steering
committee to modify directions established by the recommen-
dations endorsed bg the school board without the prior
approval of the school board or of the superintendent
operating on behalf of .the school board. The task of the
steering committee, therefore, 1s to assure that the
_recommendations endorsed by the school board are {imple-

mented offectively and efficiently. »

(2) - Within 30 days following the appointment of the steering
,committee, an appropriate staff should be designated to
"**manage the-planning task and subsequent implementation tasks
contained in these recommendations. oo

Ay

(3) Within 12 months of the formation of\a planning/{implementation
staff, the school board should be presented with a comprehensive

plan regarding how the recommendations should be acted on.
This plan should include-at least the following:

(a) Specific recommendations re?ardigg :g:}¥:tign prog:dq:es
ne eliyg y for achieving

that will be used to determ _
career status/ (as the term “career status” is employed

fn this report). These recommendations should be

addressed both to teachers who will be new to the system
and to teachers who are presently employed in the system,

(b) Specific recommendations re?::dlggp:::$g:::::ti:m:;:y:::

system, criterfa those who elect to participate must meet

~ will be afforded opportunit

and the expectations that will be imposed upon them,
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Sgecific recommendations regarding the ways ‘in which
these recommandations might be financed and sypported.

Sp§cific recommendations regarding the design of train-
ing; activity ‘and the ways in which the training should
be'provided. These recommendations should include
detafled attentfon to the ways evaluators should be
trained as well as to the ways present teachers and new
teachers will be trafned to meet the expectations..of
these evaluators. e

AJ.%.contained-in this report should be a detuiled
description of the resource requirements needed o
_redpond to the recommendations made in (a)-(d) above
{ncluding short-term (1.e., 1-5 year) projections and
“long-term ({.e., mﬁre than 5 years) projections.,

It is also hoped that the plan presented to the board
will include detailed time lines along with suggestions-p?
Jregarding the ways in which present resource allocations”
might be modified to offset the obviously increased. . '
demands this s¥stem.yould {mpase on the taxpayers of

Charlotte-Meck enburp.

In regard to this last recommendation, the committee {s
convinced that what we are proposing willjcértninly not
cost less than the present system and in the long run it
may'fost rore. The committee {is further convinced that
schdol systems that expect more must -be willing to pay
more. The system th@s'commlttoe.is recommending expects
more. ' - N ;
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APPENDIX F

“A Suggested Stratégy for Peveloping a Plan to
Implement the Recommendations of the Merit Pay
' Study Committee™ — -
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" Goal ¢# 11 To ﬁngaih‘i career sfauctuae 4n the Chaxlotle-

detailled deseaiption of the vanlous roles and . . .E

expectations suggested by those roles asd pex =

. . 2he guidcltnet.agconmended by the Mealt -Pay . -
~ Study Committee. ' o o 2 | 3

szcé £1  Evaluation and Taainding \y§

Step ‘two 4wvolv¢§ a) the development of a 4et of N

procedures and guidelined don’ evaluating the - !

LR

2

A“Sﬁgﬂ@iti@?&tﬁ&t;ggﬂtok=§iﬁi ) _ng:aﬁ?ﬁ nTo ‘Tmplement the = -
| Recommendationd of the Menit Pay Study Committee |
. . . B o % / ' . - i - - ‘

 Mechlenburg Schools that provides incacased
“oppoatunitied for promotion, econmomic ain,

and piblic recogiition and honon {oa those

- teacheas who demonstrate Long team capacdly :

- Lo peagoam 4n exemplary ways and those teachers
who eviderse 2ang team commitment Lo continuing ~
as exemplary cladsroom. Leachend in the Charlotte-
Hecklenbuny, Schools, T ‘

AY
hY .

Goat f2s To dcvclop*a'ayatcm of training and evaluation
L that supports the ac evement of goal number onme. -

In oader o achieve the above goals, the joLlowing steps e
are recommended: | . - _ ' _ ;

Step 13 WCAeazlnh”og'A Carcer Stnuatuac

The iidtt step requines the development of a

. perfoamance 92 persons 4in gach of the roles
descaibed in the career structure and b) the
ercation of a training program Lo supporl the
development and maintenance of the hnowledge

-and 4R4LLs Aequired by those rolesd.

Step 3: Creation of A:siaatggég Plan

Thlo'itcﬁ involves the development of a strategic
plan with alteanative cosl estimates, time lines
and paovisdons for contingencied. -

Step 41 Submisadon of Plan and School Board Review

Step foun 4nvolves the paeparation of a document
for neview by the school board, This document
would pagsent a lang,uanac plan for achieving
the aoals set forth by the Mealt Pay Study
Committee and—would contain projeetions for at
Least {{fteen years with detailed plans and
projections {onr implementation over the first
five years, 12 should aldo contain alteanativesd
and options with each altehnative aelated 2o
projected costs and benefits., . -
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. Step c..~c;¢azzg? A Carcer Staucture .

Declslons Areganding the specigdic adpects of an appropadate
caxeer structure cannot be made un il the planning proceds 48
undeaway, However, 4t 43 goea&btg to 4illustrate the hind of
career. staging that might
followdng 4

~ Would™ bt very 84 .
. 4n CMS with Zhe ‘ollbm&ng.exgzpttqnqa

esult from such planulng.:”tﬁc.

duch an {llustrations |
Proviedonal Teackea. The -nole of the provisivnal teacher - .
milax - '

0 the nole.of present {irst year teachens

AL finat gcan Leachenrs, aegaudleas 6! prdon expeaience.
‘outside CMS, would be considered provisional teacherxs.

Pcaionmaqet evaluations of §{rst year teachers would be, '
‘designed in such a way as to provide a documented basds ,
jor aecommendations foa advancemend 2o the posdition. . .ot E
of career nominee., Where such documentation eannol be..
developed, but wheae there 48 evdidence of continidng -. -
promise, the person would be continued ab a provdsional
teacher for a second year, Howeuer, affer that yeaxr, .

the cb&cnce-oi a basds for a posdtive recommendation
would nesult in teamination. ' !
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1¢ would be expected that provisiomal teacheas would <
panticipate {in specially designed training programs
intended to orient them to CMS and to encourage the
development of poditive commitments Lo the values
and goals of' the system, 1In addition, this training
would be desdigned to assure that §insl year teachers
become aware of ways‘a! desdeaibing and analyzing '
classnoom events and diagnosding instructional problems.

e 1 gt T o C L g
b A S S B

Panticipation in the traindng program deseribed above
would be a part of the jab expectations of a provisional
teachea, and evaluations of Lhe provisdonal. teacher's
peafoamance 4in thest trainding programs would be a part
of the overall evaluation of the {irst year Leachenr,

Each beginning teacher would be assadgned to-a career ,
teacher who would seave as an advisor and mentonr, ' %
The job og the advisor would be to assdst the iia&t

zeau teacher in analyzing any problems he/she 44
having and to suggest ways of dealing with these

problems, to help the beginhing teachea Locate
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©. o and gzo‘et¢£onat bonds and Loyalties thet would support future .

. speelally desdigned training programs, and would continue to be
carefully evaluated and closely supervised by appropriate

| Thc’batie-ﬂtscencnec in the \tole of carcen nominee and provisional
- Leacher woul !

"perfoamance so far was complydng with the atandards of excellence — s

" expected and Requined by the system and that with eon nued -
.pRogress he/she can an ei{pate becoming a career teachear, A

' ly&tcﬁ,ta'w&tl&na Lo make maioa investments and farom whom much
‘ e

- Implement impaovement ondented rescarch projects 4in his/hen

- . bullding Level problem Jolvbn2 gaoups. 12 might aléo be expected g;
e .

" Again, all of these activ

55 IR L R SN e L a g el S RS R T T e T DTN OU TS e T I B RaR e e g T Mg e S
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appropriate assistance, and when needed 2o paovide

tutoaing Lo aupport the success ful completion of . %%
the {4rst year Lraining progranm, (12 should be S
emphasdzed, :that the-traindng program would be Job- }%

R e 48
el

related, much as the training program of {irat year
phyateigntstlntcnuslhgs-job-netatcd. ’t‘ia not -

.expected .Lhat the training programs designed™ ,
would consdist 0o ‘conventional college courses). . K

A
A

T TN S L R

. ans .

Careea Nominee. The nole of the career nominee would be
similax Zo ZThe Acle of the:provisional teached, A peasdon in o
this posdtion would continue Lo teach, would participate 4n

pensonnel [€.g., the paineipal and established career teachers).

Phgil
SR

hr
e

¢ be that the ecarcex nominee would, by virtue of
the posdition occupied, have dome concrete assurance that hisd/hexr

ERY g
s

second difference would be that the career nominee would be
assigned o a different career teacher than was asslgned duaing °
the provisdonal year, theaeby expanding the number of professional

colleagues who have detailed knowledge of the nominee's staenglhs.

Such an assignment should ereate the basis fon the kind of social

i

Cancen Candidate. Amrival at the position oi career candi- -
' s

date TFFEZZ'TI'%T}“?!b the candidate that he/she Lhe kind of

pro {essdonal cﬂs vgzu¢¢ highly and i3 thus one 4n whom the

: ' B e . .
0 e M e A et 2NAe k S
ot S RN IR e, e e g

would be expecte puring the candidate ytax, and perhaps ' | i
during the summer subsequent Lo that year, the candidate would -~ :
‘be expected and aequired Lo engage in activity that {ndicated S

+ that he/she had a commitment Lo The achool system equal to the

commitment the syatem had to him/hex. For example, it might

be expected that the candidate would continue Lo paaticdipate ;

in specially designed training proghrams, would develop and . w0
w

own clasaroom, and would begin to take Leadeaship roles in &

!

=

-

that as a pre-aequddite 2o ng afforded the opportunity Lo

become an intean (which would aepacsent a major dyslem invest-
‘ment Ain the candidate) the candidate would volunteer fo paxticd- !5
_ﬁz{m An an {ntensdive 5ummea'ta¢£nin2 progham dztlzncd-to pAepare

* :

m/her. Lo pauttclpatt_eciectlvcty the {nteanship program,
ties would be carefully evaluated.

.
s

1t seems reasonable fo expecd that the cardidate year would s

" be a time 0§ declsdon for many potential carcer feacheas, They
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must decide whether tkcy neally want Lo be -a career teacher 4n
CMS or whethea they want: Lo pursue some othea occupation.
Centainly some will choose to Leave, but all, oa almost all,
oi,thate who stay will be ai excellent auatity. "Howevexr,

N ven the demands and quatitles expected of career teachers,

N 4t is {mperative that he position of cireer teacher und

| the Long aun oppoatunities 01 that posdtion be aoughly

compara Le to .oppoatunities 4n other occupations, In brief,
{4 the system 48 to-czﬁeat outs fanding peasons 2o make the ‘
kinds of commitments the careexr structure outlined here .
would aequire land {thout such commitments high quality
cannot bg assuned), the suydtem must provide long Team {ncen-
tives to emcourage such commitments. - - | S

e
b

®
i

. Intean:Year.. The purpose of the inteanship year would.

_be to provide The prospective career teacher with taainding
and experdiences that would give him/her a system-wide view |
of CMS, 12 48 also intended that the 4nteanship would establish ;

" networhks and undeas tandingé that would seave as bourced of :
continuing supportl in future years, and would assure the L o
opportunity 2o aefine skhills necesdaxy Lo carry out the duties
of a career teacher, For example, during the intean yean 4t -
would (on could) be expected that the intern would design

- and conduct workshops fon-other teachers, assdst cunaiculum
apecialists 4in the diagnosds of instauctional problems,
perhaps workh with some provisional teachers expeadencing -
difficulties, ete. AL the same time, the work 4in these
expanded noles would be canrefully supeavised, 12 48 eaitical
to understand, however, that it would be anticipated that few
who araive at {ntean status would fail to achieve career :
status, sinee the palor sereening would have been sufficiently
.adgoarous to paeclude many failunes. o L

~ s
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. - Caneex Teacher Level 1, It 48 anticipated that career

| teachths would confinuc £o teach in regular cdassrooms, In
addition, they would caary oul the advisory and mentor tasdhs
indicated above and assume Leadership building- Level
program development activity. For examgle, career teacheasd
would be expected to provide Leadenship for self study,
conduct building level inservice, parovide Leadership in the
{mptementation of new ox megoved.teaching mateadials and be
prepared to test materials and procedures that are bedng
consdideréd §on adaption. 12.4s also Likely that canreexr

' teachers would play some aole in the evaluation of prow{s ional

teachens, career nominees and careexr cand{dates and perhaps

would become involved in peea asscssments aé well, ~

-
.

QEST COPY RYNUIBIE

Olven the fact that career teachers will already have
demons trated their compitence Lo peaform, the most enftical
. concean 48 paoviding them with incentives to continue to perfor
. as well as they can and providing them with training to :
maintain their shills., Several sthategdies might be used,
First, on a negulan basdis, each career teacher's

208
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peadoamance  could be aeviewed by ;
. othea -career feachers 2o deteamine whethear oa not the career |
teacher 44 desenvdng of promotion oA some form of speelal Sk
salary incrcase, Such aeviews should take place about once S
every 3-5 yeans, but the reviews shoutd be based on documented :
peafoamance appradlsals that have occurred on a moae dhoat Leam i
basds (e.g. anuualzz on quaaterly), Seeond, ‘decidiond- -
negarding whether the teacher should be recommende gon prOmoO= g
~ tion oa apecial salan consdderations should take {info account - 3
not only pexfoamance 4n the classroom but also peaformance ad A b
aimentor and performance in continuing education activities ‘
that aae deidgned to maintaln cunnency. Thiad, those pexrdons
. whose perfoamance appraisals indicate that thez-aae maintaining
; . a Level of penfoamance that 44 outstanding might be designated :
. candidates fon career Level 11, Fourth, the numbea of carcer N
Level 11 posdtions available might be Limited in a way -that 5
assured that-being nominated for such a posdtion clearly - : -
. indicated a diatinet honor, even above that of career Level 1, | ;

: Carcen Teacher  Level 11, Peajbnb dho occupy this posdtion .-
would pain access L0 LT TRROUgh satls fying four conditions. . g
 These arey | ‘

. '3 . - . .

e 5. N .
RS VAT R PRy AR NP | P i
ORTN PR, S LN PR R I e o B B S A S R ik

1. dcmon;iaq;;d capacity to pexfoam 4n outstanding
ways -dn the aole. of careexr.teacher

2, willingness to participate 4in specially designed
‘tadzntni programs intended to develop sophisticated 5
shills 4in the {dentl{fication of the nature and i
sournces of instructional problems, skills 4in 3
designing research’ and development projects to 3
address these problems, and ahills 4in'leading. t
‘othen adults 4n-the development of strategles
intended Lo aesolve the ddentified problems

3. demonstrated capacity to engage in the kdnds - i
0§ ‘activities indicated in I above | o

4, willingness 2o be trans feared ‘;am school 2o
school as the need for thein special talents
and skills beecome aecognized and are called {foa.

Put directly, career Level 11 <teacheas should be viewed as -
ongandizational trouble shooters who have speclal skiLL in :
solving, and hetping others Lo solve instructional problems
: at the bullding and classroom Level. (This ds something Ldke
} the nole of the' cooadinating teacher as 4t 44 now Intended o
: operate, with the exception that career level 11 teachers
would Lihtly spend much of thelr time 4in the direct instauction

" chdldaen. )

‘Like caneer Level one teachers, cdqgea Level 11 teachenrs -
?ogld be ?vaiuatei,ou a a¢g$f¢4 bzbfa, andhpealodiczﬁly ::.g., . :
-5 years ecelsions aegarding thedir furline 0 on (Lo -
caaeza Levet 111) would'%e made. ueai 2% Aﬁoﬁid’%t_notcd %

that there aae Likely to be many caaeer Lfevel ! teachers who
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would not choose to be career level 11 teacheas, even 4{ the
system weae willing for them 2o do 40. Similarly, many career
Level 11 teachers may not want to be promoted fuathes, even

~ though thcﬁ-nlght qualidy for such a promotion, The eaitical
point L&, howevex, that the individual who perfoams 4in an
outstanding manner has an gpportunity foa advancemend,

. _Career Teacher' Career“level 111 pen ©
expeclTed 2o e%%%%géﬁy many o& the functions mow e%%%ﬂ%%{&%&utd be
by curaiculum specialists, area coordinating teacheas and in- : ,
seavice specdaliats, 1Indeed, i{n the Long aun, having achdeved .
the career Level 111 astatus might be a prenequisdte for being .
considered for these noles. Among olher things, the careenr
_teuel‘yﬁx teacher would be expected o have demonstaated .
competence 4in program evaluaiion, peasonnel ‘evaluation, progaam
desdign, and the conduet of research on teaching, Lleaandng,
and cuariculum, Again, peaiodic pirgormance adviews would be
conducted. Outstanding peafoamances could be honored in a .
vaxiety of ways (e.g., specdal supporl to atiend conferences,
opportunities to initiate specdal projfects, and opportunities
to direct  system-wide improvement efforts oa dpecial programs ).

/“
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- Step !.L«Ebalhgtion and Taainiga o - /

Speedifdie procedunes and calteria for evaluation ecannot be,
A developed until the career structune 4é developed. Similarly, :
it 4s 4dmpossible Lo opcct‘g trainding activdties until the
job desealptidns are cleaaly defined. However, some general
comments and LLlustrations can be paesented. - '

. Lt % [
B o B S .
JRE SO P ARV B L _-.,'-s;ﬂgaﬁi,',’g.;p;g‘ 0 o

. With aegard Lo evaluation, L{L must bt undenstood that, fox

. ‘the most part, evaluations must be conducted on a Long term
basis and by nuamerous individuals. Fuatheamore, evaluations . .

* should be conducted 4n ways that emphasdize the development of B
success ful peasons, rather tham the "weeding out” .of unsuccess ful -
pensons, "Weeding out” the unsuccessful should be a by-product
og promotdng and encouraging the successful, For example, .
4{ evaluators understood that their recommendations for
promotion wene Lo be as caxefully scautinized as their recommenda-
tions for the dismissal of tenured teacheas are now derutindzed,
those who would be recommended for success would most probably

\ deserve the aecommendation. ' :

With.regand to trainding, the caitical gact 44 that zhe

training should be woak related and should be supportive of

g ~ ‘shoat .texm improvement of peaformance as well as the encourage-
ment and maintenance of excellence in the Long aun. 1 badef,
training should not be simply the accumulation of more degrees,
moae ecredit hours, and more ceatificales. '

7- o \\ . _ 7 ) | " . 210.
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“5 : C Thcigblléwtng-gébes some notdion of what evaluation and
7 . taaining might Look Like, {§ onc asdumes the carcer structunre
mentioned eanlier ({.e., provisional teacher career nominee,

‘eaneer cgndtdhze. intean, and caggga'&gathu'

1, The evaluation of teacheas dhould systematically
‘ take into account the quality of the teacher's . - '
peadoamance! in stagf developmend programs -and
. activities as well as peaformance An the cldas-~
. &OOHQ \ . . / . - . ' )

¢, AU paco\aipnal teacheas should be provided with an
- oadentation to the Chaxlotte-Mechlenburg School |
System, |In additlion to the usual things handled
in_ondenthtions -(e.g., policies, aesources),
‘teachers pew. Lo the aysiem should be aequired Lo engage
in-a study of the CMS cuariculum K-12 and a.biudy 04
2he recent Ataax of CMS with special emphasdls on
the politics of Lhe school system, the history of 7
desegregation and Lhe history of the ﬁaescnt oam . e
0§ oaganization. AL the éame 2ime, Lhey should &ﬁ\ oy - i
- provided with infoamation and/or workshops that L i
infoam them about decision making procesdes 4n the \
school system, Lines of authority, eté, . .
Furtheamore, the system should develop a fest o ‘ E
assess the teacheas! undeastanding of this informa- | "
tlon, and scones on this tesl should be taken into
account in peafoamance evaluation. -

s. .Duatzi the {inst yean, teachers should undengo : L

a seales ‘of: training activities aimed at {mproving . - %
thbin ability to descaibe and analyze classroom & | - i

3 _ events. | The Madelyn Hunter materials ox some

O . Loeally developed variant of these matenials S ok

.. could provide a sensible introductory base, S -
Again, Lt would be nequined that teachers demon- '
sfrate maoxcai ag the concepts and procedures
that are taught both in classroom perfoamancesd
and in test seltings. - -

4. Duning the second year, Lt would be neasonable
2o requine teachers, 4in coo exation with :
. . their assigned mentor and tic_buigding
' - ' , \
' . \

‘ b
\
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padinedpal, to §ile a growth plan, 1t 44 also
Acasonable that the teacher and the mentor be
| . agquiaed to paesent eyldence that a) the plan
. was dmplemented and b) it had the intended effects
. on peaformance. RV F

i 5. 1n adddition fo the {ndividual growth plan, during.
~  the second yeax a teachexr nliht well be expeeted and
aequired to ennoll 4in a 4spec ally developed graduate
- eourde aimed at entating an awarenesd of recent
‘nesearch and develophent 4n the area of clasdxoom
- management, direet -teaching, Lime on task,. and
. peahaps tesis. and ‘measurements. Agadn, 4t 4 ’
Accommended that teacheas be acquired Lo demonstrate
mastery of theae concepts ad a part of peiformance
evaluation, ' - . -

‘6, Oualmg the third year of employment Lhe teacher should -
| be expeeted and aequine ,to'znaqli.in a speelally
tallored cournse aimed at developing shiLLs 4n action
aesearch and Lo carry out, with appaopalate Lechnical
~ assdstance {rom cur culum specedalists, C.T.4, ana,r
college peasonnel, at Leasd ont problem-oniented
aesearch profect. - Thia project should be aimed at
icneaating tn‘oanct&on that would assdist the <Leacher
n dealing with a problem he or she had Ldentlfied
in the classroon. - -

1. Ouxing the inteanship year, the teacher would be

. expected 2o develop and implemeni al Least one .
inseavice activity based on the aesules of Lhe aesearch
conducted during the paceeding Kcaa.v'ln addition,
during this year, the teachexr & ould undergo foamal
course work intended to develop skills and unders tandings
An the areas of progham tvaluation, planning, and adull

| . leadership. Peafoamance in these areas should be ~
' ~ laken into acecount 4n the system of perfoamance evaluation,

. Step $. Creation of A Staategic Plan

_ The development of a Long Leam compachensive plan 44 caitical
Lo the success of a change as exiendive as . the one that has been-
proposed. 1¢ L& not posdible at this time to provide details of
such a plan, but the following questions axe {llustrative of the
hinds of {sduecs such a plan musl address: /. ‘

1., How should the mew syatem be phased in? Fonr example
how do present teachers get into the new dyslem i t&cg
choose 2o do 40! Should padloaity be given 2o paoviding
€arly oppoAlunity for teachers with moae senionity -
saince these peasons will be Likely 2o aetine before
full implementation? ' A
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2. Olven standaxds gon admisslon 2o the.new'tyttcmi
¢

oo . tactulnilhcquinemtnzi and the demographle paod

SR of existing- faculty, what paoportion of the

L. -, exdating. ‘““‘ﬂ 13 tdikely Lo purbue entry, wkal
3 o paupoation ls Uhkely 2o be Aueeeatsut,‘and'whct o
: Lo, and could,

L ... would the cosl be'tﬁ all who wante
P T qualdfy were peamitied to do 4ol

- 8. Once'thé system it/‘ulté implemented, what would be
' the maximum annual cost beyond present budget requinre- ;-
ments? What would be ‘the minimum? e
.~ 4, What would the bta&t'dp'eoqit'bc {minimum and a D
maxdimum) e C T ' - |

Ta 5. How wuch would training cost and how would the txaindng
g . be aelaled- 4§ az/att-to'cxtazina incentive dystems
* At.g., 42ate and 'Local salary ic edules that henor
‘acttea'a'dcgdeco.'doetonatta ¢te., the<Incentive
Pay Progaam}t : ; R : %

6. . How would inielal evaluatons and trainers be Ldentified,
how would the “be.trained, and how would they be _
- .evaluated? What incentives (44 any) would these
persons be offered? . '

7. Assuming atate Laws and polledies cannot be ehanied.
| how §ar eould CMS go toward developing a logical .
system? / What changes in 4tate Law would be needed
. ' to make the system work al an optimal level! What .
44 thzfacatlbltltg of getting such changes (a) dn .
' the shont aunt? (b) Ln the Long aun? UWhat contingeney
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plans axe Chere Lo take 4into acgount the baariers b
that might be met 4if stale Law cannot be changed, 5
indlz& ocal 4unding cannot be provided at an optimal %

evee, B ' %

RE Méﬁ~woutd the c‘icctt-and c“gct&vcuel& 0§ the new
system be evaluated? o A

 Step 4. Submission of Plan-ind School Board Revdew

) Once a detailed plan has been prepaned, the school boaad

! and the "Supeaintendent should have sufficient data to make

| 4dnformed decdslons acgarnding which of the alteanative strategies
would be the most appropalate for implementation as well as
data Aeganding the funding Levels requined Lo support each of
the alteanatives, 1t La only afler such a detailed plan had
been approved that actual implementation would begdn.
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