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TO: MORT MANDEL
FROM: GAIL DORPH

RE: AGENDA FOR COMMITTEE ON BUILDING THE PROFESSION

At this point I thougth it would be important to put this committee meeting into a context. I am
assuming that our goal is to create an agenda for the committee that requires four or five
meetings a year if we are to actually address any of these issues in a real way. I have suggested
that we start with on-going professional development for Jewish eduactors because of the policy
brief that will emerge from Adam and Ellen's report. (After which, we might go on to Pre-
Service Preparation of Educators.)

The way I am picturing the progression of topics at this point goes something like this:

MEETING ONE
Professional Development and the Denominations
MEETING TWO
Professional Development at the Communal Level
MEETING THREE :
Role of Professional Organizations in Professional Development

MEETINGS FOUR AND FIVE

Experts' Presentations on Characteristics of "Best Practices" in Professional
Development

&
A. Role of Universities in Professional Development
B. Characteristics of Quality Professional Development Programs

MEETING SIX

What We Have Learned and Implications for Professional Development




MEMORANDUM

TO: Members of the CIJE Board Committee On Building the Profession
FROM: Morton L. Mandel, Chair
RE: Committee Meeting of October 6, 1994

DATE: September 26, 1994

As you know, the board meeting on October 6th will concentrate on the outcomes of the
research on personnel in Jewish education conducted by CIJE staff consultants, Drs. Adam
Gamoran and Ellen Goldring.

This study has significant policy implications for Jewish education throughout North
America, and for our committee in particular. After the presentation, each of the CUE
board committees will have the opportunity, in a separate meeting, to discuss the importance
of these findings for its particular area.

In our committee, we will discuss the implications of the personnel report for on-going
professional development of educators in the field. We will hear responses to the issues and
findings raised in the report from representatives of two of the national denominations. Dr.
Bob Abramson, director of the department of education of the United Synagogue of America,
and Rabbi Robert Hirt, vice president for administration and professional education, Yeshiva
University. We will then have an opportunity to discuss the challenges to developing a
comprehensive approach to issues of ongoing professional development.

October 6th promises to be a most stimulating day. I look forward to seeing you at the
meeting. Warmest wishes for a Happy New Year.



COUNCIL FOR INITIATIVES IN JEWISH EDUCATION
Board Committee On Building the Profession
October 6, 1994

AGENDA

I. Introduction Morton Mandel

CIJE Personnel Report: Implications for Professional Development

II. Professional Development: Two National Perspectives Bob Abramson

III. Professional Development: The Implications for Building the
Profession - A Preliminary Discussion Gail Dorph

IV. Next Steps Morton Mandel



Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education
Building the Profession Committee Meeting
October 6, 1994

Attendance: Robert Abramson, Guest; Joshua Fishman, Robert Hirt, Jim Joseph, Florence
Melton, Louise Stein, [sadore Twersky; Mort Mandel, Acting Chair; Gail Dorph, Staff

The report by Drs. Adam Gamoran and Ellen Goldring on the educational background of the
teaching force in the three lead communities points to the importance of tackling the area of in-
service education for teachers. During our meeting, the committee focused its attention on this
crucial issue.

After discussing two reports, one from Robert Abramson, Director of the Department of
Education of the United Synagogue of America, and one from Robert Hirt, Vice President of
Yeshiva University, committee members were asked to offer advice to CIJE about its role in the
area of in-service education. Committee members recommended that CIJE:

1. develop a plan to enhance professional development opportunities for teachers;
2. devise approaches to issues of credentialling and standards.

Gail Dorph will begin working on both these recommendations and report back to the committee.

Summary of Robert Abramson's Report:

Robert reported that his experiences in the field corroborate the findings reported by Adam and
Ellen in the morning. Based on the structure and resources of his agency, he devised two
interventions to begin to address the issues: U-STEP, a program for teachers and PEER
COACHING, a program for Solomon Schechter Day School principals.

U-STEP (United Synagogue Teacher Enhancement Program):

According to Robert, one of the most common problems principals describe is a shortage of
teachers, particularly in supplementary schools. From the principals' vantage point, missing
even one or two teachers is a serious shortage. U-STEP was conceived to address this situation.
The basic premise of U-STEP is that any teacher who can be kept in the system and improved is
one less teacher you have to find out there to fill the shortage.




Underlying Assumptions of the Program:

¥ Teachers are concerned and dedicated, and welcome opportunities to enhance their
teaching skills and to grow Jewishly.

" A sustained program can make a difference.

¥ Creating a synagogue based program mobilizes principals and creates esprit des corps
among staff.

* Teachers' knowledge base (Jewish and pedagogic) requires enhancement.

" Course offerings must work in terms of both content and pedagogy.

Characteristics of the program:

» The program is a two year program requiring 12 hours of in-service class time each year
(a much higher requirement than the norm reported by the study presented in the
morning, which found teachers studying about 29 hours over 5 years).

" The program is synagogue based, involving no travel time for participants.

. United Synagogue pays the instructor’s fee. The local congregation picks up
travel/lodging expenses as well as the cost.of staff time.

. First class teacher/educators who specialize in the teaching of Jewish subject matter are
hired to teach in the program in order to provide the best possible role models.

So far, 75 synagogue schools across the United States have participated in the program. The
hope is that in-service education will be permanently added to the budgets of these schools. The
assumption that the program can work towards many goals simultaneously -- can enrich teachers'
knowledge and skills, foster greater teaching expertise, model good teaching, facilitate the
building of a stronger faculty, and increase job satisfaction - has been borne out by the
consistently enthusiastic evaluations returned by program participants.

Although Robert is very positive about the program (teachers in the program are studying
approximately 24 hours in a two year period rather than 4-6 hours, the norm reported in the CIJE
survey report), he recognizes that it has limitations. It does not deal with systematic learning of
subject matter, and does not successfully address issues regarding specific age groups.

PEER COACHING:

The other program Robert described is a peer coaching program for principals. It involves both
training sessions and visits to the school of your partner in the peer coaching process. A fine



group of principals has participated in the project, and it has been successful in increasing
collegiality as well as in building skills.
irt' rt:
Basic Assumptions:
Robert began by sharing some assumptions about professional development:
. In-service is no substitute for pre-service.

» It is important to create a climate which encourages professional growth within lay and
professional leadership.

* If in-service is to be meaningful, then patience is necessary.

¥ There is more support for any program if both teachers and principals are involved in
planning.

" Incentives such as salary, sabbatical, and release time are all necessary to create a climate

for serious in-service education. They make the statement that learning is part of the job.

r One shot deals do not work.

. On-site sustained professional development programs are the most popular and
successful.

¥ Seminars are more attractive if taught by an outside consultant who does not have an

evaluative role in the school.

- The best times for scheduling substantive training programs are June, July and August or
January vacation.

" All stakeholders need to be kept informed about programs.

b Audiences for some programs clearly ought to be ideological; for other programs,
communal audiences make more sense. Some things could be focused across a single
grade; others, at school-wide or city-wide initiatives.

Successful Programs:

Robert gave a variety of examples of successful ongoing programs. First was the Azrieli block

program built around summer graduate programs for professionals in the field. This is an EdD
program based on three summers (2 at YU and 1 in Israel) and an MS program based on two



summers (1 at YU and 1 in Israel). The other programs mentioned were school-based programs.
Among the programs he mentioned were the program for teachers at Ramaz (NY), planned and
executed in cooperation with the Melton Centre at Hebrew University, and the Yeshivat Rambam
(Baltimore) program which requires its teachers to enroll in courses of study .

Robert also mentioned a central agency model from Chicago where schools' subventions and
teachers' contracts are tied to professional development.

Additionally, he suggested four new programs:
* a mentorship program for principals;

» a think tank for principals in which new thinking could be explored and
implications discussed;

regional seminars in August, June, and January;

a forum for teachers and principals who could share their thinking and practice
through papers, discussions and site visits.

Discussion:

After the presentations, Mort asked committee members whether or not CIJE should be investing
in in-service education. In general, the committee members who were present expressed their
feelings that improvement of the teaching force is critical and that it is imperative for CIJE to
deal with the issue of in-service education for teachers.

Several specific questions were raised during the discussion:

- Jim Joseph mentioned that in Florida the bureau allocates money to day schools based not
on a per capital formulation but on teachers' education and professional development. He
also raised a question about the creation of curricular materials as a way of upgrading
teachers.

¥ Florence Melton suggested that perhaps there are issues of common interest in the area of
in-service education on which CAJE and CIJE can work together.

. Isadore Twersky suggested a metaphor for CIJE's role. He told story of his grandfather,
the Talner Rav, describing the way in which the steam engine works: the steam engine is
a "heise," the one hot one which pulls along the "kalte", the cold one (the other cars that
do not create their own fire).

The recommendations of the committee can be found at the beginning of this document.



Changing Teaching Takes More
Than a One-Shot Workshop

Excerpted from: Educational Leadership (November, 1991), pp. 69 -76;
Journal of the Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development.

To genuinely improve teaching, we must say goodbye
to quick-fix workshops and hello to staff development
that provides intellectual stimulation and opportunities
to develop new knowledge and skills.

CLAUDE GOLDENBERG AND RONALD GALLIMORE

he school reform movement is in
I trouble. In more than a century,

no fundamental changes have
been made in the way American
teachers teach (Cuban 1990; Sarason
1971, 1983; Warren 1985). Further,
student achievement is unchanged from
20 years ago, the Educational Testing

Service recently concluded (Mullis et al.

1990). Perhaps most damning, ETS
asserted that the rhetoric of instructional
innovation far surpasses the reality of
classroom change.

Once again, it seems, reformers have
underestimated the difficulty of
achieving genuine changes in the ways
teachers teach (Sarason 1971, 1990).
This underestimation has occurred even
in some otherwise commendable
efforts, such as the new California
curriculum frameworks (e.g., California
State Department of Education 1987).
These visionary frameworks are part of
a more general movement toward
active, constructive, goal-oriented
learning by students (Shuell 1986,
Putnam et al. 1990, Resnick and
Klopfer 1989).

If we are 1o achieve the goals of this
new framework and similar efforts,
important changes in teaching practices
will be required. Unfortunately,
however, if past experiences are any
guide, these changes will elude the
reformers.

Everyone seems to want change, but

NOVEMBER 1991

with a few exceptions, the reform
movement is not achieving its aims,
What's the problem? Our research
suggests that (1) the “new kinds of
teaching” required to implement the
reforms are described in terms too
general for teachess to use, and (2) even
if these new kinds of teaching were
clearly defined, current staff develop-

ment practices are inadequate to effect
meaningful changes.

One solution, we suggest, is to say
goodbye to quick-fix workshops. We
must, instead, create contexts in
teachers’ work lives that assist and
sustain meaningful changes. These
contexts should consist, preeminently,
of engaging teachers in rigorous exami-
nations of teaching: the concrete chal-
lenges and problems they face, the
range of possible solutions, and, most
important, close examination of
whether, over time, there is progress in
addressing these challenges.

Staff development, in other words,
must be grounded in the mundane but
very real details of teachers’ daily work
lives and in a form that provides the

intellectual stimulation of a graduate
seminar. By intellectual stimulation, we
mean engagement with the substantive
knowledge to be taught and the
sustained analysis of teaching as a
professional pursuit.

Clauie Ciokiardmg

Children engaged in an “instructional conversation™ with a skillful teacher are interested and engaged.
Jfocused and participative.

69
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Teacher Training
A Key Focus for
Administration

By Ann Bradley
Washington
ost of the attention paid to the Clin-
ton Administration's education
agenda has centered on its push to set rigor-
ous academic standards and create a new
aystem for assessing students’ progress.

But the Administration also is placing a
major emphasis on professional develop-
ment, arguing that teachers need more sus-
tained, intensive training to prepare them to
teach to higher standards. ‘

The focus on professional develoy tis
most obvious in the Goals 2000: Educate
America Act and in the Administration’s
proposals for the Elementary and Secon-
dary Education Act.

The Education Department also has
formed a task force that is to recommend
ways to make better use of the professional-
development money appropriated under
existing federal programs.

“If what we're trying to do is to change
teaching and learning,” asked Undersec-

Continued on Page 20

Professional Development Is High on Administration Agenda

Continued from Page |

retary of Education Marshall 8.
Smith, "isn't the most important
thing we can do is try to help
teachers get the training they
need to be able to work with stu-
dents in an effective manner?”
While many educators welcome
the attention, there are disagree-
ments over how the government
can best encourage professional
development that goes beyond the

Training seen
key in push for
higher academic
standards

for students.

typical one-shot workshops.

The debate is one that has not
been heard in Washington for about
20 years, said John F. Jennings, the
education counsel for the House Ed-
ucation and Labor Committee.

President Ronald Reagan cut the
teacher-development programs
that had been started in the 1970's,
though Congress began putting
money into training mathematics
and science teachers in the mid-
and late 80's, through the National
Science Foundation and the Eisen-
hower math and science program.

“This will be a big chore,” Mr.
Jennings said. “We're not going to
revive professional development
in a year or two."

A growing body of research aug-
gests that without attention to
teachers’ knowledge and skills, re-
form efforts may be wasted.

“The Achilles’ heel ofschool cur-
ricular reform and higher stan-
dards is the relative lack of depth
and the execution of staff develop-

ment,” said Michael W. Kirst, a
professor of education at Stanford
University. “There is just no con-
ceptual understanding as to what
it takes to implement complex
curricular material

Good professional development,
researchers have learned, brings
teachers together in networks that
wrestle, over time, with important
issues. Teachers should also receive
coaching and follow-up help in us-
ing new practices in the

Goals and Funds

A new national education goal,
added by Congress to the original
slx goals negotiated by the Bush
Administration and the National
Governors' Association, signals the
new federal interest in professional
development by calling for teachers
to have access to “programs for the
continued improvement of their

The Goals 2000 law enacted
earlier this year, which codified
the goals, also requires stales
that apply for federal school-re-
form grants to draft improve-
ment plans spelling out how they
will help develop teachers’ capac-
ity to provide high-quality in-
struction centered on content
and performance standards.

States are to make grants todis-
tricts to develop their own reform
plans, which must include strate-
gies for improving teaching. They
also can make grants to districts
or groupe of districts to work with
colleges and universities to im-
prove teacher education.

The Goals 2000 law puts school
districts in the driver's seat in
seeking out partnerships with col-
leges and universities that can
meet their needs, said David G.
Imig, the chief executive officer of
the American Association of Col-
leges for Teacher Education.

“The school of education or the
dean has to look outside the uni-
versity for a connection and a part-

nership in a much more aggres-
sive way,” Mr. Imig said,

Links to Standards

The Education Department's
proposals for reauthorizing the
E.8.E.A. also heavily stress profes-
sional development, calling for it
to become “a vehicle for reform.”

The Administration proposed
creating a new Eisenhower profes-
sional-development program, ex-
panding the existing mathematics
and science program to support
professional development in a va-
riety of disciplines.

The Administration had pro-
posed eliminating the Chapter 2
block grant and combining the
funding authorized for that pro-

tance centers now funded under
Chapter 1, bilingual education,
drug-free schools, and other cate-
gorical programs into a system of
10 regional centers that would
take an integrated approach to
helping states and districts with
professional development and
school reform.

Both versions of the E.8.E.A. leg-
islation endorse the consolidation.

A Chapter 1 Set-Aside?

‘The Senate bill also calls for cre-
ating a “national teacher training
project,” modeled after the Na-
tional Writing Project.

Lawmakers are also consider-
ing how and whether to address
professional development under

gram and the current Eisenhower  the Chapter 1 comp tory-edu-
program to set a funding ceiling of  cation program.
$762 million for the new effort. The Independent Commission on

HR 6, the e.s.E.a. bill that has
cleared the House, and S 1513, the
companion bill pending in the
Senate, both reject the proposal to
scrap Chapter 2. But both would
create an expanded professional-
development initiative as well.

Both versions of the Es.eA. bill
make it clear that professional-de-
velopment activities should be
linked to challenging content and
performance standarda.

But the legislation is flexible,
providing not mandates but a list of
posaible activities that differs some-
what between the two versions.

The money could be used for

“ such purposes as developing new

ways of assessing teachers and
administrators for licensure,
supporting local and national
professional networks, or provid-
ing incentives for teachers to be-
come certified by the National
Board for Profeasional Teaching
Standards. School districts could
use the money to release teachers
from their classes.

In a related effort, the Admini-
stration has proposed consolidat-
ing more than 60 technical-asasis-

Chapter 1, formed by a group of
child advocates, is pushing for a
provision setting aside some Chap-
ter 1 money specifically for profes-
sional development.

But the Administration argues
that requiring districts to set aside
money under Title I—the name

1 would revert to under
the Es.E.A. bills—would contradict
its commitment to local flexibility
and achoolwide

The Senate bill would earmark
10 percent of districts’ funding for
professional development; HR 6
contains no such provision.

“We thought it didn't make
sense to come up with an arbitrary
percentage required across the
board in all Title I schools,” said
Thomas W. Payzant, the assistant
secretary for elementary and sec-
ondary education,

But Kati Haycock, a member of
the Chapter 1 commission's steer-
ing committee, argued that a set-
aside would be controlled by educa-
tors who are responsible for raising
student achievement. Eisenhower
money, ghe noted, would be “in the
hands of the district.”

“What tends to happen is
schools that most desperately
need the help don't get it," she
said. “Title I has the wonderful
benefit of putting the greatest in-
vestment in the schools with the
greatest problems.”

Are Schools Ready?

While praising the effort to im-
prove professional development,
some observers fear that states
and districts lack the know-how to
follow through.

“How in the world do you now do
gite-based, continuous in-service
education or professional develop-
ment without any kind of prepara-
tion of principals and lead teach-
ers and others to do this?” asked
Mr. Imig of the A.acT.E.

In some of the legislation, he
said, “there is a presumption that
you put two teachers together and
they have a wonderful converaa-
tion that leads to change.”

Glen Cutlip, a senior policy ana-
lyst at the National Education As-
sociation, said the union seconds
the Administration's view that
“standards and assesaments may
not be a magic bullet without oth-
er things.”

But Mr. Cutlip said he still
worries that some politicians and
educators are placing too much
faith in a “mechanistic” view
that assumes a direct link be-
tween setting standards for stu-
dents, training teachers, and im-
proving outcomes.

“Clearly, it's going to be hard
to do this,” Undersecretary
Smith said of improving profes-
sional development. But he ar-
gued that a policy calling for
training teachers to help stu-
dents reach higher standards
will “begin to focus behavior.”

“The only way to get going is to
start to stimulate it, showing ex-
amples, reinforcing and reward-
ing, and providing resources when
people need it," he said.
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October 25, 1994

Florence Melton

1180 S Ocean Blvd #9B

Boca Raton, FL 33432-7629

Dear Florence:

Enclosed you will find the minutes of our committee's meeting on October 6. I
think that the meeting was a productive one and moved forward our CIJE agenda
for "Building the Profession.” In the coming months, you will be receiving

materials updating the work of CIJE in this arena which will ask for your input.

In the meantime, I encourage you to keep in touch with me or with Gail Dorph if
you have any comments or suggestions that can further our work.

I look forward to seeing you again at our next Board meeting on April 27, 1995
when our committee will meet again.

Warmest regards,

fhon

Morton L. Mandel

PO. Box 94553, Cleveland, Ohio 44101 * Phone: (216) 391-1852 * Fax: (216) 391-5430
15 East 26th Streer. New York, NY 10010-1579 » Phone: (218) 539-2360 * [ax: (218) 532-9646



Council
for
Initiatives
in

Jewish
Education

Chair
Morton Mandel

Vice Chairs

Billie Gold
Matthew Maryles
Lester Pollack
Maynard Wishner

Honorary Chair
Max Fisher

Board

David Arnow
Daniel Bader
Mandell Berman
Charles Bronfman
Gerald Cohen
John Colman
Maurice Corson
Susan Crown

Jay Davis

Irwin Field
Charles Goodman
Alfred Gottschalk
Neil Greenbaum
Thomas Hausdorff
David Hirschhorn
Gershon Kekst
Henry Koschitsky
Mark Lainer
Norman Lamm
Marvin Lender
Norman Lipoff

Seymour Martin Lipset

Florence Melton
Melvin Merians
Charles Ratner
Esther Leah Ritz
Richard Scheuer
[smar Schorsch
David Teutsch
Isadore Twersky
Bennett Yanowitz

Executive Direcror
Alan Hoffmann

October 25, 1994

Dr. Robert Abramson

United Synagogue of America
115 Fifth Avenue

New York, NY 10010

Dear Bob:

Enclosed you will find the minutes of our committee's meeting on October 6. 1
think that the meeting was a productive one and moved forward our CIJE agenda
for "Building the Profession." In the coming months, you will be receiving

materials updating the work of CIJE in this arena which will ask for your input.

In the meantime, I encourage you to keep in touch with me or with Gail Dorph if
you have any comments or suggestions that can further our work.

I look forward to seeing you again at our next Board meeting on April 27, 1995
when our committee will meet again.

Warmest regards,

;/]@/ﬁ

Morton L. Mandel

PO. Box 94553, Cleveland, Ohio 44101 * Phone: (216) 391-1852 = Fax: (216) 391-5430
15 East 26¢h Street. New York. NY 10010-1579 » Phone: (218) 532-2360 * fax: (218) 532-2646
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October 25, 1994

Rabbi Joshua Fishman
Torah Umesorah

160 Broadway

New York, NY 10038

Dear Joshua:

Enclosed you will find the minutes of our committee's meeting on October 6. I
think that the meeting was a productive one and moved forward our CIJE agenda
for "Building the Profession." In the coming months, you will be receiving
materials updating the work of CIJE in this arena which will ask for your input.

In the meantime, I encourage you to keep in touch with me or with Gail Dorph if
you have any comments or suggestions that can further our work.

I look forward to seeing you again at our next Board meeting on April 27, 1995
when our committee will meet again.

Warmest regards,

M=

Morton L. Mandel

PO. Box 94553, Cleveland, Ohio 44101 * Phone: (216) 391-1852 * Fax: (216) 391-5430
15 East 96th Street, New Yorb, NY 10010-1579 * Phone: (218) 539-2360 » Fax. (018) 539-2646
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Rabbi Robert Hirt

Yeshiva University
500 West 185th Street
New York, NY 10033

Dear Bob:

Council
n for .
ALY Initiatives
Time. in
Act Jewish
Education

Enclosed you will find the minutes of our committee's meeting on October 6. 1
think that the meeting was a productive one and moved forward our CIJE agenda
for "Building the Profession." In the coming months, you will be receiving
materials updating the work of CIJE in this arena which will ask for your input.

In the meantime, I encourage you to keep in touch with me or with Gail Dorph if
you have any comments or suggestions that can further our work.

I look forward to seeing you again at our next Board meeting on April 27, 1995
when our committee will meet again.

Warmest regards,

/) ot

Morton L. Mandel

PO. Box 94553, Cleveland, Ohio 44101 * Phone: (216) 391-1852 * Fax: (216) 391-5430
15 East 26th Street. New York. NY 10010-1579 » Phone: (212) 532-2360 * fax: (212) 532-2646
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Mr. Jim Joseph

The Jim Joseph Foundation

494 Salem Street

Paramus, NJ 07652

Dear Jim:

Council
I or
nitiatives
n
l lewish
Education

Enclosed you will find the minutes of our committee's meeting on October 6. [
think that the meeting was a productive one and moved forward our CIJE agenda
for "Building the Profession.” In the coming months, you will be receiving
materials updating the work of CIJE in this arena which will ask for your input.

In the meantime, I encourage you to keep in touch with me or with Gail Dorph if
you have any comments or suggestions that can further our work.

I look forward to seeing you again at our next Board meeting on April 27, 1995
when our committee will meet again.

Warmest regards,

Moot

Morton L. Mandel

PO. Box 94553, Cleveland. Ohio 44101 * Phone: (216) 391-1852 * Fax: (216) 391-5430
15 East 26th Streer, New York. NY 10010-1579 » Phone: (£18) 532-2360 * fax: (218) 538-9646
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Ms. Louise Stein

2510 West Dean Road

Milwaukee, WE 53217

Dear Louise:

Enclosed you will find the minutes of our committee’s meeting on October 6. I
think that the meeting was a productive one and moved forward our CIJE agenda
for "Building the Profession." In the coming months, you will be receiving

materials updating the work of CIJE in this arena which will ask for your input.

In the meantime, I encourage you to keep in touch with me or with Gail Dorph if
you have any comments or suggestions that can further our work.

I look forward to seeing you again at our next Board meeting on April 27, 1995
when our committee will meet again.

Warmest regards,

Y=

Morton L. Mandel

PO. Box 94553, Cleveland. Ohio 44101 * Phone: (216) 391-1852 * Fax: (216) 391-5430
15 East 96th Street. New fork. NV 10010-1579 * Phone: (218) 538-2360 * Fax: (218) 532-9646
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Rabbi Isadore Twersky
Harvard University
6 Divinity Avenue
Cambridge, MA 02138

Dear Isadore:

Enclosed you will find the minutes of our committee's meeting on October 6. I
think that the meeting was a productive one and moved forward our CIJE agenda
for "Building the Profession." In the coming months, you will be receiving

materials updating the work of CIJE in this arena which will ask for your input.

In the meantime, I encourage you to keep in touch with me or with Gail Dorph if
you have any comments or suggestions that can further our work.

I look forward to seeing you again at our next Board meeting on April 27, 1995
when our committee will meet again.

Warmest regards,

Mo

Morton L. Mandel

PO. Box 94553, Cleveland. Ohio 44101 * Phone: (216) 391-1852 « Fax: (216) 391-5430
15 East 26th Street New York NY 10010-1579 * Phone: (912) 539-9360 * Fax: (218) 539-9646
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October 25, 1994

Mr. Max M. Fisher
Fisher Building

3011 Grand Boulevard
Detroit, MI 48202

Dear Max:

[ am sorry that you were unable to attend our committee's recent meeting on
October 6th. The meeting was both stimulating and helpful in moving forward
our CIJE agenda for "Building the Profession."

Enclosed you will find the minutes of our committee's meeting, along with two
brief articles on in-service education that were distributed during the meeting. In
the coming months, you will be receiving materials updating the work of CIJE in
this arena which will ask for your input.

In the meantime, I encourage you to keep in touch with me or with Gail Dorph if
you have any comments or suggestions that can further our work.

I look forward to seeing you again at our next Board meeting on April 27, 1995
when our committee will meet again.

With warmest regards,

Mo/ L—

Morton L. Mandel

PO. Box 94553, Cleveland, Ohio 44101 * Phone: (216) 391-1852 * Fax: (216) 391-5430
15 East 26th Street. New York, NY 10010-1579 = Phone: (218) 539-2360 * Fax: (218) 539-9646
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October 25, 1994

Mr. Charles H. Goodman
222 North LaSalle Street
Chicago, IL 60601

Dear Corky:

[ am sorry that you were unable to attend our committee's recent meeting on
October 6th. The meeting was both stimulating and helpful in moving forward
our CIJE agenda for "Building the Profession."

Enclosed you will find the minutes of our committee's meeting, along with two
brief articles on in-service education that were distributed during the meeting. In
the coming months, you will be receiving materials updating the work of CIJE in

this arena which will ask for your input.

In the meantime, I encourage you te keep in touch with me or with Gail Dorph if
you have any comments or suggestions that can further our work.

I look forward to seeing you again at our next Board meeting on April 27, 1995
when our committee will meet again.

With warmest regards,

/ tt s

Morton L. Mandel

PO. Box 94553, Cleveland. Ohio 44101 * Phone: (216) 391-1852 * Fax: (216) 391-5430
13 East $6th Streer, New tork, NY [10010-1579 * Phone: (218) 532-2560 » [ax: (218) 538-9646
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Board [ am sorry that you were unable to attend our committee's recent meeting on
David Arnow October 6th. The meeting was both stimulating and helpful in moving forward
Daniel Bader

Mandell Berman
Charles Bronfman

our CIJE agenda for "Building the Profession."”

Gerald Cohen Enclosed you will find the minutes of our committee's meeting, along with two
ok Clronn brief articles on in-service education that were distributed during the meeting. In
Maurice Corson . . . s . . :
S Ccadn the coming months, you will be receiving materials updating the work of CIJE in
Jay Davis this arena which will ask for your input.

Irwin Field X

Charles Goodman

Alfred Gotischalk
Neil Greenbaum
Thomas Hausdorff

In the meantime, I encourage you to keep in touch with me or with Gail Dorph if
you have any comments or suggestions that can further our work.

David Hirschhorn . | » .

Gershion Kebst I look forward to seeing you again at our next Board meeting on April 27, 1995
Henry Koschitsky when our committee will meet again.

Mark Lainer

Norman Lamm
Marvin Lender
Norman Lipoff
Seymour Martin Lipset
Florence Melton
Melvin Merians
Charles Ratner
Esther Leah Ritz
Richard Scheuer
Ismar Schorsch
David Teutsch
Isadore Twersky
Bennett Yanowitz

Executive Director
Alan Hoffmann

With warmest regards,

Jliot

Morton L. Mandel

PO. Box 94553, Cleveland, Ohio 44101 * Phone: (216) 391-1852 * Fax: (216) 391-5430
15 East 26¢h Street. New York, NY 10010-1579 * Phone: (218) 552-2360 » fax: (218) 538-9646
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October 25, 1994

Mr. Norman Lipoff
1221 Brickell Avenue
Miami, FL 33131

Dear Norman:

[ am sorry that you were unable to attend our committee's recent meeting on
October 6th. The meeting was both stimulating and helpful in moving forward
our CIJE agenda for "Building the Profession."

Enclosed you will find the minutes of our committee's meeting, along with two
brief articles on in-service education that were distributed during the meeting. In
the coming months, you will be receiving materials updating the work of CIJE in

this arena which will ask for your input.

In the meantime, I encourage you te keep in touch with me or with Gail Dorph if
you have any comments or suggestions that can further our work.

I look forward to seeing you again at our next Board meeting on April 27, 1995
when our committee will meet again.

With warmest regards,

Shoov T

Morton L. Mandel

PO. Box 94553, Cleveland. Ohio 44101 * Phone: (216) 391-1852 * Fax: (216) 391-5430
15 East 96th Street. New York NY 10010-1579 = Phone: (218) 538-2360 * Fax: (218) 559-2646
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October 25, 1994

Mr. Richard H. Meyer
Milwaukee Jewish Federation
1360 N Prospect Avenue
Milwaukee, WI 53202

Dear Rick:

I am sorry that you were unable to attend our committee's recent meeting on
October 6th. The meeting was both stimulating and helpful in moving forward
our CIJE agenda for "Building the Profession."

Enclosed you will find the minutes of our committee's meeting, along with two
brief articles on in-service education that were distributed during the meeting. In
the coming months, you will be receiving materials updating the work of CIJE in
this arena which will ask for your input.

In the meantime, I encourage you to keep in touch with me or with Gail Dorph if
you have any comments or suggestions that can further our work.

I look forward to seeing you again at our next Board meeting on April 27, 1995
when our committee will meet again.

With warmest regards,

fhov P

Morton L. Mandel

PO. Box 94553, Cleveland, Ohio 44101 * Phone: (216) 391-1852 * Fax: (216) 391-5430
15 East 96th Street. New York, NY 10010-1579 * Phone: (218) 538-2360 * Fax: (218) 539-2646
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Dr. Ismar Schorsch

Jewish Theological Seminary
3080 Broadway

New York, NY 10027

Dear Ismar:

I am sorry that you were unable to attend our committee's recent meeting on
October 6th. The meeting was both stimulating and helpful in moving forward
our CIJE agenda for "Building the Profession."

Enclosed you will find the minutes of our committee's meeting, along with two
brief articles on in-service education that were distributed during the meeting. In
the coming months, you will be receiving materials updating the work of CLJE in

this arena which will ask for your input.

In the meantime, I encourage you to keep in touch with me or with Gail Dorph if
you have any comments or suggestions that can further our work.

I look forward to seeing you again at our next Board meeting on April 27, 1995
when our committee will meet again.

With warmest regards,

s A

Morton L. Mandel

PO. Box 94553, Cleveland, Ohio 44101 * Phone: (216) 391-1852 * Fax: (216) 391-5430
|5 East 26th Street. New York. NY 10010-1579 * Phone: (218) 532-2560 * fax: (218) 532-2646
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Mr. Maynard Wishner
Rosenthal & Schanfield

55 East Monroe Street #4600
Chicago, IL. 60603

Dear Maynard:

I am sorry that you were unable to attend our committee's recent meeting on
October 6th. The meeting was both stimulating and helpful in moving forward
our CIJE agenda for "Building the Profession.”

Enclosed you will find the minutes of our committee's meeting, along with two
brief articles on in-service education that were distributed during the meeting. In
the coming months, you will be receiving materials updating the work of CIJE in

this arena which will ask for your input.

In the meantime, | encourage you to keep in touch with me or with Gail Dorph if
you have any comments or suggestions that can further our work.

I look forward to seeing you again at our next Board meeting on April 27, 1995
when our committee will meet again.

With warmest regards,

//[( wF

Morton L. Mandel

PO. Box 94553. Cleveland. Ohio 44101 * Phone: (216) 391-1852 * Fax: (216) 391-5430
15 East 96th Street. New York. NY 10010-1579 » Phone: (218) 539-2360 » Fax: (918) 539-9646
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Dr. Alfred Gottschalk
Hebrew Union College
3101 Clifton Avenue
Cincinnati, OH 45220-2488

Dear Fred:

I am sorry that you were unable to attend our committee's recent meeting on
October 6th. The meeting was both stimulating and helpful in moving forward
our CIJE agenda for "Building the Profession."

Enclosed you will find the minutes of our committee's meeting, along with two
brief articles on in-service education that were distributed during the meeting. In
the coming months, you will be receiving materials updating the work of CIJE in

this arena which will ask for your input.

In the meantime, I encourage you to keep in touch with me or with Gail Dorph if
you have any comments or suggestions that can further our work.

I look forward to seeing you again at our next Board meeting on April 27, 1995
when our committee will meet again.

With warmest regards,

Mot~

Morton L. Mandel

PO. Box 94553, Cleveland, Ohio 44101 * Phone: (216) 391-1852 * Fax: (216) 391-5430
15 East 26th Street. New Yors. NY 10010-1579 » Phone. (218) 532-2360 * fax: (213) 532-2645
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I look forward to seeing you again at our next Board meeting on April 27, 1995

Henry Koschitsky when our committee will meet again.
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Seymour Martin Lipset

Florence Melton
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Charles Ratner
Esther Leah Ritz
Richard Scheuer
Ismar Schorsch
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Isadore Twersky
Bennett Yanowitz

Executive Director
Alan Hoffmann
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October 25, 1994

Dr. Norman Lamm
Yeshiva University
500 West 185th Street
New York, NY 10033

Dear Norman:

I am sorry that you were unable to attend our committee's recent meeting on
October 6th. The meeting was both stimulating and helpful in moving forward
our CIJE agenda for "Building the Profession."

Enclosed you will find the minutes of our committee's meeting, along with two
brief articles on in-service education that were distributed during the meeting. In
the coming months, you will be receiving materials updating the work of CIJE in

this arena which will ask for your input.

In the meantime, [ encourage you to keep in touch with me or with Gail Dorph if
you have any comments or suggestions that can further our work.

I look forward to seeing you again at our next Board meeting on April 27, 1995
when our committee will meet again.

With warmest regards,
/ [A i

Morton L. Mandel

PO. Box 94553, Cleveland, Ohio 44101 * Phone: (216) 391-1852 * Fax: (216) 391-5430
15 East 26th Street. New York. NY 10010-157¢ » Phone: (218) 532-2360 * Fax: (218) 538-2646



DEC 2 9 1994

COUNCIL FOR INITIATIVES IN JEWISH EDUCATION
MEMORANDUM
To: Chaim Botwinick, Steve Chervin, Ruth Cohen
From: Gail Dorph
CC: Alan Hoffmann, Barry Holtz, Ginny Levi, Nessa Rapoport
Date: December 19, 1994

Re:  Tentative Agenda for our Meeting on December 28

The following are many of the issues raised in the discussions that I have had with each of you in
planning for this meeting. Please feel free to address in your presentations any other issues you
would like to discuss that you may not see listed below.
Enclosed with this memo, you will find two items: a copy of the planning document we used in
Montreal and an article about models for in-service education. I am hoping that we will reflect
on each in the first two items on the agenda below.
1. Where are we in terms of Personnel Action Plans in our communities?
I would like each of you to think about addressing these and any other questions that we should
discuss in terms of disseminating the results of the Educators' Survey and creating communal
personnel action plans. A discussion will follow your presentation.

a. What are issues/challenges/problems you are facing?

b. How is the process organized?

c. What is the communal timetable for this process?

d. In six months time, what will be benchmarks indicating successful process?

e. In what way(s) do your activities and process include (follow/diverge/contradict)

suggestions made in "the critical path” document distributed last November at our GA

consultation (included with this packet)?

f. Are there initiatives already in the planning process?

2. "Towards Community Personnel Action Plans"



Barry and I plan to make a presentation which will also be followed up by a discussion.
(We thought the article on models on in-service education might serve as a part of the
background to this discussion--sorry, it's not a clearer copy.)

3. Planning for our work in 1995

I have spoken to each of you in the past weeks about issues that could benefit from common
consultation over the next few months. Two issues of this sort that we have all discussed are:

a. input and connection of denominations to community personnel action plans;

b. professional development programs for the untrained new teachers in our communities
(particularly in supplementary schools).

This discussion, I am hoping, will enable us to generate a list of such issues for future
discussions. Bring your ideas about this as well.



OTHER TOPICS

Five Models of Staff
Development for Teachers

; n the early 1970s, a growing concern
I about the effectiveness of inservice
education resulted in a spate of stud-
ies to determine the attitudes of educators
about these programs (Ainsworth, 1976;
Brim & Tollett, 1974; Joyce & Peck, 1977,
Zigarmi, Betz, & Jensen, 1977). The find-
ings indicated nearly unanimous dissat-
" isfaction with current efforts, but a strong
consensus that inservice was critical if
school programs and practices were (0 be
improved (Wood & Kleine, 1987).

During the late 1970s and early 1980s,
several major studies and reviews contrib-
uted to our understanding of the charac-
teristics of effective staff development,
focusing not on attitudes, but on actual
practices (Berman & McLaughlin, 1978;
Kells, 1980; Lawrence, 1974; Yarger, How-
ey, & Joyce, 1980). The resulting list of
effective practices, well known by now,
included:

® Programs conducted in school set-

tings and linked to school-wide ef-
® Teachers participating as helpers to

each other and as planners, with ad-

ministrators, of inservice activities

® Emphasis on self instruction, with

differentiated training opportunitics

L]
This article organizes what is
known about effective staff
development into five models
currently being espoused and
used by staff developers. A
review of the supporting theory
and research on these models is
followed by a description of
what is currently known about
the organizational context that .
is required to support
successful staff development
efforts.

_DENNIS SPARKS
SUSAN LOUCKS-HORSLEY

Dennis Sparks is executive director, National
Staff Development Council, 517 North York,
Dearborn, Michigan 48128. Susan Loucks-
Horsley is program director for teacher devel-
opment, The Regionul Laboratory for Educa-
tivnal Improvemenr of the Northeast and
Islands, 290 South Muin Sireet, Andover, Mus-
suchuseus 01810. S

® Teachers in active roles, choosing
goals and activities for themselves
® Emphasis on demonstration, super-
vised trials, and feedback; training
that is concrete and ongoing over time
® Ongoing assistance and support avail-
able on request
Staff development came of age in the
1980s. It was the focus of countless confer-
ences, workshops, articles, books, and re-
search reports. State legislators and
administrators of local school districts saw
staff development as a key aspect of school
improvement cfforts. Many school dis-
tricts initiated extensive staff development
projects to improve student learning. Re-
scarch on these projects and craft knowl-
edge generated by staff developers have
substantially advanced our understanding
of effective staff development practices
beyond the overview. studies of the early
!9805 referred to above,

Introduction

In spite Ofthis recent intense, wide-
spread interest in staff development, much
remains to be learned about the process.
This article organizes what is known about
effective staff development into five inod- -
els currently being espoused and used by -
staff developers. A review of the support--
ing theory and research on these models is -
followed by a description of what is cur-
rently known about the organizationul con-
text that is required to support successful’
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" _staff development efforts. The conclusion

_ discusses what can be said with confidence

" “about effective staff development practice

.

-and_what remains to be learned. First,
- however, are definitions of the key terms

- and a description of the literature that is

used throughout the article.

_Definitions
- . Staff development is defined as those

g processes that improve thesjob-related

* knco ledge, skills, or attitudes of school

~ employees. While participants in staff de-
- velopment activities may include school
 board members, central office administra-

_fors, principals, and non-certified staff,
this-article focuses on staff development
_for teachers. In particular, it examines
what is known about staff development
. that is intended to improve student learn-
‘ing through enhanced teacher perfor-
‘mance. .

* Two uses of the word “model” have

~“beencombined in an cffort to both concep-

‘tualize staff development and make this
conccptuahzauon useful to staff devel-
. =vs. First, borrowing from Ingvarson's
'(198?) use of the term, a model can be seen
-as a design for learning which embodies a
" set of assumptions about (a) where knowl-

" _- edge about teaching practice comes from,

"and (b) how teachers acquire or extend
their knowledge. Models chosen for dis-
" cussion differ in their assumptions. Sec-
ond, adapting Joyce and Weil's (1972)
definition of a model of teaching, a staff
development model is a pattern or plan
_which can be used to guide the design of a
- staff development program.

Each staff development model pre-
sented below is discussed in terms of its
theoretical and research underpinnings, its
crltlcal attributes (including its underlying
assumptions and phases of activities), and
illustrations of its impact on teacher
growth and development. The literature
supporting these models is of several
types. First, for each model, the theoreti-
cal and research bases that support its use
in improving teachers' knowledge, skills,
or attitudes are considered. The question
asked was: Why should one believe that
this model should affect teachers' class-
room behavior? Second, program descrip-
tions were reviewed in which these models

i» were applied. The question asked was:

What evidence exists that demonstrates

that l!;ls model can be implemented by

staff developers in schools and school dis- .

tricts? Third, data about outcomes was
sought. The question asked was: What
evidence indicates that this model actually
makes a difference in teacher perfor-
mance?

An Overview

This article presents five models of r.lal'l'
developme  (a) individually-guided staff
developm: ., (b) observation/assessment,
(c) involvement in a development/
:mprovcmcnt process, (d) training, and (e)
inquiry. :

Individually-guided staff development
refers to a process through which teachers
plan for and pursue activities they believe
will promote their own learning. The
observation/assessment model provides
teachers with objective data and feedback
regarding their classroom performance.
This process may in itself produce growth
or it can provide information that may be
used to select areas for growth.

-Involvement in a development/
improvement process engages teachers in
developing curriculum, designing pro-
grams, or engaging in a school improve-
ment process to solve general or particular
problems. The inquiry model requires that
teachers identify an area of instructional
interest, collect data, and make changes in
their instruction based on an interpretation
of those data. The training model (which
may be synonymous with staff develop-
ment in the minds of many educators)
involves teachers in acquiring knowledge
or skills through appropriate individual or
group instruction,

Next, this article examines the organiza-
t'onal context that is required to support
t1ese models. Our discussion includes or-
ganizational climate, leadership and sup-
port, district policies and systems, and
participant involvement.

The final section looks for gaps in the
knowledge base of staff development,
identifying areas about which there is still
more to learn and areas that as yet remain
unexplored by researchers. The hope is
that this article and the chapter from which
it is adapted will serve as both a signpost
for how far we have come in the past 20
years in our understanding of effective
staff development practices and a spring-
board for future research in this vital area.

et

Staff development came of
age in the 1980s. It was
the focus of countless
conferences, workshops,
articles, books, and
research reports. State '..-

 legislators and

administrators of Iocal
school districts saw stqﬂ'
development as a key
aspect of school
improvement efforts.
Many school districts -
initiated extensive staff
development projects to

. improve student learning..
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Five Models of Staff Development
1. Individually-Guided

StafT Development

Teachers learn many things on their
own. They read professional publications,
have discussions with colleagues, and ex-
periment with new instructional strategies,
among other activities. All of these may
occur with or without the existence of a
* formal staff development program.

Itis possible, however, for staff develop-
ment programs 1o actively promote
. individually-guided activities. While the
* actual activities may vary widely, the key
" characteristic of the individually-guided
staff development model is that the learn-
ing is designed by the teacher. The teacher
determines his or her own goals and selects
the uctivities thut will result in the achieve-
ment of those goals. Perhaps a sense of this
- model is best represented in an advertise-

ment for the Great Books Foundation
which reads: “At 30, 50, or 70, you are
more self-educable than you were at 20.
It’s time to join a Great Books reading and
discussion group."

Underlying assumptions. This model
assumes that individuals can best judge
their own learning needs and that they are
capable of self direction and self-initiated
learning. It also assumes that adults learn
most efficiently when they initiate and
plan their learning activities rather than
spending their time in activities that are

less relevant than those they would design.
(It is, however, true that when individual
teachers design their own learning there is
much “reinventing of the wheel,” which
may seem inefficient to some observers.)
The model also holds that individuals will
be most motivated when they select their
own learning goals based on their personal
assessment of their needs.

Theoretical and research underpin-
nings. According to Lawrence’s (1974) re-
view of 97 studies of inservice programs,
programs with individualized activities
were more likely to achieve their objec-
tives than were those that provided identi-
cal experiences for all participants.

"Theory supporting the individually-
_ guided model can be found in the work of a
number of individuals. Rogcrs (1969)
client-centered therapy and views on edu-
cation are based on the premise that human
beings will seek growth given the appro-
priate conditions. “I have come to feel,”

Rogers wrote, “that the only learning
which significantly influences behavior is
self-discovered, self-appropriated
learning” (p. 153).

The differences in people and their
needs are well represented in the literature
on adult learning theory, adult develop-
ment, learning styles, and the change pro-
cess. Adult learning theorists (Kidd, 1973;
Knowles, 1980) believe that adults become
increasingly self-directed and that their
readiness to leurn is stimulated by real life
tusks und problems. Stuge theorists (Le-
vine, 1989) hold that individuals in differ-
ent stages of development have different
personal and professional needs. Conse-
quently, staff development that provides
practical classroom management assis-
tance to a 22-year-old beginning teucher
may be inappropriate for a teaching veter-
an who is approaching retirement.

Learding styles researchers (Dunn &
Dunn, 1978; Gregorc, 1979) argue that
individuals are different in the ways they
perceive and process information and in
the manner in which they most effectively
learn (e.g., alone or with others, by doing
as opposed to hearing about). Research on
the Concerns-Based Adoption: Model
(CBAM) (Hall & Loucks, 1978) indicates
that as individuals learn new behaviors and
change their practice, they experience dif-
ferent types of concerns that require differ-
ent types of responses from staff
developers. For instance, when first learn-
ing about a new instructional technique,
some teachers with personal concerns re-
quire reassurance that they will not be
immediately evaluated on the use of the
strategy, while a teacher with management
concerns wants to know how this tech-
nique can be used in the classroom. -

Taken together, these theorists and re-
searchers recognize that the circumstances
most suitable for one person’s professional
development may be quite different from
those that promote another individual’s
growth. Consequently, individually-
guided staff development allows teachers
to find answers to self-selected profession-
al problems using their preferred modes of
learning. :

Phases of activity. Indmdually guided
staff development consists of several
phases (a) the identification of a need or
interest, (b) the development of a plan to
meet the need or interest, (c) the-learning

activity(ies), and (d) asicssmenl of wheth-
er the learning meets the identified need or
interest. These phases might be under-
taken informally and almost uncon-
sciously. or they may be part of a formal,
structured process. Each phase is ex-
plained in greater detail below.

With the identification of a need or
interest, the teacher considers what he or
she needs o learn. This assessment may be
done formally (e.g., the completion of a
needs assessment process or as a result of
evaluation by a supervisor) or occur more
spontancously (e.g., a conversution with a
colleague or reflection upon an instruc-
tional problem). The need or interest may
be remedial (c.g.. “I've really come to
dislike my work because of the classroom
management problems I'm having™) or
growth-oriented (e.g., “I'm intrigued by
recent research on the brain and want 1o
better understand its nmphcauons for stu-
dent learning™).

Having identified the need or mlcrcst
the teacher selects a learning objective and
chooses activities that will lead to accom-
plishing this objective. Activities may in-
clude workshop attendance, reading, visits
to another classroom or school, or initia-
tion of a seminar or sumh.r Icarmng pro-
gram. - ’

The learning activity may be smglc ses-

sion (e.g., attendance at a workshop on

new approaches to reading in the content
areas) or occur over time (e.g., examina-
tion of the rescarch on retaining students in
grade). Based on the individual’s preferred
modcoflcarmng,umaybedomam
(e.g., reading or writing), with others (e.g.,
a seminar that considers ways of boosting
the sclf—p_steem of l'ugh school students), or
as a combination of these activities. - 7
When assessing formal individually-
guided processes the teacher may be asked
to make a brief written report to the fund-
ing sourge or an oral report to colleagues.
In other Instances the teacher may simply
be aware that he or she now better under-
stands something. It is not uncommon that
as a result of this assessment phase the
teacher may realize how much more there
islobelufnedonthetopicorbehdtoa
newly emerging need or interest. s
Illustrations and outcomes.
Individually-guided staff development
may take many forms. It may be as simple
as a teacher reading a journal article on a
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' _.l.opic of interest. Other.forms of

.. individually-guided staff development are

* more complex. For instance, teachers may
“design and carry out special professional
projects supported by inéentive grants

- such as a competitive “teacher excellenc
_ “’fund” promoted by Boyer (1983) or “mini

" ‘grants"” described by Mosher (1981). Thei
“-- projécts may involve research, curriculu
.. development, or other learning activities.
- 'While evidence of outcomes for such pro-

grams is not substantial, there are indica-
tions that they can empower gachers to
. address their own problems, create a sense
. “of professionalism, and provide intellec-
tual stimulation (Loucks-Horsley, Hard-
-'ing,* Arbuckle, Dubea,.Murray, &
‘Williams, 1987). This strategy proved ef-
fective in. New York City. and Houston,
where teachers were supported to develop
and disseminate their own excmplary pro-
‘grams through Impact Il grants. They re-
ported changes in their classroom
practices, as well as increases in student
attendance, discipline, and motivation

.(Mann, 1984-85). - =
.- Teacher evaluation and supems:on can

be a source of data for individually guided

staff devclopment. McGreal (1983) advo-
cates that goal setting be the princif )

activity of teacher evaluation. Supervisors

would assist in the cstablishment of those
- goals based on the motivation and ability
_of the teacher. The type of goals. the activ-

itics teachers engage in to mcet the goals,
~ and the zmount of assistance provided by
supervisors would differ from teacher to
teacher.based, upon developmental level,
interests, concerns, andmstruchonalpmb—
lems. -

Samllarly. Glatthorn's (1984) “differen-
tiated supervision™ calls for “sell-dirccted
developricnt™ as one form of assistance to
teachers. Self-directed development is a
goal-based approach to professional im-
provement in which teachers have access
10 a variety of resources for meeting their

ollaboratively identified needs. .

_Research on teacher centers also dem-
onstrates the value of individually guided
staff development. Hering and Howey
(1982) summarized research conducted on
I5 teacher centers sponsored by the Far-

‘est Laboratory for Educat ioi'lal Research

'd Development from 1978 1o 1982. They

»ncluded that, “the most important con-
/bution of teachers’ centers is their cm-

“over their own learning and professional

phasis on working with individual teachers
over time™* (p. 2). Such a focus on individ-
ual teachers is absent from many tradition-
el stalf development programs, which
teacher centers appear to complement
quite effectively.

.Hering and Howey (1982) teported lhal\l
mini-grants of up to $750 provided by the
St. Louis Metropolitan Teacher Center
were used to fund a variety of classroom-
oriented projects. Interviews with partici-.
pants found that teachers made extensive
use of the ideas and products they devel-
oped. Some of these projects eventually
affected not only an individual classroom,
but a school or'the entire district. Regard-
ing this project, Hmng and Howey con-
cluded:

As would be expccrcd. teachers who

were given money and support re-
ported high levels of satisfaction and

" .a Sense of accomplishment. Also not
surprisingly, they developed proj-

‘ects anchored in the realities of the

classroom and responsive to the

‘needs and interests of their students.

'Perhaps most important, however, is

the strong suggestion that they can,

" .indeed, influence change and inno-
vation in other classrooms, as well
as their own, through projects they
desrgn at minimal costs. (p. 6)

ch ng and Hawcy (1982) alsg report the
findings for a study donc on individualized
services provided at the Northwest Staff
Development Center in Livonia, Michi-
gan. Even though these awards rlrel\ ex-
ceeded $50, 78 percent of the recipients
reported that they had considerable control

development. Almost 85 percent of the

recipients thought :hat these services made | - -

a substantive difference in their class-
rooms. In summarizing the value of indi-
vidualized services, the researchers wrote,
“Individual teacher needs and concerns
have to be attended to, as well as school-
wide collective ones, or enthusiasm for the
collective approach will quickly wane™ (p.
6).

While there are many illustrations of an
individualized approach to staff develop-
ment in the literature and many more in
practice, research on its impact on teach-
ing is largely perceptual and self-report.
Perhaps as more resources are directed to

A

The circumstances most
suitable for one person’s
professional development
may be quite different -
Jfrom those that promote
another individual’s
growth. Consequently,
individually-guided staff
development allows
teachers to find answers to
self-selected professional
problems using their
preferred modes of
learning.
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supporting this strutegy — particularly in
the form of incentive grants to teachers —
more will be learned about its contribution
to teacher, as well as student, growth.

2. Observation/Assessment

“Feedback is the breakfast of champi-
ons” is the theme of Blanchard and John-
son’s (1982) popular management book,
The One Minute Manager. Yet many teach-
ers receive little or no feedback on their
classroom performance. In fact, in some
school districts teachers may be observed
by a supervisor as little as once every 3
years, and that observation/feedback cycle
" may be perfunctory in nature.

While observation/assessment can be a
powerful stafT development model, in the
minds of many teachers it is associatedith
evaluation. Because this process often has
nol been perceived as helpful (Wise &
- Darling-Hammond, 1985), teachers fre-
quently have difficulty understanding the
value of this staff development model.
However, once they have had an oppor-
tunity to learn about the many forms this
mo_dcl can take (for instance, peer coach-
ing ‘and clinical supervision, as well as
teacher evaluation), it may bccomc more
widely practiced.

Underlying assumptions. One assump-
tion underlying this model, according to
Loucks-Horsley and her associates (1987),
is that “Reflection and analysis are central
‘means of professional growth™ (p. 61).
* Observation and assessment of instruction
provide the teacher with data that can be
reflected upon and analyzed for the pur-
pose of improving student learning.

A second assumption is that reflection
by an individual on his or her own practice
can be enhanced by another’s observations.
Since teaching is an isolated profession,
typically taking place in the presence of no
other adults, teachers are not able to bene-
fit from the observations of others. Having
“another set of eyes” gives a teacher a
different view of how he or she is perform-
ing with students.

Another assumption is that observation

and assessment of classroom teaching can
benefit both involved parties — the teacher
being observed and the observer. The
teacher benefits by another’s view of his or
herbehavior and by receiving helpful feed-
back from a colleague. The observer bene-
fits by watching a colleague, preparing the
feedback, and discussing the common ex-

perience.

A final assumption is that when teachers
see positive results from their efforts to
change, they are more apt to continue 1o
engage in improvement. Because this
model may involve multiple observations
and conferences spread over time, it can
help teachers see that change is possible.
As they apply new strategies, they can sec
changes both in their own and their stu-
dents’ behavior. In some instances, mea-
surable improvements in student learning
will also be observed.

Individual teacher needs
and concerns have to be
attended to, as well as
school-wide collective .
ones, or enthusiasm for -
the collective approach
will quickly wane.

Theoretical and research underpin-
nings. Theoretical and research support
for the observation/assessment model can
be found in the literature on teacher gval-
uation, clinical supervision, and peer
coaching. Each of these approaches is
based on the premise that teaching can be
objectively observed and.analyzed and
that improvement can result from fc:dback
on that performance.

McGreal’s (1982) work on teacher eval-
vation suggests a key role for classroom
observation, but expresses a major con-
cern about reliability of observations. The
author points to two primary ways 10 in-
crease the reliability of classroom observa-

tions. The first is to narrow the range of.

what is looked for by having a system that
takes a narrowed focus on teaching (for
instance, an observation system based on
the Madeline Hunter approach to instruc-

—

tion), or by using un ub,}uvalum [.UIdl. o1
focusing instrument. The second way is to
use a pre-conference to increase the kind
and amount of information the obsecrver
has prior to the observation.. Glatthorn
(1984) recommends that clinical super-
visors (or coaches) alternate unfocused
observations with focused observations. In
unfocused observation the observer usu-
ally takes verbatim notes on all significant
behavior. These data are used to identify
some strengths and potential problems that
are discussed in a problem-solving feed-
back conference. A focus is then deter-
mined for the next observation, during
which the observer gathers data rcl;ued 1o
the identified problem.

Glickman (1986) suggests that the lypc
of feedback provided teachers should be
bused on their cognitive levels, Teachers
with a_“low abstract™ cognitive style
should receive directive confercnces
(problem identification and solution come
primarily form the coach or supervisor);

“moderate-abstract” teachers should re-
ceive collaborative conferences (an ex-
change of perceptions about problems and
a negotiated solution); and **high-
abstract™ teachers should receive a non-
directive approach (the coach or super-
visor helps the teacher clarify probl:ms
and choose aconrsc of action). .~ ~

Peer coaching is a form of the
observation/assessment model that pro-
motes transfer of learning to the classroom
(Joyce & Showers, 1982). In pcer observa-
tion, teachers visit one another’s class-
rooms, gather objective data about student
performance or teacher behavior, and give
feedback in a follow-up conference. Ac-
cording o Joyce and Showers (I983J' i

Relatively few persan.f havmg mas- . .
tered a new teaching skill, wi ill then .
‘transfer. that skill into their active =
repertoire. In fact, few will use it ar .

_ all. Continuous practice, feedback,
and W companionship of coaches is
essential 1o enable even highly moti-
vated persons to bring additions 1o,
their repertoire under eﬂ'ecnw con-. ;
trol. (p. 4) -

Joyce (Brandt 1987) says that up 1030
trials maybcrequu’cdtobnngancw
teaching strategy under “executive con-
trol.” Similarly, Shalaway (1985) found
that 10 to 15 coaching sessions_may be
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. necessary for teachers to use what they
- have learned in their classrooms.

Phases of activity. The observation/
- assessment model — whether imple-
menlcd lhrough evaluation, clinical super-
.. vision, or peer coaching — usually
mcludes a pre-observation’ conference, ob-
““seryation, analysis of data, post-

" obsérvation conference, and (in some in-

' stanccs) an analysis of the observation/

- assessment process (Loucks-Horsley etal.,
*. 1987). In the pre-observation conference, a

£

" "focus for the observation is*dctermined.
- observation methods selected, and any
spccml problems noted.

‘+ During the observation, data are collect-

“.'_'ﬁéd using the processes agreed upon in the

. pre-observation conference. The observa-

tion may be focused on the students or on
‘the teacher, and can be global in nature or
iparrowly focused. Patterns found during
-instruction may become evident. Hunter
(1982) recommends three points of analy-
- sis: (a) behaviors that contribute to learn-

. ing, (b) behaviors that interfere with
_ learning, and (c) behaviors that neither
. 'contribute nor interfere, but use time and
.energy lhat_could be better spent.

. Inthe post-observation conference both
the teacher and observer: reflect on the
lessqn and_the observer shares the data
_collected. Sln:nhlhs are typically acknowl-
edged and arcas for improvement sug-
-gested (by cither the teacher or observer,
" “depending upon the goals established in
ﬂiepre-ob.scrvanon conferen. z). An analy-
sis of the supervisory (or coaching) pro-

- cess itself, while not necessarily a part of
“all forms of this model, provides partici-
* parits with an opportunity to reflect on the

svalue of the' observation/assessinent pro-

“¢ess and to discuss modifizations that

rmght be made in Tuture cycles.”
lustrations and outcomes. Achescn
and Gall (1980) report a number of studies
-in which the clinical supervision model
“has been accepted by teachérs when they
and their supervisors are taught systematic
observation !echmques They further note
that this process is viewed as productive by
teachers when the supervisor uses “indi-
rect” behaviors (e.g., accepting feelings
and ideas, giving praise and encourage-
ment, asking questions). While the authors
report that trained supervisors helped
teachers make improvements in a number

of instructional behaviors, they were un-

able to find any studies that demonstrated
s!udenl effects.

The most intensive and extensive stud-
ies of the impact of observation/
assessment on learning comes from the
work of Showers and Joyce. Discussed in
more detail in the training section, these
authors and their associates have found
that powerful improvements have been
made to student lcarning when the training
of teachers in effective instructional prac-
tices is followed by observations and

coaching in their classrooms (Joyce &

The research, then,
.provides reason to believe
that teacher behaviors can
be positively influenced by
the use of an observation/
-assessment model of staff
development. :

-

Showers, 1988). In a study that contrasted
different sources of coaching, Sparks
(1986). contrasted a workshop-only ap-
proach with peer coaching and with con-|
sultant coaching, Her findings indicated

that ’;im- conching was most powerful in1
improving classroom performancg.

The reszzrch, then, provides reason to

behcw:_ thz: “cacher behaviors can be pos-
itively influenced by the use of an
observation/assessment model of staff de-
velopment. It still remains to be learned,
howeyer, whether this model must be com-
bined with particular kinds of training if
student learning is to be enhanced.
3. Involvement in a Development/
Improvement Process

Teachers are sometimes asked to devel-
op or adapt curriculum, design programs,
or engage in systematic school improve-
ment processes that have as their goal the
improvement of classroom instruction

and/or curriculum. Typically these proj-.
ects are initiated to solve a problem. Their
smfwum‘mm that
teachers acquire specific knowledge or
skills (e.g., curriculum planning, research
on effective teaching, group problem-
solving strategies). This learning could be .
acquired through reading, discussion, ob-
servation, training, and/or trial and error.
In other instances, the process of develop-
ing a product itsclf may cause significant
learnings (e.g., through experiential learn-
ing), some of which may have been diffi-
cult or impossible to predict in advance.
This model focuses on the combination of
learnings that result from the involvement
of teachers in such devclopmenli
improvement processes.

Underlying nssumptlons. One asﬁump- ’
tion on which this model is based is that
adults learn most effectively when they
have a need to know or a problem to solve
(Knowles, 1980). Serving on a school im-
provement committee-may require that
teachers read the research on effective
teaching and that they learn new group and
interpersonal skills. Curriculum develop-
ment may demand new content knowledge
of teachers. In each instance, teachers’
learning is driven by the demands of prob-

_lem solving.

Another assumption of this model is thal
people working closest to the job best
understand what is required to improve
their performance. Their teaching experi-
ences guide teachers as they frame prob-
lems and develop solutions.” Given
appropriate opportunities, teachers can ef-
fectively bring their unique perspectives to
the tasks of improving teaching and their
schools,

A final assumption is that teachers ac-
quirc important knowledge or skills
through their involvement in school im-
provement or curriculum development
processes. Such involvement may cause
alterations in attitudes or :* =~ juisition of
skills as individuals or gro.ps work toward
the solution of a common problem. For
instance, teachers may become more
aware of the perspectives of others, more
appreciative of individual differences,
more skilled in group leadership, and bet-
ter able to solve problems. Wt - the learn-
ings may be unpredictable in advance, they
are often regarded as important by teach-
ers.
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Teachers acquire
important knowledge or
skills through their
involvement in school
improvement or
curriculum development
processes. Such
involvement may cause
alterations in attitudes or
the acquisition of skills as
individuals or groups

. work toward the solution
of a common problem.

L —

Theoretical and research underpin-
nings. We have chosen to represent curric-
ulum development and school
improvement as types of staff develop-
ment; involvement in these processes nur-
tures teachers' growth. Others see staff
development (perhaps viewed more nar-
rowly as training) as a key component of
effective curriculum development and im-
plementation. As Joyce and Showers
(1988) write, “It has been well established
that curriculum implementation is de-
manding of staff development —
essentially, without strong staff develop-
ment programs that are appropriately de-
signed a very low level of implementation

}ccurs" (p. 44).

Whichever penspective one has, stall
development and the improvement of
schools and curriculum go hand in hand.
Glickman (1986), who argues that the aim
of staff development should be to improve
teachers’ ability to think, views curricu-
lum development as a key aspect of this
process. He believes that the intellectual
engagement required in curriculum devel-
opment demands that teachers not only
know their content, but that they must also
acquire curriculum planning skills. He rec-

--ommends that curriculum development be

conducted in heterogeneous groups com-
posed of teachers of low, medium, and
high abstract reasoning abilities. Accord-
ing to Glickman, the complexity of the
curriculum development task should be
matched to the abstract reasoning ability of
the majority of teachers in the group.

Glatthorn (1987) describes three ways in
which teachers can modify a district’s cur-
riculum guide. They may operationalize
the district's curriculum guide by taking its
lists of objectives and recommended
teaching methods and turning them into a
set of usable instructional guides. Or they
may adapt the guide to students’ special
needs (e.g., remediation, learning style
differences, etc.). Finally, teachers may
enhance the guide by developing optional
enrichment units. Glatthorn recommends
that these activities be done in groups,
believing that, in doing so, teachers will
become more cohesive and will share ideas
about teaching and learning in general, as
well as on the development task at hand.

The involvement of teachers in school
improvement processes, while similar in

L

its assumptions and process to curriculum
development, finds its research and theory
base in other sources. General approaches
to school improvement come from the lit-
erature on change and innovation, For ex-
ample, Loucks-Horsley and Hergert (1985)
describe seven action steps in a school
improvement process that are based in
research on implementation of new prac-
tices in schools (Crandall & Loucks, 1983;
Hall & Loucks, 1978; Louis & Rosenblum,
1981). The research on effective schools
underpins other approaches to school im-
provement (Cohen, 1981). Finally, an ap-
proach to school improvement through
staff development developed by Wood and |
his associates was derived from an analysis
of effective stall development practices as
represented in the rescarch and in reports
from educationul practitioners
(Thompson, 1982; Wood, 1989). The re-
sult is a five-stage RPTIM model (Readi-
ness, Planning, Training, Implementation,
and Maintenance) used widely in design-r
ing and implementing staff development
efforts (Wood, Thompson, & Russell,
1981). As a result of involvement in such
improvement efforts, schools (and the
teachers within them) may develop new
curriculum, change reporting procedures -
10 parents, enhance communication within
the faculty, and improve instruction,
among many other topics.

Phases of activity. This model begins
with the identification of a problem or need
by un individual, a group of teachers (e.g.,
a grade-level team or a secondary depart-
ment), a school faculty, or adistrict admin-
istrator. The need may be identified
informally through discussion or a grow-
ing sense of dissatisfaction, through a
more formal process such as brainstorm-
ing or the use of a standardized instrument -
(such as a school improvement survey ur
needs assessment), or through examina-
tion of student achievement or program -
evaluation Gata. .

After a need has been identified, a re-
sponse is formulated. This response may
be determined informally or formally. In
some cases, the necessary action may be-

‘come immediately evident (e.g., the need

for new lunchroom rules). At other times,
teachers may need to brainstorm or search
out alternatives, weigh them against a set
of predetermined criteria, develop an ac-
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- tion plan, and determine evaluation pro-
-,-wdures. This process may take several
: sessions to complete and require consulta-
. tion with a larger group (e.g., the school-
wxde staff development committee may
 receive feedback on the tentative plan from
Ihe entire faculty). - ¥
Typically it becomes evident during t.h:s
phase that specific knowledge or skills
: mayberequ:rcd to implement the plan. For
. instance, the faculty may decide that it
. wants to study several discipline systems

_' before implementing the new lunchroom

*-'management system. The improvemcnt of
- ‘students’ higher-order thinking may in-
volve the selection of new textbooks, re-
,_qumng that committee members better
- understand which features to look for in a
«textbook to support this goal. The develop-
- ment or selection of a new elementary
. science curriculum may require study of
“the latest research on science teaching and

*the examination of other curricula.

Al this point the plan is implemented or

-+ the product developed. This process may

" . take several days, several months, or sever-

~ al years. As a final step, the success of the
- program is assessed. If teachers are not

- . satisficd with the results, they may return

. 10 an carlicr phasc (c.g.. acquisition of

knowledge or skills) and repeat the pro-

" .- CCSS.

*‘ulum development, little research on the
1

! Illustrations and outcomes. Whilc
tcachers have long been involved in curric-

impact of these experiences on r pro-

fessional development has been con-

:'dgﬂﬁemsearchlhalhasbcendone

+ .- has assessed the impact of such involve-

* ment on arcas other than professional de-

velopment (for example, job satisfaction,

). costs, and commitment to the organiza-

“tion) (Kimpston & Rogers, 1987). Sim-
ilarly. although the engagement of teachers
. in school improvement processes has in-

i* creased in the last few years, little research

has been conducted on the effects of that

-~ involvement on their professional develop-
" ment. There are, however, numerous ex-
- - amples that illustrate the various ways
. schools and districts have enhanced teach-

" er growth by engaging them in the

.. development/improvement process.

In the past few years, many state educa-
tion agencies have supported implementa-
tion of state-initiated reforms through the
encouragement (and sometimes mandat-

ing) of school improvement processes. For
example; the Franklin County (Ohio) De-
partment of Education used a staff devel-
opment process to assist five school
districts to meet mandated state goals
(Scholl & McQueen, 1985). Teachers and
administrators from the districts learned
about the state requirements and devel-
oped goals and planning strategies for their
districts. A major product of the program
was a manual that included a synthesis of
information and worksheets that could be
used to guide small group activities in the
five districts.

School districts have also initiated pro-
grams which involved teachers in im-
provément planning. In the Hammond
(Indiana) Public Schools, decision making
is school based (Casner-Lotto, 1988).
School improvement committees (each
composed of 15-20 members, including
teachers, administrators, parénts, stu-
dents, and community members) received
training in consensus building, brain-
storming. creative problem solving, and
group dynamics. After this training, each
committee develops a “vision of excel-
lence™ for its school. As a result, schools
have initiated projects in individualized
lcarning, peer evaluation, cross-grade-
level reading. and tcacher coaching/
mentoring.

Sparks, Nowakowskl. Hall, Alcc, and

| Imrick (1985) reported on two clementary
school improvement projects that led to

large gains on state reading tests. The first
school’s staff decided to review; the reading
curriculum and to investigate alternative
instructional approaches. Teachers task-
analyzced the six lowest-scoring objectives
on the stafe test, studied effective instruce
tional techniques, and participated in sclf-
sclected professional growth activities. In
2 years the number of students who scored
above the average rose from 72 percent to
100 percent. In the second school, teachers
zlopted a new reading series, revised the
kindergarten program, and created a book-
let that included practice test items and
effective instructional practices for im-
proving student achievement. The per-
centage of students achieving the reading
objectives increased almost 20 percent in 3
years.

The Jefferson County (Colorado)
School District has long involved teachers
in curriculum development and adaptation

(Jefferson County Public Schools, 1974).
A cyclical process of needs assessment,
curriculum objective statements, curricu-
lum writing, pilot testing and evaluation,
and district-wide implementation has been
used on a regular basis in the majorontent -
areas. Teachers involved in writing and
pilot test teams hone their skills as curricu- - -
lum planners and developers and as mas-
ters of the new techniques that are
incorporated into the curriculum (these
have included such strategies as coopera-
tive learning and individualized instruc-
tion). They also often take on the role of
teacher trainers for the district-wide imple-
mentation that follows pilot and field tests
(Loucks & Pratt, 1979).

E. 1. Wilson High School in Spencerport
(New York) is one of many across the
country that has implemented elements of
effective schools through a systematic
school improvement process. Teachers in
the school participate with building ad-
ministrators on a Building Planning Com-
mittee which spearheads the achievement
of “ideal practices” within the school

.through a seven-step process that engages

the entire faculty in assessment, planning,

implementation, and evzluation. As a re-
sult, the school climate and student
achicvement have improved, as have the
knowledge, skills, and attitudes of the
teachers involved. This school’s outcome
is representative of other schools that have
implemented similar improvement pro-
cesses (Kyle, 1985).

" These state, school, and district-level |
efforts illustrate the wide variety of ways 1
in which this model of staff developmentis ;
being used. While the research and evalua-
tion evidence reparding the impact of these
processes on teacher knowledge and skills
is not substantial, resecarch does support
many of the ingredients contained within
these processes. These include commit-
ment to the process by school and building
administrators, which includes giving au-
thority and resources to the team to pursue
and then implement its agenda; develop-

. ment of knowledge and skills on the part of

the teacher participants; adequate, quality
time to meet, reflect, and develop; ade-
quate resources to purchase materials, visit
other sites, hire consultants to contribute
to informed decision making; leadership
that provides a vision, direction and guid-
ance, but allows for significant decision -

L
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making on the part of the teacher partici-
pants; and integration of the effort into
other improvement efforts and into other
structures that influence teaching and
learning in the school (Loucks-Horsley et
al., 1987). When these factors are present,
a limited amount of research data and a
great deal of self-report data indicate clear-
ly that the desired outcomes of staff devel-

. opment are achieved.
_ 4. Training

In the minds of many educators, training
is synonymous with staff development.
Most teachers are accustomed to atténding
‘workshop-type sessions in which the pre-
senter is the expert who establishes the
content and flow of uctivities. Typically
the training session is conducted with a
clear set of objectives or learner vutcomes.
These outcomes frequently include aware-
ness or knowledge (e.g., participants will
be able to explain the five principles of
cooperative learning) and skill develop-
ment (e.g., participants will demonstrate
the appropriate use of open-ended ques-
tions in a class discussion). Joyce and
Showers (1988) cite changes in attitudes,
transfer of training, and “executive con-
trol” (the appropriate and consistent use of

~ new strategies in the classroom) as addi-
" tional outcomes. It is the trainer's role to

select activities (e.g., lecture, demonstra-

_tion, role-playing, simulation, micro-
* teaching) that will aid teachers in achiev-

ing the desired outcomes.
Whatever the anticipated outcomes, the

- improvement of teachers’ thinking is an

important goal. According to Showers,
Joyce, und Bennett (1987):

. . the purpose of providing training
in any practice is not simply to gener-
ate the external visible teaching
“moves” that bring that practice 1o
bear in the instructional setting but
to generate the conditions that en-
able the practice to be selected and
used appropriately and inte-
gratively. . . . a major, perhaps the
major, dimension of teaching skill is
co,gmrme in namre fppL 85-86)

Under!ytng mumpﬁons An assump-

“tion that undergmds the training model of

“staff development is that there are behav-
jors and techniques that are worthy of
replication by teachers in the classroom.

* This assumption can certainly be sup-

ported by the large number of research-
based effective teaching practices that
have been identified and verilied in the
past 20 years (Sparks, 1983),

Another assumption underlying this
model is that teachers can change their
behaviors and learn to replicate behaviors
in their classroom that were not previously
in their repertoire. As Joyce and Showers
(1983) point out, training is a powerful
process for enhancing knowledge and
skills. It is plain from the research on
training,” they say, “that teachers can be
wonderful learners. They can master just
about any kind of teaching strategy or
implement almost any technique as long as
adequate training is provided” (p. 2).* -

Because of a high participant-to-trainer
ratio, training is usually a cost-efficient
means for teuchers W acquire Anowledge
or skills. Many instructional skills requife)
that teachers view a demonstration of their
use to fully understand their implementa-
tion. Likewise, certain instructional tech-
niques require for their classroom
implementatidn that teachers have an op-
portunity to practice them with feedback
from a skilled observer. Training may be
the most efficient means for large numbers
ol teuchers to view these demonstrations
and to receive feedback as they practice.

Theoretical and research underpin-
nings. The'theoretical and research under-
pinnings for the training model come from
several sources, but the most recent and
intensive research has been conducted by
Joyce and Showers (1988). They have de-
termined that, depending upon the desired
outcomes, training might include explora-
tion of theory, demonstration or modeling
of a skill, practice of the skill under simu-
lated conditions, feedback about perfor-
mance, and coaching in the workplace,
Their research indicates that this combina-
tion of components is necessary if lhc
outcome is skill development.

In addition to those components identi-
fied by Joyce and Showers, Sparks (1983)
cites the importance of discussion and peer
observation as training activities, She
notes that discussion is useful both when
new concepts or techniques are presented
and as a problem-solving tool after teach-
ers have had an opportunity to try out new
strategies in their classrooms. Training
sessions that are spaced | or more weeks |
apart so that content can be “Chliﬁgd"_for

improved comprehension and so that A\
teachers have opportunities for classroom
practice and peer couching are shown to be
more effective than “one-shot™ training
(Loucks-Horsley et al., 1987; Spnrks,
1983).

Sparks (1983), Wu (1987), and Wood
and Kleine (1987) point out the value of
teachers as trainers of their peers. Sparks
indicates that teachers may Tearn as much .
from their peers as from “expert™ trainers,
She also argues that school districts can
afford the type of small-group training that
she recommends when peers are used rath-
er than more expensive external consul-
tants. In reviewing the research, Wood and
Kleine found that tcachers preferred their
peers as trainers. Wu's review of the re-
scarch also confirmed this, finding that
when their peers e trainens, leachers feel
more comfortable exchanging ideas, play a
more active role in workshops, and report

* that they receive more practical sugges-

tions. There is, however, evidence that
indicates that expert trainers who have the
critical qualities teachers value in their
peers (e.g., a clear understanding of how a
new practice works with real students in
real classroom settings) can also be highly
effective (Crandall, 1983). :

Phases of activities. According to Joyce
and Showers (1988), “Someone has to de-
cide what will be the substance of the
training, who will provide training, when
and where the training will be held and for
what duration™ (p. 69). While training con-
tent, objectives, and schedules are often
determined by administrators or by the
trainer, Wood, McQuarrie, and
Thompson's (1982) research-based model
advocates u:m':lwag participants in plan-
ning training programs. Participants serve
on planning teams which assess negds
(using appropriate sources of data); ex-
plore various research-based approaches,
select content, determine goals and objec-
tives, schedyle training sessions, and mon-
itor implementation of the program.

Joyce and Showers (1988) point out that
there are specific “learning-to-learn” atti-
tudes and skills that teachers or
can develop that aid the training pro
They cite persistence, acknowled of
the transfer problem (the need for consider-
able practice of new skills in the class-
room), teaching new behaviors to students,
meeting the cognitive demands of innova-
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‘tions (developing a “deep understanding ™
.of new practices), the productive use of
peers, and flexibility. The authors list sev-
-eral conditions of training sessions that
"fosler :hesc aptitudes and behaviors: ade-
-:-quate lrmmng. opportunities for collegial

pmblcm solving, norms that encourage.

f.xpenmentallon. and organlzauonal
structures that support learning. Sparks’
(1983) review of staff development re
search suggests that a diagnostic process
(such as dctailed profiles of tecaching be
haviors based upon classrooM obscrva
tions) may be an important fi f'rsl step in the

training process. ?
" After training, in-classr om assistance
“in the form of peer observation and ¢oach-
“ing is critical to the transfer of more com-
_plex_teaching_skills (Joyce & Showers
" 1988). 'I'he process of data gathenng and
E:T'ysns that accompanies most forms of
_peer ‘observation -is valuable to the ob-
. server as well as the observed teacher
(Brandt. 1987; Sparks, 1986). A more thor-
ough discussion of this topic can be found
_in the observation/assessment model de-
scribed earlier in this zrticle.
-~ Hlustrations and outcomes. The pc -er
of training to alter teachers’ knowledge.
" attitudes, and instructional skills is well
established. Its impact on teachers, how-
ever, depends upon its objectives and the
quality of the training program, Joyce and
_Showers (1988) have determined that when
-all training components are present (theo-
ry. demonstration, practice, feedback, and
“coaching), an effect size of 2.71 exists for
knowledge-level objectives, 1.25 for skill-
level objectives, and 1.68 for transfer of
.~ training to the classroom. (The effect size
'.'tlcs_cri_hﬂ the magnitude of gains from any
given change in educational practice; the
- higher the effect size, the _reater the mag-
nitude of gain. For instance, an effect size
. of 1.0 indicates that the average teacher in
the experimental group outperformed 84%
-of the teachers in the control group.) “We
have concluded from these data,” Joyce
and Showers (1988) report, “that teachers
can acquire new knowledge and skill and
(use it in their instructional practice when
-provided with adequate opportunities to
earn” (p. 72). Coaching and peer observa-
tion research cited earlier in the
‘observation/assessment model also sup-
parts the efficacy of training.
\Wade ( I985) found in her meta-analysis

of inservice teacher education research
that training affected participants’ learning
by ‘an effect size of .90 and their behavior
by:.60. An effect size of .37 was found for
the impact of teacher training on student
behavior.- Wade also concluded that train-

-ing groups composed of both elementary

and secondary teachers achieved higher
effect sizes than did those enrolling only
elementary or only secondary teachers.
Gage (1984) traces the evolution of re:
scarch on teaching from obscrvational and
descriptive studics to correlational studies
to ninc experiments that were designed to.
alter instructional practices. “The main
conclusion of this body of rescarch,™ Gage
wrofe, “is that, in cight out of the nine
cases, inservice education was fairly effec-
tive — not with all teachers and not with all
teaching practices but effective enough to
change teachers and improve’student
achievement, or attitudes, or behavior™ (p.
92).

ing programs are available that have dem-
onstrated impact on teacher behavior and/
or'student learning. For instance, studies
indicate that teachers who have been
taught cooperative learning strategies for
their classrooms have students who have
higher achievement, display higher rea-

- soning and greater critical thinking, have

more positive attitudes toward the subject
area, and like their fellow students better

(Johnson, Johnson, Holubec,” & Roy, |

1984).

Good and Grouws (1987) describe a
mathematics staff development program
for elementary teachers. In this 10-session
program teachers learned more about

mathematics content and™ahoul instruc-
tional und management issues. As a resull
of the training, the rescarchers found
changes in teachers’ classroom practice
and improved mathematics presentations.
Student mathematics performance was
also improved.

Kerman (1979) reports a 3-year study in
which several hundred K-12 teachers were
trained to improve their interactions with
low-achieving students. The five-session
training program included peer obser
tion in the month interval between e:
session. The researchers found that k
achieving students in experimental clas
made significant academic gains over t
counterparts in control groups.

. e . ]
Numerous specific illustrations of train-

As the preceding
discussion indicates, there
is a much more
substantial research
literature on ‘raining than
on iie models presented
earlier. Under the
appropriate conditions,
training has the potential
for significantly changing
teachers’ beliefs, -
‘knowledge, behavior, and
the ped'omance of theu'
students.
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Rauth (1986) describes an Americun
Federation of Teachers training program
that brought research on teaching to its
members. Teacher Research Linkers
(TRLs) first determine which aspects of
the research will be most valuable in their
teaching. Between sessions they carry out
implementation plans in their own class-
rooms. TRLs are then taught how to effec-
tively share this research with their
colleagues. A study of this program indi-
cated that teachers made significant
changes in their practice and that, in addi-
tion, their morale and collegiality increas-
ed dramatically.

Robbins and Wolfe (1987) discuss a
4-year staff development project designed
1o increase elementary students’ engaged
time and achievement. Evaluation of the
training program documented steady im-
provement for 3 years in teachers’ instruc-
tional skills, student engaged time, and
student achievement in reading and math.
While scores in all these areas dropped in
the project's fourth and final year, Robbins

" and Wolfe argue that this decline was due
to insufficient coaching and peer obscrva-
tion during that year. '

As the preceding discussion indicates,
there is a much more substantial research
literature on training than on the models

_presented earlier. Under the appropriate
conditions, training has the potential for
- significantly changing teachers’ beliefs,
hwwledgc. behavior, and the performance
of their students.
*5. Inquiry . ;

Teacher inquiry can take different
forms. A high school teacher wonders if an
alteration in her lesson plan from her first
period class will produce improved stu-
dent understanding in second period. A
brief written quiz given at the end of the
class indicates that it did. A group of
teachers gathers weekly after school foran
huur or two at the teacher center to exam-

- ine the research on ability grouping. Their
- findings will be shared with the district’s
curriculum council. Several elementary
teachers study basic classroom research
techniques, formulate research questions,
. gather and analyze data, and use their
+findings to improve mslrucnon in their
classrooms.

'kacher mqmry may be a solua.ry activ-
uy. be done in small groups, or be con-
" - ducted by a school faculty. Its process may

be formal or informal, It may occur in a

classroom, at a teacher center, or result

from a university class. In this section
teacher inquiry is explored as a staff devel- |

opment model.

Underlying assumptions. Inquiry re- |

flects a basic belief in teachers’ ability to
formulate valid questions about their own

practice und to pursue objective answers 10

those questions. Loucks-Horsley and her
associates (1987) list three assumptions

One of the important
tenets of the inquiry
approach is that research
is an :mportam activity in
which teachers should be
engaged, although they
rarely participate in it
other than as “subjects.”

about a teacher inquiry approach to staff

development:
® Teachers are intelligent, inquiring in-

dividuals with legitimate expertise

and important experience.

® Teachers are inclined to search for._‘
data to answer pressing questions and--
to reflect on the data to formulate |

solutions.

® Teachers will develop new undcr—_

standings as they formulate their own

questions and collect their own data to

answer them.
The overarching assumption of the

model is that :

the most effective avenue for profes-
sional development is cooperative
study by teachers themselves inlo
problems and issues arising from .
their attempis 1o make their practice’

consistent with their educational

values. . . . [The approuch] ‘aims 10 -

give greater control over what is 1o

count as valid educational knowl-

edge 1o teachers. (Ingvarson, 1987,

pp. 15, 17)

Theoretical and research underpin-
mngs. The call for inquiry-oriented teach-
ers is not new. Dewey (1933) wrote of the

‘need for teachers to take “reflective ac-
tion.” Zeichner (1983) cites more than 30
years of advocacy for “teachers as action
researchers,” “teacher scholurs,” *“teach-
er innovators,”™ “sell-monitoring teach-
ers,” and “teachers as parlicipam s
observers.” .

..More recently, various forms of i inquiry

have been advocated by a number of theor-
ists and researchers. Tikunoff and Ward's
(1983) model of inteructive rescarch and
‘development promotes teacher inquiry
into the questions they are asking through
close work with researchers (who help -
with methodology) and staff developers
(who help them create ways of sharing
their results with others). Lieberman
(1986) rcports on a similar process in:
which teachers serving on colluborative
teams pursued answers to school-wide
rather than classroom problems. Watts
(I98$} discusses the role of collaborative

‘research, classroom action research, and -
teacher support groups in cncouragmg'
teacher inquiry. Simmons and Sparks
(1985) describe the use of action research
to help teachers better relate resw\:h on:
teaching to their unique classrooms. -

Glickman (1986) advocates action re-
search in the form of quality circles,
problem-solving groups, and school im-
provement projects as means to develop
Lteacher thought: Cross (1987) proposes

_'classroom fesearch to help teachers evalu-
“ate the effectiveness-of theirown teaching.
Glatthorn (1987) diy:usses acuon research
by teams of teachers as a peer-centered
option for promoting professional growth.
Loucks-Horsley=snd her colleagues (1987)
discuss teachers-as-researchers as a form
of teacher development that helps narrow
‘the gap between research and practice;:
Sparks and Simmons (1989) propose;

* .| -inquiry-oriented" staff development as a2

‘means to.enhance teachers’ dec:s:on-
‘making abilities: -.’. K v
One of the :mportanl tcnels of the mqm-

xy approach isthat researchisan lmpomnl

B
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acti\nty in whlch teachers should be en-

_gaged, although they rarely pamc:pate in

it other than as “subjects.” Gable and

.'Rogers (1987) “take the terror out of re-

search” by describing ways in which it can
be used as a staff devclopmcnt tool. Thcy
discuss-both qualitative and quantitative
methodology, providing specific strategies
that teachers can use in their classrooms.
They conclude by saying *.-. . the desire to
and ability to do research is aa essential
attribute of the professional teacher of the
es” (p. 695). . o

Phases of activity. While the inquiry
model of staff development can take many
forms, these forms have’ a number of ele-

’ITICI'IIS in common. First, mdmduals ora

group of. teachers identify a problem of
interest. Next, they explore ways of col-
lecting data that may range from exam-
ining existing theorctical and research
literature to gathering original classroom
or school data. These data are then an-
alyzed and interpreted by an individual or
the group. Finally, changes are made, and
new data are gathered znd analyzed to
determine the effects of the intervention.
This process can be adapted to the
unique needs of a particular approach to
inquiry. For instance, Hovda and Kyle
(1984) provide a 10-step process for action
rescarch that progresses from identifying
interested participants, through sharing
several study ideas, to discussing findings,
to considering having the study published
or presented. Glatthorn (1987) describes a
four-step process for action research. Col-
laborative research teams (a) identify a
problem, (h) decide npon specific rescarch
questions to be investigated and methodol-
ogy to be used, (c) carry out the ~~scarch
design, and (d) use the rescarch to design
an intervention to be implemented in the
school.
.- Watts (1985) describes “reflective con-
versations™ in which teachers carefully
observe and thoughtfully consider a par-
ticular child or practice. Using a standard
procedure, the group shares observations,
reviews previous records and information,
summarizes their findings, and makes rec-
ommendations. As a final step, the group
revicws the process to assess how well it

went, looks for gaps, and identifics idcas |

to repeat in future conversations.
Organizational support and/or technical
assistance may be required throughout the
!

G 5 A : S 2
phases of an inquiry activity. Organiza-
tional support may take the form of struc-
tures such as teacher centers or study
groups, or of resources such as released
time or materials. Technical assistance
may involve training in research meth-
odologies, data-gathering techniques, and
other processes that aid tea-hers in making
sense of their experiences.

Ilustrations and outcomes. The forms.

inquiry =5 a staff development model may

Teacher development in
school districts does not
take place in a vacuum.
Its success is influenced in
many ways by the district’s
organizational context.

)

take are limited only by the imagination.
Simmons and Sparks (1985) describe o
“Master of Arts in Classroom Teaching”
degree designed to help teachers meet their
individually identified improvement
goals. Teachers in this program learn about
educational research. identify and analyze
classroom problems, pursue topics of pro-
fessional interest, and improve their over-
all teaching ability. The authors report
evidence of change in participant knowl-
edge (e.g., concerning cffective teaching-
learning), thinking (e.g., enhanced
problem-solving skills, increased cogni-
tive complexity), and patterns of commu-
nication and collegiality.

Watts (1985) presents a number of ways
in which teachers act as researchers. She
discussed collaborative research in teacher
centers funded by the Teachers” Center

Exchange (then located at the Far West
Laboratory for Educational Research and
Development) that was conducted in the
late 1970s and early 1980s. Fourteen pro-
jects were funded in which teachers collab-
orated with researchers on loplcs of
interest to the individual teachers’ center.
Watts also described ethnographic studies
of classrooms conducted collaboratively
by teachers and researchers. In addition,
she provided examples of classroom action
research and teachers’ study groups as
forms of inquiry. Watts concluded that
these three approaches share several out-
comes. First, as a result of learning more
about research, teachers make more in- .
formed decisions about when and how to
apply the research findings of others. Sec-
ond, teachers experience more supportive
and collegial relationships. And third,
teaching improves as teachers learn-more
about it by becoming better able to look
beyond the immediate, the individual, and
the concrete.

The effects of the teacher inquiry model
of staff development may reach beyond the
classroom to the school. An example of
school-wide impact comes from the report
of a high school team convened to reflect
on a lack of communication and support
between teachers and administrators (Lie-
berman & Miller, 1984), As a result of
working togcther to define the problem,
learn each other’s perspectives, gather evi-
dence, and formulate solutions, teachers
and administrators address important
school problems collaboratively. Note that
there is a substantial overlap between this
kind of *school-based™ inquiry and some
of the school improvement processes dis-
cussed carlier in the model described as
involvement in a development/
improvement process.,

Organizational Confext

Teacher development in school districts
does not take place in a vacuum. Its suc-
cess is influenced in many ways by the
district's organizational context
(McLaughlin & Marsh, 1978; Sparks,
1983). Key organizational factors include
school and district climate, leadership atti-
tudes and behaviors, district policies and
systems, and the involvement of partici-
pants. _

While staff development fosters the pro-
fessional growth of individuals, organiza-
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tional development addresses the
organization's responsibility 1o define and
meet changing self improvement goals
(Dillon-Peterson, 1981). Consequently, ef-
fective orgunizations have the capacity to
continually renew themselves and solve
problems. Within this context, individuals
can grow.

In earlier sections of this article, five

models of staff development were dis-
_cussed that have solid. foundations in re-
search and/or practice, and are being used
in increasingly robust forms throughout
the country today. While each model re-
quires somewhat different organizational
. supports to make it successful, it is also
" true that research points to a common set
of attributes of the organizational context
without which staff development can have
only limited success (Loucks-Horsley et
al., 1987). In organizations where staff
, development is most successful:

@ Staff members have a common, co-
herent set of goals and objectives that
they have helped formulate, reflecting
high expectations of themselves and
their students.

® Administrators exercise strong leader-
ship by promoting a *“norm of colle-
giality,’" minimizing status
differences between themselves and
their staff members, promoting infor-
mal communication, and reducing

ﬂ:cirownneedtousefonmlcontrols_

to achieve coordination.

® Administrators and teachers place a
high priority on staff development
and continuous improvement.

® Administrators and teachers make use
of a variety of formal and informal

* processes for monitoring progress to-

. ward goals, using them to identify

. obstacles to such progress and ways of
overcoming these obstacles, rather
than using them to make summary
judgments regarding the *“‘compe-
tence” of particular staff members
(Conley & Bacharach, 1987).

® Knowledge, expertise, and resources,

_ including time, are drawn on appro-

= priately, yet liberally, to initiate and
support the pursuit of staff develop-

ment goals. -

" This section briefly highlights the research

that supports these organizational attrib-

utes. -

Organizational Climate

Little (1982) found that effective
schools are characterized by norms of col-
legiality and experimentation. Simply put,
teachers are more likely 1o persist in using
new behaviors when they feel the support
of colleagues and when they believe that
professional risk taking (and its occasional
failures) are encouraged. Fullan (1982) re-
ports that the degree of change is strongly
related to the extent to which teachers
interact with each other and provide tech-
nical help 1o one another. “Teachers need
to participate in skill-training work-
shops,” Fullan writes, “but they also need
to have one-to-one and group oppor-
tunities toreceive and give help, and more
simply to converse about the meaning of
change" (p. 121).

The degree of change is
strongly related to the
extent to which teachers
interact with each other
and provide technical kelp
to one another.

Joyce and Showers (1983) point out that
*in a loose and disorganized social climate
without clear goals, reticent teachers may
actually subvert elements of the training
process not only for themselves but also for
others” (p. 31). While teacher commitment
is desirable, it need not necessarily be
present initially for the program to be
successful. Miles (1983) found that
teacher/administrator harmony was criti-
cal to the success of improvement efforts,

‘but that it could develop over the course of

an improvement effort. Initially, working
relationships between teachers and admin-

istrators_had to be clear and supportive
enough so that most participants could
“suspend disbelief,” believing that the de-
mands of change would be dealt, with to-
gether (Crandall, 1983). In their study of
school improvement efforts that relied

heavily on staff dcvclopmgnl for their suc-
cess, both Miles and Crandall found that in
projects where a mandated strategy caused
some initial disharmony between teachers
and administrators, the climate chunged as
the new program’s positive impuct on stu- -
dents became clear. When a new program
was selected carefully and teachers re-
ceived good training and support, most
who were initially skeptical soon agreed
with and were committed to the effort.
Showers, Joyce, and Bennett (1987) sup-
port the position that, at least initially,
teachers’ ability to use a new praclice in a
competent way may be more lmponuu
than commitment.

Few would disagree with the impor-
tance of a school and district climate that
encourages experimentation and supports
teachers o take risks, i.e., estublishes read-
incss for change (Wood, Thompson, &
Russell, 1981). Yet a supportive context
consists of more than “good feelings.™
The quality of the recommended practices
is also critical. Research conducted by
Guskey (1986) and Loucks and Zacchei
(1983) indicates that the new practices de- .
veloped or chosen by or for teachers need
to be effective ones — effective by wmle
of evaluation results offered by the devel-
operorbywefultulmgbylhetmhus
who have developed them. These' re-
searchers found that only when teachers”

see that a new program or practice en<
hancu the learning of their students will-
their beliefs and attitudes change in a s:g-
nificant way.
Leadership and Support

According to the Rand Change Agent
Study (McLaughlin & Marsh, 1978) active
support by principals and district adminis-
mmlscnucallotbemofany
change effort. According ta Mcl.aughll.n
and Marsh (1978) ' :

'ﬂle Rand research sets the role qf
the ipal as instructional leader -
.in the context of strengthening the
school improvement process through
team building and problem solving

_. in a “project-like” context. It sug-
gests that principals need 10 give

- clear messages that teachers may '

take responsibility for their own pro-

- Jessional growth. (p. 92) -
Stallings and Mohlman (1981) deter-
mined that telchers improved mosl ln mﬂ’
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Fe
development programs where the principal

_ supported them and was clear and consis-

. tent in communicating school policies.

= Zacchei (1983) wrote *. .

Likewise, Ficlding and Schalock (1985)
report a study in which principals” involve-
ment in teachers® staff development pro-
duced longer-term changes than when

" principals were not involved.

* * In their discussion of factors that affect
the application of innovations. Loucks and
. administrators
in successful improvement sites take their
leadership roles seriously and provide the
" direction needed to engage teachers in the

: mew practices” (p. 30).

- According to Huberman (1983), teach-

ers’ successful use of new skills often oc-

curs when administrators excrt strong and
continuous pressure for implementation.
He argues that *. . . administrators, both

at the central office and building levels. |

have to go to center stage and stay there if

" school improvement cfforts are to suc-
. ceed™ (p. 27). While administrator pres-
. ence is important, administrators must

also act as pate-keepers of change so that
“innovation overload™ can be avoided

" (Anderson & Odden, 1985).

¢

While much rescarch points to adminis-
trators as being key leaders in staff devel-
opment and change, it is also truc thal

- * others can take on leadership and support

roles — and may in fact be better placed to
do so. Research on school improvement
indicates that a tcam approach can help

" orchestrate leadership and support “func-
. tions” which can be sharced by administra-
" tors (building and district level), district
" “coordinators or staff developers. teachers.

and external trainers and consultants
" (Loucks-Horsley & Hergert. 1985). For
exzmple, Cox (1983) reports that while

_ principals seem to play an important role in
. clarifying expectations and goals and sta-

bilizing the school organization. central

~ office coordinators. who often know more

about a specific practice. can cffectively
“coach teachers in their attempts to change
~ their classroom behavior. Coordinated
leadership can also help avoid situations
stch as a school’s textbooks and curricu-

. lum not matching the instructional models
- teachers are being taught to use (Ficlding

& Schalock, 1985).

District Policies and Systems
" Staff development activities occur with-

1 in the context of a school district’s staff

development progrant. According to Ellis
(1988), a comprchensive stalf developst
ment program inclindes i philosophy,
goals, allocation of sesources, and coor-
dination. The philosophy spells out beliefs
that guide the program. District. school.
and individual goals Gand their ncconp-
panying action plans) provide direction to
staff development efforis. Resources need
to be allocated at the district. school, and
individual levels so that these goals have a
reasonable chance of trcing achieved. Staff
development programs need 1o he coordi-
nated by individuals ¥ho have an assigned
responsibility for this arca. Ellis also sup-
ports the use of a district-level staff devel-
opment committee to aid in umrtlln‘mnn
of programs.

While much research
points to administrators as
being key leaders in staff
development and change,
it is also true that others
can take on leadership
and support roles — and
may in fact be better
placed to do so.

The selection, incorporation. or combi-
nation of the modcls of stalf development
described in this article are the respon-
sibility of the district’s staff development
structure. Decisions about their use need
to match the intended outcomes if they are
to be cffective (Levine & Broude. 1989)
but these decisions are also influenced by
statc and/or community initiatives aimed
at thc improvement of schools and/or
teaching (Anderson & Odden, 1986).
Participant Involvement

Rescarch clearly indicates that involving
participants in kcy decisions about staff

-development is necessary for a program to

have its greatest impact. According to Lie-
berman and Miller (1986). a supportive
context for staff development requires both
a “top-down™ and “bottom-up" approach.

¢itop-down component sets a gencra
tion for the district or school and
municates expectations regarding per-
¢. The bottom-up processes in-
teachers in establishing goals and
ing appropriate staff development
ties.
e cstablishment of common goals is
anf 1o the success of staff develop-
efforts (Ward & Tikunoff, 1981),
h and Anderson's (1986) research in-
that a clearly defined process of
-collcctlon. shared diagnosis, and
1f' cation of solutions to problems
" be employed during the plznning
. Collaboration, from initial planning
igh implementation and institutional-
, is a key process in determining
goalt; and in influencing lasting
e (Lambert, 1984; McLaughlin &
th. 1978; Wood. Thompson, &
15811, 1981).
Dortic (1986) argues that when teachers
£, = that they can participate in impor-
tchoo!-lcvcl decisions, the relation-
sh tween the extra efforts required by
| improvement and the benefits of
lhe efforts becomes clearer. Following
lhtg:argumcnt he recommends that
sch¥ols be given relatively little detailed -
supgvision, but be monitored instead for
based on explicit criteria.
rs rcport that, when teachers can-
nog ¢ involved in initial decisions regard-
ing%staff development (e.g.. when it is
m@ndaled by state legislation or when it
su#rts the use of district-wide curricu-

: their involvement in decisions about
thc‘i\hm and “whens” of implementa-
llmftan be important to success. Further-
mod: teachers' involvement in developing
cumculum and as trainers for staff devel-
npnrcnl programs can contribute in impor-
an; .ways to the success of an effort
(Lbucks & Pratt, 1979).

Odden and Anderson (1986) capture the
reciprocal relationship between organiza-
tion and individual development in-this
discussion of their research:

When instructional strategies, which

aim to improve rhe-shf.’s of individu-

als, were sacce:sfu! they had signif-
icant effects-on schools as.
organizations. When school strate-
gies, which aim to improve schools
as organizarions, were successful, ~
they had significant impacts on indi-

viduals. (p. 585)
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-%....f.
Staff development both g
influences and is g
influenced by the =
organizational context in. >
which it takes place. Theﬁ'_‘
impact of the staff f<73

development models that %
have been discussed 2

S

depends not only upon
their individual or ble. %y
use, but upon the feature :

of the organization in
which they are used.

The importance of puying attention to
the context of staff development is under-
scored by Fullan (1982). He responds to
educators who say that they cannot provide
the elements required to support change
(e.g., supportive principals, a 2- or 3-year
time period for implementation):

Well don’t expect much implementa-
tion 1o vccur . . . 1 say this not
because I am a cynic but because it

is wrong 10 let hopes blind us 10 the

actual obstuacles to change. If these

« ubstucles are ignored, the experi-
ence with implementation can be
harmful to the adults and children
direcily involved — more harmful
than if nothing had been done. (p.
103)

Conclusion
Staff development is a relatively young
“science™ within educution. In many ways
the current knowledge base in staff devel-
opment is similur to what was known about
teaching in the carly 1970s. During the
1970s and carly I‘).\‘l)s'.rcscarch on teaching
advanced from descriptive to correlutional
to experimental (Guge. 1984). With the
exception ol rescarchron training, much of
the staf developmendyJiterature is theoreti-
¢ul und descriptive ruther than experimen-
tal. The remaining o sections describe
what can be suid with some confidence
aboul the rescarch basé for the staff devel-
opment models and what remains to be
Teusned -~ -
What Can Be Suid
with Confidence
“«Staff development! possesses a useful
“Craft knowledge" that guides the field.
This craft kmm‘ludg., includes ways to
pl‘;_,.mu.\. structuee, .ind deliver staff de-
velopment progrgms’(Caldwell, 1989). It
h_:u. been disseminated in the past decade

through public atjons $ Such as The Journal

I Staff Developitente Educational Leader-
ship, und Phi Delta Kuppan, and through
thousands ol presergations at workshops

'und conventions. r\aan.sult inthe past 20

years hundreds nl stal) development pro-
grams have been estiblished in urban, sub-
wrban, and rural.school districts
throughout the Uul_lod States and Cunada.
This cralt hnow ILd,L:u rves another useful
flurpose: Itcan 3 u:dq’rm.archcrs in asking
fir beter qunlmll\ m.m they could have
wked a decade .:zo '

Of the five models discussed in this
article, the research on training is the most
robust. It is the most widely used form of
staff development and the most thoroughly
investiguted. As a result, it is possible 10
say with some confidence which training
elements are required to promote the at-
tainment of specific outcomes. Likewise,
research on coaching has demonstrated the
importance of in-classroom assistance to
teachers (by an “expert” or by a peer) for
the transfer of training to the classroom.

The consensus of “expert opinion” is
that school improvement is a systemic pro-
cess (Fullan, 1982). This ecological ap-
proach recognizes that changes in one part
of a system influence the other parts. Con-
sequently, staff development both influ-.
ences and is influenced by the
organizational context in which it takes
place. The impact of the staff development
models that have been discussed depends
not only upon their individual or blended
use, but upon the features of the organiza-
tion in which they are used.

While this appears to relate to the “art™
of making staff development work (i.e., the
judgment with which one combines and

* juggles the various organizational interac-

tions), there is also much “science™ that
can be drawn from when it comes to the
organizational supports necessary for ef-
fective staff development. Study after
study conlirms the necessity of: -
® Schools possessing norms that sup-
port collegiality and experimentation
@ District and building administrators
who work with staff to clarify goals
and expectations, and actively com-
mil to and support teachers’ cﬂ'orl.s 0
change their practice
® Efforts that are strongly focused on
changes in curricular, instructional,
and classroom managément practices
with improved student learning as the
goul '
® Adequate, appropriate staff develop-
ment experiences with follow-up as-
sistunce that continues long enough
for new behaviors to be incorporated
intv ongoing practice
Interestingly enough, it appears that
these factors apply to a wide variety of
school improvement and staff develop-
ment elforts. While there are little hard
research data on some of the models dis-
cussed above (see next section), most if not
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.“"all of these factors will certainly persist as
being important, regardless of what is
learned about other modcls.

What We Need to
Learn More About
While the work of staff developers dur-

-ing the past decade has been grounded in
theory and rescarch from various disci-

. plines (e.g.. adult learning. organization

“-- development, training), the scicntific base

- of their own practice (with the exception of
- training and coaching) is quite thin. Unfor-

- tunately, the systematic study of some of
"~ the models discussed earlier is difficult

because their use is not widespread or
- because they have been implemented only
. recently as part of comprchensive staff
. _development programs. Listed below are
areas for further study.
.~ 1. We need rescarch to determine the
potency of the models described above
- (with the exception of training). We need
. to learn which modcls arc most effective
for which outcomes with which teachers.
For instance, we might ask: How cffective
is individually-guided staff devclopment
for knowledge level outcomes for sclf-
“directed expericnced teachers? Or: How
effective is an inquiry approach in helping
beginning teachers learn their craft?
« = 2. We need a better understanding of
, the impact on student learning of the
four non-training staff development
models. Do non-training models alter
- teacher knowledge or skills in a way that
. improves student learning?
. 3. We need to know more about the
" impact on teachers of blending the mod-
els described above in a comprehensive
. stall development program. How are
 leachers’ attitudes. knowledge. and skills
' altered when they choose among and blend
various modcls as the means of rcaching
one or more “growth™ goals? For instance,
what would be the result if a teacher blend-
ed individually-guided staff development
_ (e.g., reading research on tracking).

"' observation/asscssment (c.g.. peer obser-

vation), and training (¢.g.. in cooperative
learning) as means to alter classroom prac-
tices that are vicwed as disadvantageous to
a sub-group of students?

4. We need a systemic view of compre-
hensive stall development at the district
level. Most districts provide a variety of

- staff development opportunitics to teach-
_ers. Some purposcly support individual,
school-based, and district-based activities.

TRl T
We nced descriptiv c_a.lutTkn.nI what thede:!
programs look like. Hoihefrom the nul‘"l"

coordination point nl? vigws and from (B¢

individual teacher pMnt B Sicw, We nedyl
to know: How arc .gn"lla set and coord-
natcd? How are resoyrees allocated? Iloly
cquitable are op]mrl‘umhh for individi)
teachers? How do (IIHU‘I. l'll vontextual flé~
tors (c.g.. resources, St-m. mandates) mm:r-
ence success? : -

5. We need to undertﬁml more ahatit
the rclative costs ol dHTi!rcnl stalT devdl:
opment models ard co-mhm::tmm of e,
models. Moore ar.-d H‘ydc (1978, I9?9-
1981) have conducicd soimc usclul -
alyses of how m'\ly uchunl districi fc-
sourcces actually go for -stuff devele -pmcn‘!
purposcs. But morc"gicio-snalyses wnu‘},t]
be uscful to undersfand the cosd-
cffectiveness of r;lmwly Libor-intensiye
modecls (e.g., co: Ithlpg}’(c'l'\m those lf\'ll
rcly only on the at.h\,tl\.ﬂf a single te u.hv.‘
(c.g.. individually: gbulcd ~| 1i duc!op—
ment).

6. Finally, we mﬂf to look .t
development as it &lnfnhn!c\ to teacker
professionalism aqﬂ tesicher leadership,
Many believe that Idpuher professionalism
and leadership must.ch: |r'u.l;rm. our cu’-u-
cation system in the futuqu if that systent is
to survive, Yet there'; “areas many different
definitions of the &msas there arc ideas
of how to implemnt them. One role 2f
staff development regesieh is to help iden-
tify and clarify the variods meanings givién
to these concepts. R then need descrip-
tive studies of slaﬂ'*dcﬂ:lnpmcm s coniris
butions to thesc.efforts. with speéial
attention to how these efforts influcnce ghe
conduct of staff development.

It is possible lh;.l future rescarch may
contradict current qr-ll'z knowledge (this.
for cxample, nccurn:d with the learn-
ing that attitude ch'mgn does not always
have to precede bcitavior change). or, as is
likely. future rescarch will support current
practice. Many questions about effective
staff nlcvclopm\ nr*remain unansweréd.
The nced is great for well-designed, long-

term studies of school improvement efforts

that arc based on staff development. The
field of staff devclopment sceks a solid
basc that moves beyond description and
advocacy to a better undcmandmg of
those factors that support and improve
classroom practice.
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article was adapted from “Modcls of
velopment.™ in W. Robert Houston
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Projected First Year Outcomes in Personnel
Critical Path to Developing Individual Lead Community Personnel

Action Plan
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I. Data Analysis Completed

II. Reports Discussed

II1. "Action" before the Action Plan: Pilot Projects

IV. Planning Committee Prepares Action Plan

V. Action Plan for Personnel Discussed in Community

VI. Stages of Implementation



Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education

Projected First Year Outcomes in Personnel

Critical Path to Developing Individual Lead Community Personnel Plan

I. Data Analysis Completed
A. Professional Lives of Educators
B. Educator’s Survey
*survey administered
*what are the critical questions we want to have answered
*who will convey them to Ellen |
*data analysis returned to communities

C. Report on Policy Implications Received from Ellen and Adam

-



II. Reports Discussed

Goals of the discussions:

To shape the personnel plan of the community

To engage the leadership -- lay and professional -- in a discussion about the
issues of personnel in the community

A. Professional Lives of Educators

*what do we want to come out of the discussion?
*who should lead and organize the discussion?
*who should the participants be?

*when?’

B. Educator’s Survey
*what do we want to come out of the discussion?
*who should lead and organize the discussion?
*who should the participants be?
*when?

C. Policy Implications Report
*what do we want to come out of the discussion?
*who should lead and organize the discussion?

*who should the participants be?
*when?

The result of these discussions: policy implications for action plan

i



I11. Planning Committee Prepares Action Plan
A. Mapping current and future situations:

1. Implications of data analysis reports-- results of Step II above.
(recruitment, pre-and in-service needs, shortages, etc.)

2. Predict future needs with input from local educators

* demographic trends

(does community have demographic data, e.g. need for early
child ed.?)

* retirements

* impact of plans of individual institutions in community
(are there plans on the books for expansion of day school into
high school, family educator positions in synagogues, new
Israel programs)

3. Current and future financial picture
(campaign, community foundation, endowments, grants)

Results = Issues in Personnel that our community needs to address

-



B. So what are we going to do?
1. What are appropriate strategies to address issues raised by mapping?

*best practice currently available
*new ideas to community’s issues (e.g. programmatic, structural)

2. Lay out options and resources available
(resources include things like: local, national, international
training institutions; denominations; local universities, etc.)

3. Apply "screens” of content, scope and quality to options

scope: )

*does initiative cover major settings and institutions in which all or most of
education takes place?

*will all or most people in the community be touched by the initiative?

*is the initiative aimed at effecting profound and lasting change?

content: ;
*is the initiative substantive, content-filled, thoughtful?
*is it based in a projection of a vision of Jewish education with a striving
toward specified goals?
*is it reflective of the learnings from "Best Practice"
4. Cost out options
5. Feasibility of options

*resources (human and financial) available
*demands of scheduling, etc.

6. Prioritize the options?

Results: Issues in Personnel that our community needs to address
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IV. Action Plan for Personnel Discussed in Community
A. Where will action plan be discussed?

B. When?

C. By whom?

D. Projected outcomes (pilot projects)

E. Who is responsible to carry the plan out?

V. Stages of Implementation
A. Plans

B. Who provides service?
C. Funding

D. Timetable

ol



FROM: Gail Dorph, 73321,1217

TO: Ginny, 73321,1223

CC: Alan, 73321,1220
Barry, 73321,1221

DATE: 2/24/95 12:50 PM

Re: committee minutes
SUMMARY OF COMMITTEE ON BUILDING THE PROFESSION

Date: February , 1995
Present: Gail Dorph, Annette Hochstein, Morton Mandel

Gail's report at the Steering Committee highlighted CIJE's plans for building the profession
through building capacity for teacher and leadership training. At the meeting of the
Committee on Building the Profession, we discussed some of the issues and challenges that
emerge from the conceptualization of the plans to create a high quality cadre of teacher
trainers to deliver inservice programs at the local and national level were discussed. A
strategy for thinking about the plan in a way that departs from the way in which Gail presented
it in the morning meeting was developed.

The issues discussed included:

1. The difficulty in getting sufficient time from the "Virtual College" faculty to actually
use them as primary faculty for inservice programs.

2. The challenge for CIJE to serve as a catalyst for inservice training if our plans only
include an intervention at the topmost level of the pyramid.

3. Isadore Twersky's suggestion to create a program for Master Teachers who would
practically immediately engage in the teaching of other teachers.

The strategy that emerged suggests beginning not only by identifying and working with the
virtual college faculty but also with a larger pool of potential teacher trainers (including not only
central agency personnel and principals, but also with master teachers). This strategy
addresses the concerns inherent in all the issues that we discussed. Gail will develop this
strategy more fully and report back.



Summary of Committee on Building the Profession
April 27, 1995

participants: Walter Ackerman (guest), Raymond Bloom, Gail Dorph
(staff), Joshua Fishman, Alfred Gottschalk, Jim Joseph, Gershon Kekst,
Morton Mandel (acting chair), Louise Stein

Last October, this committee, after listening to Adam Gamoran's summary
of the CIJE findings on the background and training of Jewish educators,
instructed Gail Dorph to draw up a plan for CIJE's work in the area of
in-service education particularly for teachers. Dorph's presentation and
the reports at today's board meeting began to outline CIJE's response to
this complicated issue.

At the committee meeting, Dorph presented an outline of CIJE's 1995
workplan in the area of professional development. It follows these
minutes.

Rather than devote itself to studying the details of this plan, the
committee responded to possible policy implications of the report that
Dorph had presented to the board in the morning. At that time, she spoke
about the content and characteristics of effective professional
development as well as the conditions that would need to be present for
such profssional development opportunities to exist. Certain policy
implications emerge from this approach to professional development. In
order to get some sense of the kinds of policy implications, Dorph

brought a set of policy recommendations developed by William McDiarmid
and his colleagues at the National Center for Research on Teacher
Learning at Michigan State University.

Our committee studied the seven recommendations, prioritized them and made
suggestions as to their importance for Jewish education.

The list of recommendations included the following:

establish a task force on professional development
create teacher networks

develop on-line programs

create school professional development plans
establish a principals' center

create subject matter councils

document efforts aimed at teacher development

NOD AN S

The committee was unanimous in its feelings that CIJE ought to develop a
task force on progessional development (recommendation #1). It also
concurred that Recommendation #3, interpreted as exploring the potential
of technology for Jewish education, was important. It was not clear that
this fell under CIJE's rubric, but it was felt that this exploration

ought to be encouraged. The third issue that the committee discussed was
the option of developing a national principals' center (Recommendation

#5) ala the Harvard principals' center. This led to an interesting

discussion about what other kinds of national institutes might "make
sense." One participant described the Whizin Institute focusing on



Family Education at the University of Judaism as an example of a type of
Institute. One suggestion was the development of a national curriculum

institute.
Because meeting time was short, we left the discussion at this point.

Gail Dorph handed out a recent article from Education News about
professional development. Itis included with these notes.



COUNCIL FOR INITIATIVES IN JEWISH EDUCATION

Building the Profession Committee

Name Attendi 4/21 Meeting?

Morton Mandel, Chair Yes

Gail Dorph, Staff* Yes

Max Fisher No

Joshua Fishman* Yes

Charles Goodman No

Alfred Gottschalk No

Robert Hirt* Yes

Gershon Kekst (Arriving 1:00)
Norman Lamm Yes

Norman Lipoff No

Ismar Schorsch Yes

Louise Stein¥* No

Maynard Wishner Yes

[Expect 8 people, including G. Kekst.]

*Not a Board member



TO: MEMBERS OF CIJE COMMITTEE ON BUILDING THE
PROFESSION

FROM: LESTER POLLACK
RE: APRIL 27 COMMITTEE MEETING
4/11/95

At our October meeting, Drs. Adam Gamoran and Ellen Goldring
presented the findings of the CIJE Study of Educators on the
background and training of teachers in the three laboratory
communities. These findings suggested the importance of creating
serious ongoing professional development opportunities for
teachers. Our committee recommended that CIJE design a plan to
address this challenge. A first version of that plan will be
presented at our committee meeting, where we will have time to
review and discuss it.

Included with this memo are two items:

1. An update of CIJE's recent activities in the domain of building
the profession. You will hear more about some of these initiatives
during the board meeting itself.

2. A short piece from a recent issue of the New York Times that
raises the critical need for ongoing professional development
opportunities for teachers. Although written about general
educational settings, this article addresses many of the issues and
challenges we have been discussing in the area of building the
profession of Jewish education.

This is a very important meeting; | hope to see you there.

C:ACIJE\COMMITTE\BTPMEMO.APR



COUNCIL FOR INITIATIVES IN JEWISH EDUCATION

COMMITTEE ON BUILDING THE PROFESSION

AGENDA

April 27, 1995

1. Welcome Morton Mandel
2. 1995 Workplan Gail Dorph

3. Discussions Morton Mandel



COMMITTEE ON BUILDING THE PROFESSION

April 27, 1995

CIJE'S 1995 WORKPLAN ON BUILDING THE PROFESSION
Building National Teacher Education Capacity

Develop a cadre of educators to work in the planning and implementation of
professional development in early childhood, supplementary and day school settings

National Pilot Initiatives
1. Harvard Principal Center Model -- "Creating Learning Communities”

2. Create cadre of "Mentor Educators"” for supplementary schools
(Cummings Grant)

3. Cadre of Mentor Educators to work in early childhood settings

4. Develop a cadre of "lead teachers" to work in day school settings
(Teachers Teaching Teachers)

Development of Community Personnel Action Plans
Development of Pilot Initiatives in Communities
Begin a Series of Consultations on Issues of Standards, Certification, Benefits

First Steps Towards Creating a Comprehensive Plan for Personnel

C:\cije\committe\workplan.com



CIJE
Building The Profession

UPDATE
From October, 1994 through April, 1995

Building National Teacher Education Capacity

CIJE has been developing a plan to create a cadre of "Mentor-Educators” who can
work with communities and institutions both to develop and to implement In-
Service offerings on the local level. A national task force of experts will plan and
serve as the faculty for the first cohort of participants. This first cohort will then
become part of the faculty of this College Without Walls and will participate in
educating future cohorts.

This first cohort will be made up of educators who have extensive Judaica
background, years of experience in the field of Jewish education and experience
helping others learn to teach. A seminar for this group cohort is being planned for
this summer.

Developing Pilot Initiatives at the National Level

CIJE and the Harvard Principals' Center developed a seminar for educational leaders
on "Building a Community of Leaders: Creating a Shared Vision." The seminar was
designed to bring together educational leaders across denominations and across
settings (pre-school, supplementary school, and day school). Over fifty educational
leaders participated in the seminar taught by educators and scholars, such as,
Roland Barth, Terence Deal, Arthur Green, Ellen Goldring, and Isadore Twersky.

In the three lead communities, the educators who participated in the seminar
continue to meet together to discuss substantive shared issues. These meetings
have included sharing the ways in which they have adopted and adapted the
materials and strategies learned at the seminar in their own settings. Often these
sessions have been facilitated by the central agency and lead community
professionals who also attended the Harvard seminar.

Development of Communal Personnel Action Plans
Each of the lead communities has been involved in the development of a
comprehensive personnel action plan. The logistics of the planning process has

taken a unique form in each community. In all three cases, educational
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professionals are key players in the process. CIJE has been assisting communities
in this work by consulting on the process, co-planning meetings and sometimes
attending meetings as well.

In order to provide guidance and information as well as to facilitate cross
community feedback, CIJE has held two consultations in December and March with
another planned for May. Each of these consultations was structured around an
issue critical to the development of these action plans. Educational papers were
mailed out before and after.

In preparation for the December consultation, Dr. Gail Dorph and Dr. Barry Holtz
prepared an outline of a generic personnel action plan along with planning tools to
facilitate the use of the outline. Because the format was so fruitful, a longer (two
day) consultation was planned for March.

In March, Dr. Dorph supplied communities with a working paper outlining what is
currently considered "best practices"” in In-Service education in general education.
In addition, Holtz and Dorph suggested a strategy for using the guide to both
evaluate current in-service offerings and design new programs.

The March consultation also provided an opportunity for representatives of the
denominations to present their thinking about the arena of in-service education.
Participants included: Rabbi Robert Hirt and Dr. Alvin Schiff of Yeshiva University,
Dr. Kerry Olitzky of Hebrew Union College, Dr. Robert Abramson of United
Synagogue of Conservative Judaism and Aharon Eldar of the Torah Department of
the World Zionist Organization. In the discussion which ensued, lead community
representatives were also able to share the issues with which they are struggling.
These include:

1. How do we induct new teachers into the system?

2. How do we develop supervisors and mentors to provide on-site guidance

and support to teachers?

3. How do we provide for on-going professional development for our

educational leaders?

4. How do we create standards for our teachers in all of our settings, but

particularly in supplementary and early childhood settings?

The May consultation will be devoted to a discussion of the CIJE Study of
Educators findings about the educational leaders in our communities and the
implications of these findings for personnel action planning.

Development of Pilot Initiatives in Communities

CIJE has been involved in the planning of two pilot initiatives in building the
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profession, one in Milwaukee and one in Baltimore.

In Milwaukee, the personnel action team's first decision in the creation of a
personnel action plan has been the decision to create a local/regional opportunity
for its educators to gain a masters degree in Jewish studies with a concentration in
education. Milwaukee has received a grant from the Bader foundation to partially
fund a masters program that will be run by the Cleveland College of Jewish
Studies. The program will include courses in Milwaukee taught by the Cleveland
College faculty, video-conference courses, and summer courses in Cleveland at the
college. The program will be housed at MAJE (the Milwaukee Association for
Jewish Education) which will also coordinate and co-staff the internship program.
At this date, the program has been funded.

In Baltimore, a plan is being developed to create a model program for early
childhood educators. The program will be geared to the enhancement of the
Jewish content of early childhood programs in a limited number of settings. The
program will include both teachers and directors of the institutions chosen to
participate. Breishit: In the Beginning: Machon L'Morim for Jewish Early Childhood
Educators comes at the initiation of the Children of Lyn and Harvey Meyerhoff
Foundation and is being funded by the foundation.

Professional Meetings and Presentations

Drs. Holtz and Dorph have made presentations at the General Assembly (November)
and at the Jewish Educators Association Conference (March) on "Using Best
Practices to Improve Your Supplementary School.” At the JEA, they also reported
on the findings and implications of the CIJE Study of Educators. These
presentations were well attended. Participants responses indicate the importance
of both of these projects to both lay and professional leaders.

Gail Dorph

C:\CIJE\BTP\BTP.APR
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ADVERTISEMENT e

Where We Stand

By Albert Shanker. President
American Federation of Teachers

Beyond Magic Bullets

ducators are always looking for a magic

bullet—a hot. new idea that will take care

of all the problems with our education

system. That accounts for the love affair
with vouchers and market schools, EAl-type
ventures into privatization und, most recently,
charter schools. And we can be sure thut next year
it will be something else. Like people who arc
always eager 10 try the latest miracle diet. they
think that the next fix will be the one that finally
turns things around.

But these fads don't get to the heart of the
educational enterprise. If we want to change our
schools for the better. we have to change what
goes on in the classroom between teachers and  Thyis js not
students. There is nothing revolutionary nbout this
idea: It is common sense. It is also extremely flashy stuff,
difficult to do. Leon Lederman’s recent description [t js basic
of Teachers Academy for ‘Math and Science
(TAMS). a privately funded organization providing COMMON SCNSC.
{n-service training to elementary school tenchers ]t is also
in Chicugo, shows what is involved (The Sciences.

January-February 1995). tough and

Lederman, 1 Nobel laurcate in physics and demanding.
director emeritus of the Fermi National Accel-
erator Laboratory who now works with TAMS, believes that good early
training in science and math opens some important doors for children:

...science and mathematics, taught in the right way. engage children,
resonate with their own natural curiosity and open u door to the joy
of learning.... A positive introduction to the study of scicnee and
mathematics scrves as a foundation for an interest in those topics |
throughout a person's lifetime. And as for the relevance of the
curriculum, the engines that drive the changes in conlempocary
society are science and science-based technology.

ut none of this will happen—indeed kids are likely to be turned
off math and science—if they don't have teachers who know
these disciplines and how to guide children in leaming them.
And the sad truth is that many elementary school teachers do not
have the background to do a good job, This is no reflection on their hard
work or devotion. They are viclims of poor preparation and a sysiem that
frustrates their efforts to learn and change while they are on the job
instead of supporting these efforts. In Japan, as Lederman points out,
teachers spend nearly half their time working together to improve the
lessons they teach and the way they tcach them. and there is ample money
to support professional development activities. In the US., huwever,
wcachers seldom have a chance to consult with their peers about their
teaching. and little or no money is spent on helping them upgrade their
skills and knowledge: Lederman says the figure is usually less than
1 percent in Chicago. The problem of poor instruction in math and
science is especially acute in an urban school sysiem where expeclations
tend 1o be low-—and, tragically. where youngsters have the most 1o gain
from excellent instruction.
But, Lederman says. TAMS shows how, given the time and resources,
tenchers can learn the skills they need—and are ¢lated by the process:

In the past four years we have introduced seventy-two schools and
some 3,200 teachers 1o our program—and some of them have been
with us for as many as three years. On average. they have received
roughly 120 hours of instruction in science. 140 hours in mathematics
and more thin 140 hours of additional close teaching supervision.

- That leaves only...420 schools and 14,000 teachers to go.

Changing culture is never easy. That so much time and effort (and
money) are needed should be no surprise to the funding agencies,
but it is. We estimate that 10 sustain the efforts we have begun in
Chicago will probably take an invesiment of between $3,000 and
$4,000 a yeur per teacher for perhaps three to four years.... The tolul
is equivalent to the tuition for one year at a mid-priced university. Yet
ane of the curious and inexplicable frustrations of our work has been
the difficulty of getting the money 1o sustain it.

Does the program work? Yes! Teachers love it. And when it is well
managed, il creates an intense, joyous learning process. Such inter-
ventions also lead to a greatly energized teaching corps. in which
the new teaching style spreads to other subjects and brings with it
technology that can fruitfully enhance the teacher’s elfectivencss.

This is not Mashy stuff. It is basic common sense. It is also lough,
demanding and expensive, and it tukes time—which may explain why
educators often ignore this kind of thing in favor of quick-fix schemes.,
Lederman does not believe that schools can, by themselves. mount
programs fo bring about necessary changes in teaching and learning, and
he may be right. But there are signs that the public is becoming skeptical
of reforms that substitute flash and dazzle for attention to basic issucs, and
I believe and hope that reforms like the one he describes will increasingly
find powerful public support. :




Minutes: CIJE Board Committee on Building the Profession

Date of Meeting: April 27, 1995

Date Minutes Issued: May 15, 1995

Present: Morton Mandel (Acting Chair), Walter Ackerman, (Guest)
Raymond Bloom (Guest), Joshua Fishman, Alfred Gottschalk,

Jim Joseph (Guest), Gershon Kekst, Louise Stein

Staff: Gail Dorph

Last October, this committee, after listening to Adam Gamoran's summary of the CIJE
findings on the background and training of Jewish educators, instructed Gail Dorph to draw
up a plan for CIJE's work in the area of in-service education particularly for teachers.
Dorph's presentation and the reports at today's board meeting began to outline CIJE's
response to this complicated issue.

At the committee meeting, Dorph presented an outline of CIJE's 1995 workplan in the area
of professional development. It follows these minutes.

Rather than devote itself to studying the details of this plan, the committee responded to
possible policy implications of the report that Dorph had presented to the board in the
morning. At that time, she spoke about the content and characteristics of effective
professional development as well as the conditions that would need to be present for

such professional development opportunities to exist. Certain policy implications emerge
from this approach to professional development. In order to get some sense of the kinds of
policy implications, Dorph brought a set of policy recommendations developed by William
McDiarmid and his colleagues at the National Center for Research on Teacher Learning at
Michigan State University.

Our committee studied the seven recommendations, prioritized them and made suggestions
as to their importance for Jewish education.

The list of recommendations included the following:

Establish a task force on professional development
Create teacher networks

Develop on-line programs

Create school professional development plans
Establish a principals' center

Create subject matter councils

Document efforts aimed at teacher development

ol Ok 28

The committee was unanimous in its feelings that CIJE ought to develop a task force on
professional development (Recommendation #1). It also concurred that Recommendation
#3, interpreted as exploring the potential of technology for Jewish education, was important.
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It was not clear that this fell under CIJE's rubric, but it was felt that this exploration ought
to be encouraged. The third issue that the committee discussed was the option of
developing a national principals’ center (Recommendation #5) ala the Harvard principals’
center. This led to an interesting discussion about what other kinds of national institutes
might "make sense." One participant described the Whizin Institute focusing on Family
Education at the University of Judaism as an example of a type of institute. One suggestion
was the development of a national curriculum institute.

Because meeting time was short, we left the discussion at this point.

Gail Dorph handed out a recent article from Education News about professional development.
It is included with these notes.

bdmtg\bldgmin.doc



Signs Abound Teaching Reforms Are laking H old

By Ann Bradley

eet Samantha, who is beginning her
teaching career in an urban, multi-
ethnic elementary school. Unlike countless

new teachers who have preceded her,

Samantha is unlikely to quit her job in the
next five years. :
Instead, she enters the classroom fully
armed with the knowledge and skills she
needs. She is a graduate of a nationally ac-
credited preparation program, where she
received a rigorous liberal-arts education,
studied research-based pedagogy, and
worked with real students in real schools.
Samantha also has passed a battery of
:xams focusing not only on what she

knows, but also on whether she can put
that knowledge into action. She has com-
pleted a yearlong, supervised internship in
a professional-development school—a re-
quirement for licensure in her state.

This new teacher understands children
and how they learn, can tailor lessons to
meet their needs, and can explain, based
on research and proven practices, how she
makes decisions. In short, she is a profes-
sional.

" Scrutiny Yields Action

This illustration, drawn from a portrait
created by the National Council for the Ac-
creditation of Teacher Education, may
sound too good to be true. It contrasts

sharply with existing standards [or licen-
sure in most states, which still look pri-
marily at whether a candidate has com-
pleted certain coursework and attended a
state-approved teacher education program.

But a decade of sustained scrutiny of the
occupation’s shortcomings has generated a
multitude of signs that teaching is on the
road toward becoming a true profession.
Consider: _

* The National Board for Professional
Teaching Standards, created in 1987 to el-
evate teaching by codiflying what expert
teachers should know and be able to do,
this year awarded its first certificates.

* Spurred by the national board’s work,

Continued on Page 16



Reforms Spur Teaching Toward Status as a True Profession

Continued from Page 1

states are overhauling their li-
censing standards for beginning
teachers.

A consortium of 38 states has
drafted model standards for li-
censing teachers that describe the
knowledge, skills, and disposi-
tions beginning teachers should
possess. Four states have adopted
the standards outright, and 10
more have modified them.

In addition, 10 states involved
in the Interstate New Teacher
Assessment and Support Consor-
tium, called INTASC, are creating
assessments that examine how

programs to professional scrutiny.

* A blue-ribbon National Com-
mission on Teaching and Amer-
ica’s Future is examining how
policymakers can capitalize on
the momentum by overhauling
the preparation, recruitment, se-
lection, induction, and continuing
professional development of
teachers.

* With the active support of the
National Education Association
and the American Federation of
Teachers, researchers at the Uni-
versity of Wisconsin at Madison
are studying new ways to pay
teachers. .

They seek to design and pilot-

candidates for licensure fare in
classrooms.

The assessments, through-
videotapes and portfolios, look at
several weeks of teaching and in-
clude samples of students’ work.

* The National Council for Ac-
creditation of Teacher Education
continues to strengthen its stan-
dards and press the case for edu-
cation schools to subject their

“This is the
beginning of
the generation
that will
professionalize
teaching”

|
Albert Shanker

President, American Federation of Teachers

test a compensation structure that
would pay teachers for showing
they had developed specific skills
and expertise. ity

Experts say the activity in teach-
ing is reminiscent of the strides to-.
ward professionalism that doctors
took some 80 years ago.

“If you think about how long it
took to professionalize medicine,
it was a generation,” observed Al-

bert Shanker, the president of
the A.RT. “This is the beginning of
the generation that will profes-
sionalize teaching.”
“Taking Major Steps’

James A. Kelly, the president of
the teaching-standards board,
agreed. i 4

“The teaching profession is

taking major steps to take re-
sponsibility for .its own stan-
dards, for defining expertise and
codifying it and measuring it,” he
said, “Having said that, though, I
don't pretend that we're there
yet: We have a long way to go.”

The. current reforms were
spurred, in large measure, by an
influential 1986 report from a
task force of the Carnegie Forum
on Education and the Economy

The report, “A Nation Pre-
pared: Teachers for the 21st Cen-
tury,” called for the establish-
ment of the National Board for
Professional Teaching Standards
and sought changes in schools
that- would make teaching a
more attractive job. (See Educa-

_ tion Week, May 21, 1986.)

Since then, the drumbeat for
increased student achievement
has strengthened policymakers’
attention to teaching. After all,
high standards for students can-
not be met without highly skilled
teachers. : 3

“This is the most important ini-
tiative to transform schooling
going on'in the country today,”
said Linda Darling-Hammond, a
professor at Teachers College,
Columbia University, and the ex-
ecutive director of the national
commission on teaching. “We
cannot do any of the other re-
forms if we don't do this.”

She acknowledged a heightened

rhetorical commitment to the im-
portance of good teaching, but
noted that decades of emphasis

coherent much of the effort to pro-
fessionalize teaching.
The council has launched a $2

“This is the
most important
initiative to
transform schooling
going on in the
country today"

Linda Darling-Hammond
Prolessar, Teachers College

on the routine and less skilled as-
pects of teaching still heavily in-
fluence how teachers and schools
are managed.

Ms. Darling-Hammond ob-
served that contemporary calls
for teaching students to think
critically, synthesize information,
and create knowledge mirror the
suggestions of progressive educa-
tors for transforming schools
around 1900, and again in the
1930’s and 1960's.

Every time, reforms were “killed

_ by an underinvestment in teacher

knowledge and school capacity,”
she wrote in a recent paper for
the commission. '
* These failures led, in turn, to a
backlash in favor of standardizing
teaching and learning,

Linking Standards

NCATE has taken a leading role
in pulling together and making

million project to link the three
quality-assurance mechanisms
in the field—accreditation, li-
censing, and advanced-certifica-
tion standards—and tie them to
emerging benchmarks for stu-
dent learning.

One strand of this New Profes-
sional Teacher Project involves
revamping NCATE's standards for
preparing teachers in mathemat-
ics, English, and other subject
areas.

The new standards, to be cre-
ated in partnership with subject-
area groups, will express the
knowledge and skills teacher can-
didates should have, rather than
the content of courses that educa-
tion schools should offer,

They also will be compatible
with INTASC's standards for statc
licensure, which already have
been incorporated into the accred-
iting body's guidelines for educa-



tion schools. Those guidelines are
scheduled to take effect in the fall.

Arthur E. Wise, the president of
NCATE, envisions a variety of uses
for the performancg-based stan-
dards for preparing teachers:as a
beacon for education schools as
they redesign their programs, as
guidelines for NCATE to use in ac-
crediting education programs, and
as directions for states as they de-
sign new licensing systems.

As part of the New Professional
Teacher Project, the accrediting
group plans a series of forums in
several states that will gather a
wide range of stakeholders to dis-
cuss plans for improving teacher
education and licensure. g

“There has not been an educa-
tional process to help people see
the benefits of a serious quality-

Mr. Wise

assurance system,”
said.

Teacher education and teach-
ing have suffered from “a pale
imitation” of such a system, he
said, and it is up to the st.nt.ec to
fix the problem.

“The state is where the action
is," he said. _

Critics have charged that low
state standards have allowed too
many poor teacher education pro-
grams to produce graduates who
then receive licenses to teach.
Low standards also have given
the public the damaging idea, Ms.
Darling-Hammond said, that
teaching does not involve any

particular knowledge and skills.
One key to making teaching e
profession, proponents-believe, is
establishing autonomous state
boards to set standards for teacher
education and licensing. Similar
bodies, for example, regulate who
can practice medicine and law.
Eleven states now have such
standards boards for teaching, ac-
cording to the N.E.A. The union
has lobbied that teachers should
make up a majority of the mem-
bers of these boards, ,
In a new book, A License to
Teach: Building a Profession for
21st Century Schools, Mr. Wise
and Ms, Darling-Hammond
argue that state legislatures and
agencies, which traditionally
have controlled standards in
teaching, have “a conflict of inter-

“The teaching
~ profession is
taking major steps

“to take responsibility

for its own
standards”

James A. Kelly

Prosiden, National Board
or g Standtard:

est in enforcing rigorous stan-
dards for entry to teaching, since
they must insure a warm body in
every classroom—and prefer to
do so without boosting wages.”

Growing Knowledge Base

One reason teaching has made
progress toward becoming a pro-
fession is a shift in the focus of re-
search, experts say.

Instead of just doing surveys and
crunching numbers, Ms. Darling-
Hammond said, more researchers
are visiting schools and talking to
teachers. The change has helped
build the knowledge base about
practices that increase learning.

Until recently, teaching has
lacked a professional consensus
about good standards of practice,
which is why standards have been

* lax, Ms. Darling-Hammond said.

“We're taking what we know
about teaching that supports kids’
learning and saying, ‘My goodness,
you ought to master that knowl-
edge in teacher education, demon-
strate you have it before you're li-
censed, and continue to develop it
throughout your career,’ " she ex-
plained. The capstone for teachers
would be receiving national-board
certification in their field.

At the same time, education
schools—often criticized as a weak
link in.preparing better teach-
ers—have launched dozens of pro-
fessional-development schools. In
these schools, often likened to
teaching hospitals, professors and
classroom teachers work side by
side to train new teachers and
conduct research.

They have come to symbolize
the closer connections between
education schools and K-12
schooling that many experts be-
lieve are essential.

NcATE has received a grant to
write standards for professional-
development schools, which will
be used in its accreditation
process.

The national commission on
teaching has found that some ed-

. ucation schools are changing

rapidly to focus on classroom
practice, Ms. Darling-Hammond
said. Many are using new assess-
ments, including portfolios, to see
whether their students can meet
new standards for beginning
teachers.

Demographic changes also
favor continued movement to-
ward professionalizing teaching.
During the next decade, Ms. Dar-
ling-Hammond projects, more
than 200,000 teachers will be
hired each year.

Faculty members in education
schools also are expected to retire
in large numbers, making way for
people who are themselves mas-
ter teachers to prepare the next
generation of teachers.

In the meantime, observers say,
there is tremendous work to be

done, particularly in devising new
ways to determine how well
teachers are doing their johs,

New Ways of ‘I‘eshng

The national board’s s system,
which mvolves portfolios, video-
taped leuona. journals, and as-
sessment-center exercises, has
demonstrated several new ways
of finding out what teachéls

" know and can do.

Teachers find these met.hods
more palatable than the compe-

tency tests that many states have
imposed on them, and the meth-
ods are more likely to insure that
new teachers are ready for the
challenges ahead, said Keith B.
Geiger, the president of the NEA
“People who are going to teach
7th graders better know some-
thing about adolescence, or they'll
die real quick in the classroom no
matter how smart they are in
math,” he warned. “We've got to
raise standards in pedagogy and

the academic areas.™’
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By Ann Bradley.

; Desplbe mdespread dissatisfac-
tion with the way teachers.are -

‘paid, attempts to change the en-
trenched system of compensation
have been highly controversial
and fraught with problems.

.. In the 1980's, districts-and:
states expenment.ed with merit. -

" pay, career ladders, and incen-

tive pay. Most of those efforts *

-were resisted by teachers and .
~failed to spread widely.

“.; Researchers at the University
& of Wmconsm at Madison hope to

reverse--that-trend. With a

$600,000 grar_:t from the Pew

Charitable _Trusts, they .- are.

‘drawing on lessons from thé pri-
vate sector to devise a new com-
pensation structure for teachers.
In trying to succeed where

“ many have failed, the project has

a big advantage: cooperat.mn

from the National Education As-
~sociation and the- Amenca.n Fed-

eration of Teachers.

" “We've always wanted to see if
‘there was a better way to pay
“teachers,” said 'Allan Odden, a

* professor of educational admin-

‘istration who is the principal in-

vestigator for the project, “and

. we've always screwed 1t up B
."The project; which/now-has®

i \‘.he same dlrectwn, with ca].ls

for. streamhmng central ofﬁces

fund.mg for two years, will take “#~and giving teachers, administra---

iabout six years Mr. Odden‘esti=;

p_atrta_mpa_tlpg,_'rhough it has'no

say over how teachers-are paid,’.
the board has an interest in‘see-"
ing plans developed that will pro--
vide ‘financial “incentives fcr ;

teachers to seek cerl:iﬁcation' 13

Another  group * has’ been-

formed with other mﬂuenhal or=

ganizations, including the Amer--

ican Association of School Ad-

_ministrators,  the - pnnc1pa.ls
associations, the national and:

state school boards’ associations,

so-called high-performance orga- -

nizations: businesses.that have X

pruned their headquarters staffs -

and given decisionmaking power '
 to self- managed work teams. The
payoff: increased - product.lwty-_
‘and better results. % 7 e
Educahon is momg—slowly—- ;

£

s tors; and parents a much' 1a.rger &
mated. The final phase will be’ tom say in how. theu' schools are run. -
. find school districts wﬂh.ngto try ol
' out the new pay models.:. * - .°
: The National Board for Prof‘es-'
monal Teaching Standards also is -

.-If teachers can be ﬁnanclally
rewardud for becoming board
_certified, teaching will take.a .
‘step toward the skill- based pay
or pay—for—know]edge approach ..

that - decentralized compames 55

typ:ca]ly use.

“ i A'new pay mﬁdel could create_;
““five or six levels of performance
. .between licensure and advanced -

“certification, ‘Mr.  Odden - sug-
- gested. School districts” and -

~ states would have to invest heav- -

-ily in professional'development,

“ which he believes should be con-

- and the Council of: Chlef State._-

. School Officers. =7 " .
The groups are holdmg pa:a]lel

seminars to study pay. plans i inr

“trolled by schools. ; BT
The Wisconsin researchers wﬂ]

~‘study a variety of pay plans:,_

.+ Skill-based pay or pay—for-
lcnowledge These systems pay ..
workers ¥ for= :acquiring—and '
“showing they have mastered—a -
set of skills and expertise. =

“"The current salary schedule in-
.cludes a kind of skill-based pay,
because teachers are paid for ac-
cumulating academic credits and

_:i'-'}'!aymg for Knowledge-"_hwl

Unh;msiry ol Wisconsin at Madison

“We've always wanted to see if there was a better way to pay-

-teachers, and we've always screwed it up,”.says Allan Odden, a

profassor at the University of Wiscons!n at Maduson

= i years:( of ser\hce But t:oursework
~and. aemonty do not guarantee -
. knowledge. ‘and skill, said Albert

Shm:lker, the AF.T. president.

=#:“We ought.to move to a system
where people whé have knowl-
edge-and the “ability-to use it’
~ " would'be compensated on a dif-
" ferent basis,” he said. =
“Keith B. Geiger, the presldent.
-of the N.EA; agreed. “It’s going to
be problematic," he said, “but 1.

tb.m.k we owe :t to the professmn
to give it our best shot.” =

« Group performance incen-
tives. These provide bonuses to
a:school’s entire faculty when
student performance improves. -

. # Gain-sharing. ! These sys-
" temsreward employees for work-
. ing more efficiently. Mr. Odden

said this pay plan could be used
in:combination with skill-based
pay and group incentives.
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Summary of Committee on Building the Profession
April 27, 1995

participants: Walter Ackerman (guest), Raymond Bloom, Gail Dorph
(staff), Joshua Fishman, Alfred Gottschalk, Jim Joseph, Gershon Kekst,
Morton Mandel (acting chair), Louise Stein

Last October, this committee, after listening to Adam Gamoran's summary
of the CIJE findings on the background and training of Jewish educators,
instructed Gail Dorph to draw up a plan for CIJE's work in the area of
in-service education particularly for teachers. Dorph's presentation and
the reports at today's board meeting began to outline CIJE's response to
this complicated issue.

At the committee meeting, Dorph presented an outline of CIJE's 1995
workplan in the area of professional development. It follows these
minutes.

Rather than devote itself to studying the details of this plan, the
committee responded to possible policy implications of the report that
Dorph had presented to the board in the moming. At that time, she spoke
about the content and characteristics of effective professional
development as well as the conditions that would need to be present for
such profssional development opportunities to exist. Certain policy
implications emerge from this approach to professional development. In
order to get some sense of the kinds of policy implications, Dorph

brought a set of policy recommendations developed by William McDiarmid
and his colleagues at the National Center for Research on Teacher
Leamning at Michigan State University.

Our committee studied the seven recommendations, prionitized them and made
suggestions as to their importance for Jewish education.

The list of recommendations inciuded the following:

establish a task force on professional development
create teacher networks

develop on-line programs

create school professional development plans
establish a principals’ center

create subject matter councils

document efforts aimed at teacher development

NOOAWN -

The committee was unanimous in its feelings that CIJE ought to develop a
task force on progessional development (recommendation #1). It also
concurred that Recommendation #3, interpreted as exploring the potential
of technology for Jewish education, was important. It was not clear that
this fell under CIJE's rubric, but it was felt that this exploration

ought to be encouraged. The third issue that the committee discussed was
the option of developing a national principals’ center (Recommendation

#5) ala the Harvard principals' center. This led to an interesting

discussion about what other kinds of national institutes might “make
sense." One participant described the Whizin Institute focusing on
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Family Education at the University of Judaism as an example of a type of
Institute. One suggestion was the development of a national curriculum
institute.

Because meeting time was short, we left the discussion at this point.

Gail Dorph handed out a recent article from Education News about
professional development. It is included with these notes.
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