3

% WILLIAM & MARY
CHARTERED 1693 W&M ScholarWorks

Dissertations, Theses, and Masters Projects Theses, Dissertations, & Master Projects

1980

An investigation of staff development programs designed for
Virginia school officials

Bob L. Sigmon
College of William & Mary - School of Education

Follow this and additional works at: https://scholarworks.wm.edu/etd

6‘ Part of the Education Commons

Recommended Citation

Sigmon, Bob L., "An investigation of staff development programs designed for Virginia school officials
(1980). Dissertations, Theses, and Masters Projects. William & Mary. Paper 1539618462.
https://dx.doi.org/doi:10.25774/w4-80ng-eb27

This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the Theses, Dissertations, & Master Projects at
W&M ScholarWorks. It has been accepted for inclusion in Dissertations, Theses, and Masters Projects by an
authorized administrator of W&M ScholarWorks. For more information, please contact scholarworks@wm.edu.


https://scholarworks.wm.edu/
https://scholarworks.wm.edu/etd
https://scholarworks.wm.edu/etds
https://scholarworks.wm.edu/etd?utm_source=scholarworks.wm.edu%2Fetd%2F1539618462&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/784?utm_source=scholarworks.wm.edu%2Fetd%2F1539618462&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://dx.doi.org/doi:10.25774/w4-80ng-eb27
mailto:scholarworks@wm.edu

INFORMATION TO USERS

This was produced from a copy of a document sent to us for microfilming. While the
most advanced techpological means ta photograph and reproduce this document
have been used. the quality is heavily dependent upan the quality of the material
submitted.

The foHowing explanativn of techniques is provided fo help you understand
markings or natations which may appear on this reproduction,

1.

The sign or “target’ for pages apparently lacking from the document
photographed is “Missing Pageis)”. If {t was possible to obtain the missing
page{s) or section, they are spliced into the film along with adjecent pages.
This may have necessitoted cutting through an image and duplicating
adjacent pages to assure you of complete continuity.

. When an image on the film is obliterated with a round black matk it is an

indication that the film inspector noticed either blurred copy becavse of
movement during exposure, or dupticate copy. Unless we meant to delete
copyrighted materials that should not have been filmed, you will find a
good image of the page in the adjacent frame,

. When a map, drawing or chart, etc., is part of the material being photo-

graphed the photographer has followed a definite method in “sectioning™
the material. I( is customary to begin filming at the upper left hand comer
uf a targe sheet and to continue from left to right in equal sections with
small overlaps. Il necessary, sectioning is continued again—beginning
below the firsi row and continuing on until complete.

. Far any illustrations that cannot be repreduced satisfactonly by

xeragraphy, photographic prints can be purchased at additional cost and
tipped intu your xerographic copy. Requests can be made to our
Dissertations Customer Services Department,

. Some pages in any document may have indistinct print. In all cases we

have filmed the best available copy.

UnMiveal%l
PRI HARE B HAIALL ANM AKBOH BB
1A HE Tk ey irimyy LOIRL I M TR AL BTG AN



BO17905

SiGMox, Boeay |LEE

AN INVESTIGATION OF S5TAFF DEVELOPMENRT PROGRAMS DESIGNED
FOR VIRGINIA SCHOOL OFFICIALS

The College af William and Mary in Virginia Ep.D. 1980

University
Microfilms

Intern ﬂtl0n3| 300N, Zeeb Road, Ann Arbor, ME4R106 18 Bedford Row, London WCIR 4E), England



An Investigation of
Staff Development Programs

Designed for Virginie School Officials

A Dissercation
Presented to
the Faculty of the School of Education

The College of William and Mary in Virginia

In Partial Fulfillment
of the Requirements for the Degree

Doctor of Education

by
Bob L. Sigmon
January 1980



APPROVAL SHEET

He the undersipned do certify that we have read chis
dissertation and that Iln our individual opinilons
fv 1= acceptable 1in both scope and guality as a

dissartation for the depree of Doctar of Education.

Accepted Spring, 19H0

r -y
- [
Y.9.50
Robert Maldment, FBd.D.,
Chairman

Rovreeé Chesser, M.Ed,

Wl i Sfs )

thﬁ};+ Sykea, M.Ed.
-




Dedicatcion
This study is dedicated te Dick, Gus, and Joyce
in token payment for their patience and understanding

while it was belng prepared.

iidi



Acknowledgments

Sincere gratitude is extended to those professors at
The College of William and Mary who assisted me through
my preogram of studies. A special debt of gratitude 1s due
my advisor, Dr. Robert Maidment, who guided me through
this prolect. His support and conscructive cricicism will
be remembered.

One's co-workers always make a contribution to the
prafessional endeavors of an educator, Members of the
Department of Elementary Educatcion are no exception. Thelr
understanding and support have been preatly appreciated.
Dr. Elmer Gish has been most helpful. His advice, patience,
and profeasional support have been inveluable.

To my sisters T owe a speclal debt. Their encourage-
ment and appreciation of my efforts have been continuing
reminders of my past and have caused me to struggle when

quitting appeared to be the easier solution.

Iv



Table of Contents

Page
Dedicarion . . . . . . . . . . L . .0 L L. iii
Acknowledgements . . . . . . . . . . . L . o L. 1v
Ligt of Tables . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. vii
Chapter

1. Intreduction . . . . . . . . . . . 1
Justificarion and Need 4
Purpose of the Study . . . . . . 9
Definition of Terms 9
Limitations of the Study . . . . . . . 10
Organizaticon of the Study . . . . . . . 11
2. PReview pof Relared Literature . . . ., . . . 12
Summary . . . . . . . . L .. L L. 28
3. Dezign of the Study . . . . . . . . . . . 31
Sublects . . . . . . . . .. ... 3l
Instrumentation . . . . . . . . . . . . a1l
General Plan for the Study . . . . . . 32
Treatment of the Data . . . . . . . . . 33

4, Presentatlon and Analysis of
the Data . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 34
Summary . . . . . . . . e e 14



Page
5. Summary of Findings, Observations,

and Implications for

Further Secudy . . . . . . . . . . . ., . 77
SUMmMATY .+ . « &« v e e e e e e 77
Observations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 86
Implications . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 96
Appendix . . . . . L L L oo 0 o0 99
References . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 100
Vita
Abstract

wi



List of Tables

Number of Reporting Scheool Divisions
by Size Cateporles With Staff

Development Programs

Number of Administrators and Supervisors

Employed

Administrators and Superviacrs
Particlpating in District-run
Programs

Administrators and Supervisors
Participating in University or
College-based Programs

Administrators and Supervisors
Participating in Programs Run by
Professional Organizations

Administraters and Supervisors
Participating in Programs Run by
Commercial Firms or Private
Consultants

Administrators and Supervizors

Participating in Staff Development

Programs During the 1977-78 School

Year

wii

Page

35

36

37

38

39

41

4t



Table

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Administrators and Supervisaors
Participacing in Staff Development
Programs During 1978-79 School
Year

Length of Experience With Staff
Development Programs for Adminlatrateors
and Supervisors

Programs Qffered to Administrators in
Particular Job Catepories

Programa That Carry Salary or Academic
Credic

Types of Staff Development Programs
Offered During the 1877-78 and
1978-7% School Years

Number cof Days Devoted to Staff
Development for Administrators and
Supervisors

Instructional Techniqueas or Program
Organization Used in Scaff
Development Programs

Participating Colleges and

Universiries

viii

Page

45

46

&7

48

49

52

23

56



Table Page
16. Persons Responsible for Planning Staff
Development for Administrators and
Supervisera . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 58
17. Approximate Total Expenditures for
Staff Development Programs for
Administraters and Supervisors . . . . . . 5%
18. School District Funding of Staff
Development Programs . . . . . . . . . . . 61
19. State Funding of Staff Develcpment
ProgramB . . . . . . . .« . . . o ... b2
20. Federal Funding of Staff Development
Programs . . . . . . . . . . . . ... 62
21. TFoundation Funding of Scaff Development
Programs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 63
22. Partlcipating Administrators and
Supervisors Personal Expense . . . . . . . 63
23. School System Funding of College and
University-based Staff Develcopment
Programs for Administrators and
Supervisors . . . . ., . . . . . L L 65
24. Season of Year for Staff Development
Programs for Administrators and

Supervisors . . . . . . . . . .. ... 66

ix



Table Page

25, Time of Day When Staff Develcpment

Programs Are Offered . . . . . . . . . . . &7
26. Methods of Evaluating Staff Development

Programs . . . . . . . . . . . . ... 68
27. Bchool Systems With Intern Programs . . . . . 69
28. Persons Eligible to Participate in

Intern Programs ., . . . . . . . . . . ., 70
29. Number of Years With Intern

Programs . . . . . . . . . . ... 70
30. Intern Preference for Permanent

Pogitions . . . . . . . . . L Lo 0L 72
31. Compariscn of Educational Research Survey

and Virginia Burvey . . . . . . . . . ., 88



An Inveatigation of

Staff Development Frograms

Designed for

Virginisa School Officials



Chapter 1

Introduction

The society which the public schools serve is chang-
ing with such rapidity that educators are often in a
quandary in designing appropriate responses. With every
major change there 1s a shift in publiec policy which has
implications for most educators.

The role of the educaticnal adminiscrater and super-
vigor 1in responding to redirection includes the total
spectrum of change in the schools, administrative and pro-
cedural, curricular, extracurricular, guidance, regulatory,
discipline, and other aspects., The impetus for change
within an educational setting stems from legal actions cut-
side the school system, from the central affice, frem
teachers and students, from parente, and from community
pressure groups. With many constituencies becoming more
vocal, pressures upon these reaponsible for adminlstering
and supervising educational programs are increased and
the task of operating an effective and efficient achool
aystem 1s becoming more difficulc {(Small, 1974).

Homsam views the need for staff development programs
for educational administrators and supervisors as univer-
sal because those who have ro deal with these complexities

1



are too often inadequately prepared for their responsi-
bilities. In times of rapld change, the advantage of
experlence tends to be lost and the need for continuous
learning and relearning becomes increasingly apparent
(Homsam, 1966).

Willis ceorrectly predicted that most of the adminis-
trative posts in American education for the next 10 or 15
years at least will be held by perscns who have completed
their formal programs of education and who must learn in
a variety of wayvs to cope with the problems they now face
(Willis, 1962). He further stated that while the pre-
service preparation for future scheol administrators is
vital, the in-service, or contipuing education of those
persons now holding responsible administrative positions
ig of even greater silgnificance. This point has been
reiterated by Wolfe (1965) and Merrow (1974). It appears
to be an uncontested premise that ongoing staff develop-
ment programs are essential in public education.

Continuing sraff development programs and training
are necessary if educational administrators and supervisors
are to meet the growing challenges of their profession.
An increasing number of school districts currently offer
staff development programs desipned specifically fer their
adminigtrative and supervisory staffs (Robinson, 1974).

According to Pharis (1968) ataff development can help the
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administrator and superviser remain an "open person--one
who continues to recelve, interpret, and evaluate new
information or reconstruct cld information into new and
meaningful patterns of response."”

Staff development programs that are needed Lo keep
educational administraters and supervisors abreast of
carrent challenges and to prepare for future ones require
substancial resources In time, money, personnel, and
materials. Homsam {1966) suggests that 10 ro 20 percent
of an administrator's time should be devoted to staff
development. Goldhammer (1966} poincs out the growing
need for sabbatical leaves which provide the busy admin-
istrrator with the time for study and contemplation. Lutz
and Ferrante (1972} recommend that educatiocnal institu-
tionsa should follow the lead of American business in
spending greater amounts on staff development programs.
They state that American cerporations now zllocate approx-
imately ten times more for srtaff developmenc than their
educational counterparta, Funde for ataff development too
often receive low priority in a school district's budget.
Such funds should be viewed as a valuable lovestment in the
quallity of education (American Associacion of School Ad-
miniscrators, 1963).

Regardless of the nature or quality of pre-service

training, school systems without a staff development



program might well lack that vital component necessary
to cope with the pressing needs generated by rapid

gociletal changes.

Justificacion and Need

Continued professional growth for school adminis-
trators and supervisors is often an assumed need by
those closest to the educarion profession. HNew knowl-
edge of the learning process, group dynamics and
adminietrative behavior, and the ever changing in-
dustrial, political, and social character of our society
suggest that the acquisition of the knowledge necessary
te become and continue to be an effective educational
leader is a lifelone endeavor, As stated by Mason &nd
Rhode (1972), '"the education or training of any profes-
sional does not cease once he recelves his diploma. This
education or training must be continuing."

A3 a society makes new demands on the school admin-
istrator, staff development programs become more and more
significant in providing opportunities for professional
growth., Very ofcen staff development for school adminis-
trators is a low priority item because people should be
"gquallified"” before they are emploved in an administrative
or supervisory pesition. Frymier (1272) states that in-
service programs of many school districts acroess the

country are tangetial, lacking in continuicy, lmpersonal,



and meager In every way.

Staff development is the career counterpart of pre-
service education. 1t provides for change, renewal, and
professional competence. One purpeose of staff development
iz to seek an affirmative response to the changing social
and policical scene and te criticism that professionals
are inadequate, and that educaticnal institutlons repre-
sent lag rather than progress (Edmonds, Ogleetree, and
Wear, 1966).

Those responsible for scaff development bear the
brunt for contlnuity in program quality, for responsive-
ness to educational needs, and for the opportunity for im-
dividuals to engage in renewal. These programs focus on
profeasional growth rather than upon eredentialing. They
assume a4 need for change and renewal (Gardner, 1963). The
emphasls is upon thoge attitudes, competencles, and knowl-
edge that enhance learning and profeasional adequacy
(Henry, 1957).

The besat catalyst for staff development is a relevant,
need-oriented, well-conceived, and organized program,
These programs must be based upon community, school, and
personal needs (Quander, 1979).

The Commission on In-service Education for School
Administrators has pointed out that school administraters

themselves have not had sufficient opporctunity to raise
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their own sighta, Desplite the valiant efforts on the part
cf those te whom the leadership of the schocls of the
nation have been entrusted, it has too often been a case
of the blind leading the blind {1961). Frymler states rhat
many schecol officials feel that they have the necessary
expertise within the system to cope with problems at hand
(1972} .

It was perceptively observed by Mcore (1957) thar most
of the jobs in school administration for the next ten
years will most certainly be held by those persons who are
now in those jobs. The likellhood of many people leaving
the principalship is not very great (Olivero, 1%79). For
this reason alene, efforts to strengthen the administra-
tive and supervisory stafl sheuld receive top prierity if
schools are to meet societal demands.

School administrators frequenrly cling to procedures
that are obsolete. According toe Finnegan (1972), reasons
for this lack of change are:

L. Adminiscrators often become s0 invalved in the
mechanics of school operation, they overlook the primary
goel--the maximum learning of each student in their achool.

2. Traditional content and traditional approaches to
education are firmly entrenched bellefs that are difficult
to change.

3. Educators fear that community criticism will grow



if chanpges are made.

4, The path of least resistance is easier to follow.

5. Eduecaters lack the skill and knowledge of how to
effect improvements,

6. The responsibility of decision-making has not
been clearly delineated or is wvaguely left to socmeone
else--usually no one.

7. Educators are indifferent to or ignorant of the
findings cf educational research.

8. Educators fear fallure when experimenting with
new ldess.

Progress depends on overcoming these powerful barri-
ers, which can only be accomplished by effecting change
in educarcors,

Because there has been a greater emphagis placed on
public education by society, it is increasingly important
that school administrateors and supervisors become thor-
oughly familiar wich those concepts and practices which
will contribute to thelr effectiveness as educacional
leaders (Wolfe, 1965). This fact has been summed up by
Merrow (1974) when he states:

Rarely does professional training actually prepare

peaple for che job; they learn that on the job

itself. . . The schoel edministrator who recognizes

the inadeguacy of hia training invariably looks for



better training.
Gappert (1979), speaking et a national workshop on school
administrator training held by the 0ffice of HEW's Assist-
ant Secretary for Educarion, emphasized this need for
better training when he stated:
Since training for principals centinues to focus,
for the most part, on the tasks and functions nec-
eggsary for maintaining schocls, princlpals are now
1n need for training that will equip them with the
intellectual and human relations skille necessary
to manage ilmprovement effort in thelr schools.
According to a survey of school offieials conducted
by the National Center for Educatlon Statistlcs (1978),
the respondents, all practicing administracera, felt =&
need for training in:
1. community involvement and taxpayer support
ENergy management
budget management and sachool finance
program evaluation

education law

2

3

A

5

6. staff evaluation
7 implementing state and federal programs

B curriculum development

A well-developed staff development program based upon

these expressed needs might be one means of strengthening



the skills required of educationmal administrators.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study will be to conduct a survey
of each scheool division Iin rthe Commonwealth of Virginia
to decermine the types of staff development programs
being cffered to educational admipistraters and super-
visors, the amount of time and money devoted to such
programs, the variecy of technigues used in the programs,
colleges, universities, and consultants ucilized, methods
of evaluation of local efforts, and the spurce of respon-
sibllicy for planning and directing administrator and
supervisory staff development programs at the local school
district level. Through the analysis of these data, it
might be possible to draw conclusiona as to the emphasis
belng placed on staff development for educaticnal adminis-
trators and supervisors in the state of Virginia and to
make some recommendarions based on the findings and
conclusions.

Definitions of Terms

For the purpese of this study, the following terma

are defined:

Staff Development

Staff development 1eg defined as those continuing
educaclonal activities of profeasional school personnel

for which the loecal school district plans, coordinates,
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and/or provides full or partial funding. Courses and
aother programs that are completely independent of district
direction or financisal support are not included nor are
sabbatical leaves.

Educarional Administrator

An educational administrator is defined as any edu-
cational officer, other than a school board member,
responsible for the management or direction of some part
of an educaticnal establishment or system {Good, 1945).

Educaticnal Supervisor

Educational superviscrs are those perscns who deal
primarily with the achievement of the appropriate selecced
expectacions of educational service (Eye and Netzer,
1965} .

Limitations of the Study

Certain limitations can be anticipated with any
questionnalre approach. TIn this study there is & possi-
bility that questions may be anewered without a full
understanding of their meaning. The terms educational
administrator and supervisor have differing connotations
in school divisions in the state; therefore, reporting of
data may vary. The interest, motivation, and willingness
of the respondents will alaso affect the findinga. The
writer is responsible for staff development for certain

school officiale; his personal blas might have an sffect
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on data interpretaticn. Because the study is limited to
Virginia, the applicability of the findings and conclusions
may also be limited to that area,

Organization of the Strudy

The remainder of this study is organized into fourx
succeeding chapters as follows, A review of the litera-
ture relevant to this study is presented in Chapter Two.
Chapter Three contains the design of the study. The
analysie of the data {s presented in Chapter Four,
Chapter Five contains the findings, observations, and

summary of the study.



Chapter 2

Review of Related Literature

The purpose of this chapter was to present a review
of the literature as it related to the need for staff
development for school officiale.

The paat twenty years have been ones of pervasive and
continuous turmoil at all educational levels. Parents at
the elementary level have pressed for change while at the
secondary level both parents and students have demanded
redirection. Teaching staffs have also become involved--
some advocating change while others opposing anything that
1s not censilstent with past practices and procedures.
Typlcally, at the center of contradiction has been the
school leader, whether he/she be the principal. central
office administrator, or the superintendent.

The main reasons for these fruetrating conditicns are
well known. One is the imppsition of federal and state
standards requiring public schoels te provide equal oppor-
tunity te all students, Ancther is the frustraticn of the
unemployed who blame thelr plight on the failure of the
school system to prepare them for che world of work. Yet,
ancther cause which ia sometimes also a2 consequence has
been the loosening of moral valves leading to an experi-
mentation with social relationships to seek new life-styleg
that are viable {(Creamer and Feld, 1972},

12
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According to MeDonald (1977), schools are viewed as
middle-class, white institutions. Schocls are accused of
being single-class, single-race oriented institutions that
load the dice against lower social-class and minorircy
children. The schoel systems are locked upeon as self-
serving bureaucracies--we have displaced goals; instead
of getting down to achievinpg our educarional poals, we
set other goals for ourselves with which we feel more
comfortable. Those in the education profession feel thet
gchools canmot really be blamed for anything since they
merely reflect the same problems seen in all our social
institutions; any criticlsm of the achools is a critiecism
of the total scciety. Finally McDonald atates that we
are tpols of the military-industrial system.

These devastating criticisms leveled at the American
school for the past two decades have not as yet been
convingingly converted to positive action. Although not
all the critlecism directed against the Ameriecan school
has been responsible, such critieism does underacore the
nead for some fundamental introspection of achool practices
(Ward, 1977},

Cne gpparent positive outcome of this criticiam
surrounding public education has been the renewed interest
of the lay publie. Gish and Saxe (1978) state:

Lay participation in educational planning and
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pelicymaking is growing at the present time, and the
need for such public attention to education ia
inereasingly apparent. The problems of our youth,
&3 manifested in deviant behavior patterns, demand
solutions. Low academic achievement, wiolent and
rebellious behavior, and general lack of purpose in
youngsters are symptomatic of the inadequacy of the
schools’ sclutions. Active collaboration among
parents, students, teachers, administrators, and
citizens appears bo provide the greatest potential
for {improving the educational opportunities of
youth.

Ag soclety becomes more complex and change is accel-

erated, school officials are facing new responsibilities

which extend into areas not usually covered in traditional

training programs, Today's schopl cfficlals are faced

with problems in managing more austere budgets, dealing

with teacher organizations, implementing state and federal

mandates, coping with violence and discipline, and other

change-related areas. As a resulc of these expanded

responseibilities, attention has focused on the need to

improve and expand training opportunities so that school

officials can be better prepared to deal wich current

school operations (Klopf, 1974). Those responsible for

our educational institutions must become involved in a
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systematic renewal program that will bring ahout change to
meet specific purposes (Bellon and Jones, 1970). This
fact was repeatedly emphasized in the literature (Comfort
and Bowen, 1974, Goodlad, 1972, Martin, 1972; Mial, 1971:
tliller, 1974, Ruben, 1972). In the words of Kimple {1970},
"The only way to change schools 1is te change the percep-
tions and behaviors of administrators."

Where does this retraining of school administrators
begin? Sarason (1971) 1s convinced that the most critical
office for exercising leadership and instituting change is
the school principalship. He argues that any proposal for
change that intends to alter the quality of life in the
school dependa primarily on the principal. Any change will
be diluted by principals whose past experiences and train-
ing, interfacing with certailn personality factors, 11l
prepares them for the role of educational and intellectual
leader, He further states that the principal is more
closely related to the problem of change, whether in his
own school or that intended for all schoels in a system.
Partieularly in our urban ecenters where schools have become
a battleground involving community groups, city, state and
federal govenments, teacher organizations, and student
groups, the leader of the school would seem to be an
appropriate starting peint for retraining. When the focus

for change 1s on a system, too often the guestion of how
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any change is to be reflected in the classroom 13 bypassed.
An effective staff development program should begin with
the principal because any kind of asystem change puts him
in the role of implementing the change in hia school.

Other persons experienced in the operations of the
public school system tend to place greater streas on the
leadership role of the superintendent of schools.
Campbell, Cunningham, and McPhee (1%65) conclude that the
superintendent of schocls, as the formally recognized
leader, is the most visible, the most vulnerable, and
potentially the mest influential member of the organiza-
tion. It will be chiefly at the level of geals and poliey
that the superintendent will give leadership to the staff.
Usually, subordinates to the superintendent can extend
and implement his leadership with the staff. If the
suyperintendent is not aware of the system's shortcomings
there is little likeliheod that the missing leadership
will be provided atf other levels of che administrative
hierarchy.

There is some empirical evidence in support of this
position. Gross and Herriott (1965) found that the Execu-
tive Professicnal Leadership (EPL) of the principal 1s
related to the character and suppert and leadership
exercised by the higher administrative officer who oversees

the performance of cthe principals. These findings atrongly
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suggest that ways to bring about change in the public
school system should focus on higher administraters aa
well gs on thelr subordinagtes. Staff development for
school eofficials must be all inclusive Iif desired changes
are to be effecced.

With the public demanding more efficiency, better
productivity, and accountabllity in the schoela, it might
be appropriate to focus attentien on staff development
programa for practicing school officials. Those currently
emploved in leadership positions need rejuvenation. Teo
busy tending brush fires, they have had no time away from
the job to learn about new methods, approaches, and ways
of dealing with the educational problems rthat are contin-
uously arising (Frymler, 1972).

According to Ellena and Redfern (1970}, experience,
research, and common sense indicate that a continuing
program of staff development for educational leaders
should be based on several assumptlons about profes-
slonals. It {s assumed that profesaionals: (&) have a
vested interest in America's prupose, (b) are able to
make decisions which result in instructional improvements,
(¢} know the "baslcs"™ for deployment of staff and pupils,
{d) know what science and research present about char-
acterliatics of teachers and learners, (e) understand the

role of the "public", (f) exercise efficiency in using
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public funds, and (g) pcssess leadership abilitles.

Additicnal competencies which educational leaders are
assumed to possess are skills in oral and written commun-
lcation, including good judgment;, adaptability to change;
diagnestie, planning, atd evaluation skills; and an
insatiable desire for continucus prefessional growth.

Culbercson, Henson, and Morrison {(1974) srate rhat a
school system Iinterested in designing staff development
programs for administrators and supervisors is faced with
four decisions. First, the scope of the staff development
program must be determined. Topics of training musc he
agree upen a8 to coverage of concepts In one or more
domaing. The guestion then arises as to whether the pro-
gram should be continucus covering all domains of the
educaticnal leader's responsibility. Finally, the question
remains as to differentiation of staff development programs
according to the interest and perceived needs of a select
EYOUP .

An underlying theme of any staff development program
is that theose involved must view learning and acquisition
of new competencies as a lifelong, ongoing process {Klopf,
1974). Planning for eny staff develcopment program should
be undertaken cooperatively, with those persons to be

affected by the staff development program invelved in all
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stages of the program (Harris, 1966; King, Hayes, &
Hewman, 1977). Research consistently haa suggested that
adminlstrators tend to resent and reject any form of
staff development that is planned for instead of with
them {Pinkney, 1977).

The literature on staff development is wvast and yet
meny common conclusions are reached. There is unanimous
agreement that, (a) the current status of scaff develop-
ment 1s less than satisfactory, (b) hard research on scaff
development 1s meager, {c)} broad-based conceptualizations
are lacking, and (d) the very meaning of the terms staff
development and in-service are problematiec (Phi Delta
Kappa, 1979},

The results of a natlonal sample of 15,344 school
distriets (Goor, 1978} reveal that an estimated 70 per-
cent of the nation's superintendents perceive a need for
expanded or improved training opportunities for school
officials. The topics of concern were community invalwve-
ment and taxpayer support, energy management, budgetary
matters, program evaluation, education law, staff eval-
uation, implementing state and federal programa, public
relations, curriculum development, and issues involving
teachers and non-certified personnel unions, The need
for expanded training opportunities generelly tended teo

increasze as the enrollment size of the district increased.
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Forcy-three to 50 percent of those surveved rated tradi-
tional training approaches inadequate while up to 28
percent indicated that major improvement was necessary.

The litersture revealed varied approaches to staff
development programs. Though differing in organizational
atructure, mMost programs are designed to strengthen the
educational leader's knowledge and skills in the areas of
management and human relations (Robinson, 1974; Bishop,
1976). A survey to determine the content of university
sponsored activities for practicing educational leaders
revealed these two areaa as malor toples (Martcin, 1972).

A study by Stelge (1977) found the following mana-
gerial needs rated higheat by respondents: developing
strategies, time management, programming, managing change,
leadership behavior, measuring results, communilcating,
group dynamics, analyzing problems, motivating, and team
building. Management and operating of programs and serv-
lces were also expressed needs as cited by Curtis and
othera {1972) and Mangers (1979).

A specific managerial function, management by objec-
tives, was an expected demand on educaticonal leaders
according to Crawford (1974). This issue was also pre-
sented by Drachler (1973) who stated that '"any program
ahould include the issue of management by oblectives."

As to the value of this tepic, Koch (1977), reported that
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a tralnlng preogram in management by objectives had a
positive effect on particlpants’' attitudes ahout their
roles.

To strengthen management skills, attention has been
directed to Planning, Frogramming, Budgeting Systems
{PPBES); Management by Objectives (MBO); and Long-range
Planning. PPBS is based on aystems analysis theory
(Granger, 1971}, while MBOQ involves the identification of
organizational cbjectives, the definition of individual
responsibilities for goal achievement, and the use of
apreed upon objectives as guides for managing the organi-
zatlon and evaluating performance (American Association
of School Administrators, 1973; Spillman, 1977). Each of
these approaches requires long-range planning so that
Future goals, alternative approaches, and evaluation pro-
cedures can be developed (Conrad, Brooks, Fisher, 1973).

The prevalling practice is for those involved in
education to train others who are also involved in educa-
tfon. It has been suggested that administration should hbe
gtudied without reference to the type of organlzation te
be administered. Educational, business, and governmental
administrators should be trained in the same programs.
Administrators from different tvpes of organizations need
the same baslc managerial skilla. Using this appreach,

educational administraters could benefit from advances
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made in business management training and practices {Mikles,
1972).

One of the mogt pervasive changes in staff develop-
ment programs for educators has been toward theory-based
content drawn from the social and behavioral sclences
{Wynn, 1973}. While there is a need for educational
leaders to focus their attention on management skills,
there is alsc the need to broaden their studies to include
all areas of the social sciences (Ryan, Newman, & Johnson,
1978) .

If the educational leader is to be an effective man-
gger and perform in a style that will bring about positive
change in the educational ipnstitutiens, he/she must have
a keen understanding of those human relations skills which
allow for cooperative growth of these responsible for edu-
cational development of the young people in our society.
Critical to the educational leaders' effectiveness is a
realization that implementing change requires more than
gimply facilitating individual growth. Sometimes the
syatem has to be changed and human relations becomes
paramount 1f Indeed bhehavioral changes are to occur
{Comfort and Bowen, 1974}.

With today's soclety demanding more participation in
decisions affecting our schoels, an awareness of group

processes and interperscnal skills is ¢f primary importance
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for effective school leadership. There is a definlte trend
toward greater use and acceptance of collective bargalning
by public employees. School boards and teacher organiza-
tions are seeking viable alternativea to strikes to bring
about peaceful settlement of disputes (Peterspon, Rosmiller,
and Volz, 1978).

The sccietal problems of the disadvantaged and minor-
ity segments of the population are and have been recelving
much attention in staff development programs. The impli-
cations of drug abuse, crime, and poverty in the lnner
cities are receiving attention, particularly from the urban
administrators and supervigors. Desegregatlon of schools
is still a major problem (Flemming, 1976, 1977, 1979,
Forehand, 1976).

Effective supervision and administration require a
variety of ecreative approaches 1f improvement in inter-
peraonal skills is to become a reality. Thomas (1%71)
found that after a five-day laboratory on interpersonal
relations, the participant's behavior did change, and those
changes in behavior did effect the sociazl-emotional climate
of the schoola, There was a notable Improvement iIn the
participant's effectiveness in group processes and in
cooperative decision making. Ruben (1972) reports that
after a 13-week workshop dealing with behavior modification

and humanizing schools, rapport with others was improved
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8lgnificantly on the Minnescta Teachers Attitude Inventory
Test. Improved human relaticns and more open communication
can be brought about through sensitivity training (Jerrems,
1971; Mial, 1571). While sensitivity training can bring
about poaltive change, a one-shot laboratory experience
might not be as effective (Lansky, Leonard, and others,
1969) . A more effective means of bringing about a lasting
change in behavior and an understanding and acceptance of
others was the outcome of a program conducted at Indiana
State University. This program was & six-week summer in-
stitute and 10 follow-up worksheps for educarional leaders
to trailn them to deal effectlvely with students from
culturally different backgrounds (1972}).

The concept that job skills and behaviors can be
changed through staff development was reported by Sanders
(1975). Serglovanni (1979) argues that '"most leadership
treining programs oversimplify complex matters and empha-
glze style rather than substance." He further states thac
the hypothesis that leaders can change styles needs further
inveatigation. Etzioni (1972) found that people have
deep-seated preferences in thelr work behavior that are
very difficult to change. Sexton and Switzer (1977) report
that leaderaship styles are linked to personality and are
very difficult to change. Another conclusion is presented

by Fiedler (1964) who advocates changing Job situations to
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fit the leaders' style, Hunt {(1978) advocates staff
development programs designed on the basis of the admin-
istrator's leadership style. Dupnn & Dunn (1977) report
that faculty success 1is dependent on administrative
style. Serglovanni suggests that those persons respensi-
ble for staff develcocpment programs for educational
administrators and supervisors would be wise te shift
emphasis from leadership training to leadership
exploration (1979).

The oppertunity to enhance leadership ability and
individual job skills Iis the basic principle upon which
the Natlonal Academy for School Executives operates
(1979). The Academy is dedicated to the continuing pro-
fessional development of school offlcials. They plan and
sponsor programs relevant to the ever changing demands on
educational leaders. Their programs enrolled approxi-
mately 1,450 during 1979 in areas of management, improve-
ment of personal skills, public relations, and cthers.

Prior to the establishment of any staff development
program, those regponsible must obtain the support, coop-
eration, and commitment of those who will be affected
{Conrad, Brooks, and Flaher, 1973; Sanders, 1975). Educa-
tional leaders, llke those for whom they are responsible,
need directlon (Davison, 1973). Davison offers the

following proposals for planning staff development
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Bessions:

1. Plan the program with selecced participants who
cen iater function as a leadership cadre at the training
segelons

2. Do not assume that educational leaders appreach
professional development activities with more positive
mental sets than other school personnel

3. Program content should be desilgned to ensure
balance and connectedness between needed philosophical
understandings and their application to specific
operational tasks

4, Design programs around those administrative and
supervisory situations most crucial to the participancs

5. Emphasize throughout the staff development pro-
gram that the intent of training is to assist parcieci-
pants in their consideration on innovative adminlstrative
and supervisory practices

6. Include a full range of cognitive (knowledge-based)
and affective (feeling) experiences in the training pro-
gram to ensure that the behaviors required for necessary
organlzational and Instructicnal change can be attained.

It is evident that staff development for educaticonzl
administrators and supervisors might be an important factor
in helping educational leaders meet the demands of a

changing socilety. In the Commonwealth of Virginla, where
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this study was conducted, a program of staff development
1s mandated for the five-year school improvement plan in
each school division. Through actlon enacted by the
Virginia General Assembly in 1976, staff development
became a part of the standard requiring the development
and annual revision of this plan (Shinglecon, 1977).
Specifically, Standard 5C scates:

Each schoel division shall provide a program for

personnel development. This program shall be

designed to help all personnel to beccome more
proficient in performing their assigned responsi-
bilities, including the identification of indiwvi-
duals with special instructional needs.

Currently in operaticn in the state are vehicles for
providing such training for school adminiscracors,
Superintendents meet regularly in seven regional groups
to study prcblems affecting public education. Persounel
from the University of Virginla, the College of William
and Mary, and Virginia Polytechnieal Instcitucte, acc as
advisors to these groups.

Each summer the Unlversity of Virginia cffers a
aummer Institute for division superintendents., The Etate
Department of Public Instructlon assists with this
endeavor by cffering tuitien stipends for those perscons

whe enrcll.
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With the exception of division superintendents, all
certified school personnel are required to have his or her
certificate renewed every five years. A minimum of six
gemester hours of course work is required for this
renewal .

The vehicles for professional improvement exisc.
These might be improved to meet current demands of school
officials.

Summary

Present socilety Is in a state of change. Public
accountability demands that this change be reflected in
the public schools. 1In response, innovative approaches
to ataff development programs for schocl cfficials might
be implemented.

There are differing views as to the proper point for
beginning the retralning of educational administrators.
The school principalship might be the focal polnt since
this position is in mest direct comtact with the daily
operation of the schocl. However, the leadership gquali-
ties of the superintendent might be viewed as the major
focal point for retraining. Usually, subordinates to the
superintendent can extend and implement his leadership
with the staff.

Staff development programs are llkely to be meaning-

ful when the training is directed toward the individual's
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performance goals rather than toward meeting the instruc-
tional improvement goals of the school district. In the
determination of training topicse, atrention should be
given rto the many reoles staff musec perform. Participants
should be actively involved as opposed to being in the
more passive role of listener, observer, or reader.

Whatever direction is taken for staff development for
practicing scheool officials, efforts of these administra-
tors and supervisors must be focused on objectives that
will allow them to meet public demands. Only once these
ocbjectives have been determined and strategies adopted can
pesltive changes and improvements be made. Inherent must
be the skills, the knowledge and experience, the frame of
mind, and a team effort consistent and steady to follow
through on adopted objectives which must be viewed as top
pricritcy.

The public has recommended redirectlion for the public
schools. Staff develepment for those persons responsible
for the operatlion of these achoeols is necessary 1f current
problems are to be solved and changes effecred.

According to the literature, staff development should
assure higher levels of proficiency. Programs of high
quality have shown positive results.

fased on this review of the literature, the following

criteria are presented as worthy guldelines in the
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development and evaluation of an effective staff develop-
ment program for scheol officlals:

1. Local governing bodies must assume funding re-
spongibility for staff development programs.

2., Staff development programs should be based upon
needa as determined by those schoeol officials who will be
effected--teachers, students, parents, and representatives
of the lay public.

3. Planning for staff development programs should be
long-range with cone person responsible for coordinating
all activities.

4. An open line of communication should exist
between local school divisions, area colleges and univer-
gities, and local business and professional organizations.

5. S8taff development programs should be evaluated
and findings should be used as the basis for future

planning.



Chapter 3

Design of the Study

The content analysis survey method of research was
employed in this study to investigate the status of scaff
develeopment for Virginia public sachool admipnistrators and
supervimors.

Subjects

The sample population for this study consisted of
134 schoeol divisions 1n Virginia. While there are 141
legal school divisions in the state, seven of these
divisions are city-county units and thus report jointly.
The respondent was the superintendent of schools or a
person whom he had designated as key instructional
leader.

Of the 134 divisions surveyed, 122 or 91% resaponded
te the questionnaire, Those divisicns that did not re-
spond represented all areas of the state in relationship
to location and silze.

Instrumencation

& 24-item questicnnaire was used in this study.
This questionnaire was & modification of a survey in-
strument developed by Dr. Glen Robinson, Executive

Vice-President and Director of Educational Research

31
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Services, Inc. {(Appendix). Thie inatrument was used in
a 1974 study to determine the status of staff develop-
ment for achocl offieials nationally. The instrument
was modified in two areas: where university and college
courdes were used, respondents were asked tc name the
college and/or university; and where consultanta were
used, respondents were asked to specify whether they
were from Virginla or out of atate.

The questionnaire was structured so that the follow-
ing types of informarion could be ocbtained:

1. Demographic data

2. Program planning and management data

3. Program scope and sequence data

4. Program implementation data

Personal Iinterviews were held wich a random sample
of persons in Virginia who are responsible for local
staff development programs to validare the questionnaire.

General Plan for the Study

The following procedure was used in the implementa-
tion of this study:

1, Permission was cbtained from Dr. Glen BRobinson

to use the questionnaire.
2. The questionnalre was mailed to 134 state
school divisions in April 197%. A follow-up letter was

mailed in June 1979 to those school diviaions who had



33
not responded.
3. During the months of June and July, the data
were coded, key punched, and analyzed.

Treatment of the Daca

Scheool divisions in the state were divided inte four
enrellment size catepories: larpe (35,000 or more students),
medium (10,000-34,999 students), small (2,500-9,999% stu-
dents}), and very amall {(less than 2,6500 students}. after
key punching the information from the survey instruments,
4 computer program was written to generate frequency
tables for each item. Responses were tabulated for each
achool system and each table was then analyzed in
narrative form. Results of this study were compared
with the criterla for effective staff development as
presented in Chapter 2 and the highlipghts of the study

completed in 1974 by Educational Research Service, Inc.



Chapter 4

Presentation and Analvsls of the Dara

The purpose of this chapter was to analyze and graph-
1cally display the dara collected for this study. Tables
related to the itema oun the survey {instrument are prasented.
An analysis of information in each table is included.

In April 1979, a survey of staff develcopment programs
for school administrators and supervisors was sent to
Virginia schoeol systems. While there are 141 legal school
divisions in the state, some of these divisions are funded
asa city-county units and report jointly; therefore, 134
units were surveyed. Out of 134 school syatems surveyed,
122 responded representing 91% of the total. Of the 122
that returned the survey questionnaire, 79 school systems
provide adminiastratecrs and supervisors with staff develop-
nent training. The remaining 43 syatems which have no
formal programs were mostly in small and very small size
systemg. Table 1 presents data on the distribution ef
reapondents by size of school system as well as the number
of systems in each size category cffering scaff develop-

ment programs for administratora and supervisors.

34



Table 1

Number of Responding School NRivisione by Sice

Categories Wirth Staff Development Programs

35

Wumber £ of Humber with ¥ of
Size Respondents Tatal Programs Torala
Large
{35,000 or more) 3 2.45% 3 2.5%
Med fum
{10,000 ro 34,999} 22 18.03% 16 21.5%
Small
{2,500 to 9,9%9) 56 45.90% 40 50.6%
Very Small
(Under 2,500} 41 _ 33.60% 20 35.4%
Total 122 100% 159 100%

The following tables and analyses are based on the 79

Virginia school systems which do provide staff development

preogramg for administrative and supervisory personnel.

in

some inatances totals do not equal 7% because one or more

items on the survey form were not completed by all

respondents.



Table 2

Number of Administracors and Surervisora Employved

36

Number Size of School Syatem
of Very Total
Emplovyeea Large Med 1um Gmall Small
100 or more 3 ¥ . . 10
100% 43.8% . 12.71%
50 to 99 8 3 11
. 50.0% 7.9% . i4.0%
20 o 49 .- 1 21 1 23
6.3% 25, 3% 4.5% 29,12
Less than 20 -- . 14 21 33
e . 36.8% 95. 5% 41.7%
Total 3 16 38 22 79
3.8% 20,22 48.1% 27.8% 100%

Having eliminated non-program achoel systems from the

analvsis, the distribution of adminlstrators and supervisors

within the size categories of the surveyed scheool divisions

is shown in Table 2.

As would be expected,

larger school ays-

tems generally have greater numbers of administrators and

supervisors.

Small and very small syatems generally have

fewer than 50 administrators and supervisors, medium sva-

tems are approximately aplit between having 50 tec 100 and
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having 100 or more administrators and supervisors, and the

three large systems have more than 100 admipistrators and

supervisors,
Table 3
Administrators and Supervisare
Participating in Dietrict-run Program
Category Size of School Syosten
of Very Total
Adminiatration Large Medium Small Small
Superintendent i 10 31 13 36
9.52 9.67 14.6% 14.6% 13.1%
Assistant Superintendent 3 13 22 14 52
1422 12.53% 10.4% 15.7% 12,2%
Bupiness and Budpet b 13 13 1 249
9.5% 12,52 6.1% 1.1% 6, 8%
Curriculum 3 14 3l B 56
14,237 13.5% l4.6% 9.0% 13.1%
Research 2 9 7 cae 18
9.5% 8.7% 3.3% can 4.2%
Supervisors i 15 36 16 70
15,27 14.4% 17.0% 18.0% 16.4%
Frincipals £ | 15 3? 20 75

14.2% 14.4% 17.5% 22.5% 17.62%
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Table 3 (continued)

Category Size of School Syatem

of Vary Tocal

Adminfiatration Large Hed fum Small Small

Asslstant Principals 3 15 35 17 70
14.2% 14.4% 16.5% 19.1% 16,47

Total 2] 104 212 a9 426
4.9% 25 4% 49.7% 20.9% 100%
Table &

Administrators and Supervisors

Farticlpating in Iniversity or College-based FPrograms

Category Size of School System
af Very Tutal
Administration Large Med ium Bmall Small
Superincendent 2 A 18 12 36
11.0% 5.1% 11.3% 17.6% 11.1%
Assistant Superintendent 2 11 15 6 34
11.0% 14.1% 0,4% 4.8% 10.5%
Business and Budget 2 5 ? 1 15
11.0% 65.4% 4. 4% L.5% 4, 6%
Curticulum 2 12 26 5 45

11.0% 15.3% 1b.3% T.4% 13.8%
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Table 4 (continued)

Category Size of School Syetem
of Vary Total
Administration Large Med1um Small Small
Research 2 & 3 1 12
11.0% 7.7% 1.9% 1.5% 3.7%
Supervisor 3 12 9 12 56
15,63 15.3% 18.1% 17.6% 17.2%
Principal 3 14 31 18 &6
15.6% 18,0% 19.4% 26.5% 20. 3%
Agsistant Princlpal 3 14 i1 13 6l
15. 6% 18, 0% i9.4% 19.1% 18.8%
Total 19 78 160 63 25
5.8% 24.0% 49,22 20.9% 1002
Table 5
Administrateore and Supervisors
Farticlpating in Programs Run by Professional Organizatioma
Categary Size of Schoel System
of Very Total
Administraticn Large  Medium Small Small
Superintendent z B 12 b 28

15, 4% 16.7% 14 .02 20.0% 15.72
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Table 5 (continued)

Category Size of School System
of Very Total
Administration Large Med lum Small Small
Assistant Superintendent 1 8 12 i 23
7.7% 16,77 14.0% &.77 13.0%
Business and Budget 1 ) o 1 17
7.7 13, 0% 10.5% 3.3% S.6%
Curriculum 1 7 13 2 23
7.7 14, A% 15.1% 6.7% 13.0%
Research 2 & 1 PN 7
15.4% 8.3% 1.2% e 4. 0%
Supervisor pa ) 15 ) 29
15.4% 13.0% 17.4% 20.0% 16.3%
Frincipal 2 5 14 9 31
15.4% 10.4% 16.3% 30.0% 11.4%
Aseistant Principal 2 4 10 4 20
15.4% B.3% B.6% 13.3% 11.2%
Total 13 48 86 D i78

FI ¥/ 26.9% 48, 3% 16.9% 1003
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Table 6
Administrators and Supervisors Participating ln Programs

Run by Commercial Flrme or Private Consultants

Category Bleze of School System
of Very Toral
Administration Large Med Lum Small Small
Superintendent 1 2 7 3 11
14,32 5.3% G.6% 9.4% 8.7%
Aselstant Superintendent aa G g 3 17
va 15.8% 11.0% 9.4% 11.3%
Business and Budget 1 1 3 1 B
14.3% 7.9% 4.1% J.1% 3.3%
Curriculum - 7 12 2 21
. 18.43% 16.4% 6.3% 14,0%
Regearch 1 1 1 ‘e 3
14.3% 2,63 1.4% . z2.0%
Supervisor 2 9 15 9 35
28.6% 23.7% 21.0% 28.1% 23.3%
Principal 1 5 13 9 28
14 . 3% 13.2% 17.8% 28.1% 18.7%
Asaslgtanrc Principal 1 5 14 5 25
14.3% 13.2% 15.2% 15.6% 16.7%
Tetal ? ja 73 iz 150

4.7% 25.3% 48.6% 21.3% 100%
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Tables 3 through & show the numbers of administrators
and supervisors participating in programs run by four
different sponsors. Table 3 records a fairly even par-
ticipacion by school officials in all of the categories
of administration. The higheat level of overall partici-
pation in district-run programs is by small size systems;
212 employees from these systems form nearly half of the
total participation. The total number of administrators
in all categories of administration is 426, higher for
district-run programs than any of the other three
types,

As ahown in Table 4, 325 employees participate in
programsa based on collepges and univeraicies. This 1is
the second most popular base for program eperation.

Again, emall slze systems have the hipheat level of par-
ticipation with 160 school offiecials forming nearly half of
the total of all systems. The lowest level of participa-
tion by category of administration 1s by research workers;
only 3.7% of the total is comprised of this group. The
same low level of research administrators is to be seen in
Table 3, only 4.2%; Table 5, 4.0%; and Table &, 2.0%.

Table 5, programs run by professional organizations,
shows this as the chird moat popular apprcach with 178
participants. Again, small system administrators form

nedrly half of the participants. Wich the exception of
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low attendance by research administrators, there is again
an even dispersion of atrendance by all categories of
administration.

Table 6 shows that commercial firms or private consul-
tants come fourth in pepularitcy with 150 parcicipants. A
glightly higher proportion of supervisors in all size
systems are shown to participate in these programs. Below
this high percentage of supervisor participation, 23.3% of
the total, parcicipation in ether categories of administra-
ticen is fairly evenly distributed. Once again, this is=s
with the exception of low participation by research adminis-
trators (2%).

In summary, Tables 3 through & generally show even
participation in most categories of administration. Also
ir is revealed that district-run programs are most popular
followed by college and university propgrams, professional
organization programs, and finally private programs. The
apparently low level of participation by research adminis-
traters might mean one of two things: there are few
administrators in thils category or there are equal numbers
of these employees in schocl systems but for some reason
staff development programs are not of intereat to these
perscns.

Three other categories of administration were reported:

four directors, chree psychelogiats, and one coordinator.



Table 7

Administrators and Superviscrs Participating in Staff

Development Freogramg During the 1977-78 School Year

L4

Number S1ze of Schepl System
of Vary Total
Emplovees Large Med fum Small Small
100 or More 1 & e . 5
50.0% 26.7% Ces . 7.14%
50 to 99 - 5 3 . 8
33.3% 8.8% .- 11.4%
20 to 49 .ea 5 16 1 22
- 33.3% 47 .1% 5.3% 31.4%
10 te 19 1 1 i3 o 24
50,0% 6.7% 38,.2% 47 . 4% 34.,3%
1 to 9 .- o 2 g 11
e - 5.9% 47 4% 15.7%
Total 2 15 34 19 [AL)
2.9% 21.42% 48 .63 27.1% 100%
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Table 8
Administraters and Supervisors Participating in Staff

Development Programe During 1978-79 Schocl Year

Nutber Size of Bchoocl Svatem
of Very Tatal
Employees Large HMedium Bmall Bmall
100 or More 1 3 - - 4
50.0% 21,47 - e 7.1%
30 te 99 - 5 2 ‘o 7
. 35.7% 5.4% . 9.3%
20 to 49 ‘e 5 17 1 21
- 35.7% 45.9% 4.5% J1.4%
10 to 19 1 i 16 11 29
a0, 0% .12 43.2% 30.0% 8. 72
1l to 9 vas . p. 10 12
s e 5.4% 45.0% 16.0%
Total 2 14 37 22 75
2.2% 18.7% 49.,3% 29,3% 100%

Tableas 7V and 8 show the participants in ataff develop-
ment programs for che 1977-78 and 1978-79 school years. For
moat school gystems, a slight increase 1n participation is
shown from 1977-78 to 1978-79., This could be actributed to

growth of programs or increased employee knowledge and



interest in the same programs.

Table 9

Length of Experience With Staff Development

Programe for Administratore and Supervisors

46

Number Size of School System
of Vary Total
Years Lacrge Med Tum Small Small
1 or Less 1 3 3 ?
6,312 g.1% 13.6% 8B.9%
z2 -1 1 3 10 7 21
31.3% 18.6% 27.0% 31.8% 26.92
4 - 5 )] 6 14 3 20
13.3% 37.5% 27.0% 13.6% 25.6%
B - 10 1 8 3 14
6.3% 21.6% 22. 7% 18.Q%
11l or Mare 1 5 b 4 lg
33.3% 11.3% 16.2% 18.2% 20,52
Total i 16 37 22 78
1.8% 20.5% 47 .47 28.2% 100%

Table 9 shows the length of experience with staff devel-

opment pPrograms.

While approximately 9% of responding syatems

reported less than one year's experience, more than double

that number reported extensive experience of 11 years or more.
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Over 50% of the systems recorded experience with programs
of between 2 to 5 vears. There does not seem toc be a posi-
tive relationship between achool system gize and the length
af experlence with programs. Even very small systems had
propertionately equal experience with that of large systems,
Table 10
Programs Offered to Adminlstrators

In Particulsr Job Categoriles

S1ze of School Syatem

Program Very Total
_ Large Med {um Small Small
Elementary School 1 14 1l 20 68
Admipnistrative Procedures 1003 87.5% 77.5% 100% B6.1%
Secondary School 3 14 g 20 67
Administrative Procedures 1004 87.5% 75% 100% 84.8%
Elementary Zchoal 3 14 15 20 7z
Ingtructional Organization 100% BY.5% 87.5% 100% 91.1%
Secondary School 3 12 29 19 B3
Instructional Organization 100% 75% 72,5% 95% 79.7%
Total Respondents 3 16 40 20 79
1.8% 20.3% 50.6% 25.3% 100%

Presented in Table 10 are counts of school gystems by

the type of programs offered administraters in particular



Job categories,

More than 70% of all surveyed schools
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reported participating in all of the four listed programs.

Very small and larpge syscems nearly averaged 100% partici-

pation in the programs.

Elementary schocl inatructional

organlzation programs were the most popular in all si=zes

of sachool systems.

Table 11

Programs That Carry Salary or Academie Credit

Yize of Schonl Svetem

Credit Very Total
Large Hedium Small Small .
Salary 1 - ‘e 1
B.25% . . 1.3%
Academic 2 10 23 11 48
66, 7% 62.5% 62.2% 559.1% H51.5%
Both 1 2 f 2 11
33.3% 12.5% 16.2% 9.1% 14.1%
Neither 3 8 ? 18
. 18.8% 21.6% 31.8% 21.1%
Total 22 37 16 3 78
24,2% a7 . 4% 20, 5% 3.8% 100%

The responses to the question dealing with credit for

staff development appear in Table 11.

Clearly the preferred
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form of credit 1ls academic. Of the reporting systemsa, 61.5%
offer academie c¢redit only to participanta. Credit in terms
of salary alone proved very rare with only one medium size
school system providing chis reward. Salary and academic
credit were offered Iin 11 systems, over half of which were
of small size. Eighteen school systems offered neither
salary nor academic credit, represencing 23% of the toral
school systems responding to the survey.

Table 12
Types of Staff Development Programs Dffered

During the 1%77-78 and 1978-79 Schocl Years

Slze of School System

Program Veary Tocal
Large Medilum Small Small
Mapagement Technlgues Z 13 26 12 53
b6, 6% B1.3% 70.3% 54.5% 68, 0%
Team Management 2 7 ) 3 21
66, 6% 43.7% 24,37 13.6% 26.9%
SveLems Approach 2 3 4 2 11
66.6% 18.7% 10.8% 9.1% 14.1%
MBO 2 12 12 & 12
B66h.62% 75.0% 12.4% 27.3% 41.0%
PPE 2 4 7 4 17

bE, bE 25,0% 18,9% 18.2% 21.8%



Table 12 {(continued)
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Slze of Schogl System

Program Very Tatkal
Large Meddum Small Small .
Performance Objectives 3 9 15 G i3
100% 56.2% 40, 5% 27.3% 42.2%
Long Range Planoning 3 7 16 7 i3
100% 43.7% 43.2% J1.8% 42.,3%
School Fipance 2 10 11 & 27
66.6% 62.5% 29.7% 18.2% 34,62
Teacher Selection/Supv. k! 7 20 a a8
1002 431,7% 54.0% 36.4% 48.7%
Hegotlations and
Strike Management 1 3 3 2 9
33,32 18.7% g8.1% 9.1% 11.5%
CBIE 2 9 16 7 34
66,62 56.2% 43,2% 31.8% 43.6%
Instructionsl Techniques 3 9 26 10 48
100% 56.2% 70.3% 45,4% 61.5%
Research 1 i 5 2 11
33.3% 18.7% 13.5% 9.1% 14.1%
Human Relariona 2 12 22 12 48
6E.62 75.0% 59.5% 54.5% 61.5%
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Table 12 (continued)

Slze of School System

Program Yery Total
Large Med {ump Small Small
Drugs 2 5 11 7 2a
66.6% 50.0% 29.7% 11,82 15,9%
Desegregat Llon 1 1 3 3 0
331.1% a.2% 13.5% 13.6% 12,.B%
Other Cae 3 1 2 6
18.0% A 4 9.1% .7

Table 12 shows a detailed listing of the number of pro-
grams offered in the surveyed school systema. All of the
programs listed were offered in at least one school system
from 1977 to the present. Most popular programs, those which
were offered by 50% or more of the 79 reporting school sys-
tems, were management technigues, instructicnal technigues,
and human relations, Least popular programs, offered by
less than 20% of the reporting systems, were aystems approach
ro management, negotiations and strilke management, rvesearch
in education, and desegregation.

Nearly every program type was offered in a higher pro-
portion by medium and large achool systems than by small and

very small systems. The analysis of responaes shows no
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relationship, however, between types of programs offered

and school system size, each program appears to be as

popular in each silze school system.

Tahle 13
Number of Days Devoted to Staff Development

For Administratorsa and Superviaors

——

Number Size of School System
of very Total
Daye Large  Medium Small Small
1 -5 2 9 13 B 32
66.6% 536.3% 36. 1% A0.0X 42.7%
& - 10 v b 14 9 25
e 37.5% 38.9% 45.0% 38.7%
11 o 20 1 1 7 3 12
33.3% 6. 3% 19.4% 15.02 16.0%
20 or Mare . L 2 ‘e 2
. 5.6% . 2.7
Total 3 16 36 20 15
&.0% 21.3% 48.0% 26.7% 100%

Table 13 shows the average number of days administra-

tors and supervisors participated in staff development

programs during the 1978-79 school year.

Almost 43% of all

slze acheool aystems spent 1 to 5 days In staff develcpment



23

during the year; 38.7% reported spending 6 to 10 days and

16% of the reporting systems spent 11 to 20 days in these

programs. Only two achools,

spent more than 20 days in staff development.

2.7% of cthe total 79 aystems,

With over

B80% cf the syatems spending under 10 days 1n staff develop-

ment programs,

it is ¢lear that the average schocol official

does nect spend long periods of time away from his/her work

in order to take part in staff development.

Table 14

Instructional Techniques or Frogram Organization

Iged In Zcaff Development Programs

Inscructional 5ize of Schoo]l Syatem
Technique/Program Very Total
Organization Large Med {um Small Small
Unlversity or
College Courses 3 14 29 20 bh
1002 87.5% 78.4% 90.9% 84.06%
Lectures 2 12 17 13 &4
6H.6% 753.0% 45.9% 59.1% 56.4%
Seminars 3 11 22 12 48
100% 68, 7% 59.5% 54.5% 61.5%
Study Croups 1 & 14 4 25
31, 3% 37.5% 37.8% 1822 32.0%
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Table 14 (continued)

Instructionzal Size of School System

Technique/Program Very Tatal

Qrganization Large Med lum Small Small

Conferences 3 14 24 15 56
100% 87.5% 64, 9% 68.2% 71.8%

Vieits to

Other Svatems 3 11 18 B 40

100% 68,73 48 . 6% 36,.4% 31, 3%

Institutes 1 5 ] b 18
33.3% 31.2% 16.2% 27.3% 23.1%

Segslons by Profes-

gional Organizatlana 2 & 8 2 18
66.6% 37.5% 21.6% 9.1% 23.1%

Simulacion Games 1 & 8 - 13
33.3% 25.0% 21.6% . 16,7%

Benslclvity Tralning 1 - & 1 B
331.3% cu 16.2% 4,5% 10.3%

In-gtate Conaultants 2 13 25 13 53
06, 6% 81.2% 67.6% 5%.1% 67.9%

Out-of-atate Consultants 2 g 10 8 28

66.63% 50.0% 27 . 0% A6, 4% 35.9%
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Table 14 {(continued)

Insttuctional Size of School Svatem
Technique/Program Very Total
Organizatien Large Medium Small Small
Other . 1 1 e 2
6.2% 2,72 ca 2.6%
Total Respondents 3 lé 40 20 79
j.az 20.3% 50,62 25.3% 100%

Table 14 gives information on the types of instructiomal
techniques or program organization used in staff development
programs. The dellvery systems used by 50% or more of the
surveyed school systems were university courses, lectures,
seminars, conferences, viaites to other schoel districts, and
in-state consultants. Least popular methods of delivery,
ones reported in use by 200 or fewer asystems, were simulation
games and sensitivity training., A clear preference for an
academic approach to instructional techniques is shown by the

classroom oriented program organization.



Participating Colleges and Universitles

Table 15

36

Colleges Size of School System
and Yery Total
Univeraitles Large Med ium Small Small
Amer ican University . 1 “-- e 1
Christopher

Hewport College .e 2 v 2
College of Willlam

and Mary i3 4 5 L] 16
George Mason University 2 1 3 1 7
George Washington

University . 1 res saa 1
J. Sargeant Reynolds

Communicy College . 1 . . 1
James Madison Universiry 1 1 2 5 q
Longwood College - . 3 - 3
Norfolk State College 1 3 1 5
0ld Dominlon University 1 4 4 4 13
Fatrick Henry

Community College - - 1 . 1
Radford College . 2 1 1 4
Universaity of Richmond “a 1 R e 1
University of Virginia 3 14 2] 10 50
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Table 15 (continued)

Collegen Size of Bchool System
and Very Total
Universities Large Medium Small fmnll

Virginia Commonwealth
Univeraity - 3 1 3 i

Virginia Polytechnical

Instltute 1 5 7 2 15
Virginia State College " 1 1 Ve 2
Toral 17 138

Table 15 presents an alphabetized listing of those
colleges and universitles reported as belng inveolved with
local school systems Iin their adminlstrative staff develop-
ment programs, The University of Virginia is involved with
the highest number of schocl divisions, followed in order
by The College of William and Mary, Virginis Pelytechnical
Institute, and 0ld Dominion Univeraity. The remaining

inatitutions are used by less than 10 systems.



Persons Responaible for Plannipg Staff

Table 16

Bevelopment for Administratore and Supervisors
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Size of Schopl Syatem

Title Yery Total
Large  Medium small cmall
Director of
Staff Development 2 L} 14 g 33
66.6% a7 LR 38.9% 45.0% 45,2%
Farticipants 1 5 210 i 33
33.3% 35.7% 925 .6% 35.0% 45,2%
Iniversity Personnel ? 2
10.0% 2.7%
(ther 1 2 2 5
7.1% 5.64 10.0% 6,82
Tocal 3 14 36 20 73
4.1% 19.2% 49.3% 27.4% 100%

Table 16 shows responses to the question "Whoe does most

of the planning for your staff development programs?"

A

50-50 split is shown between directors of staff development

and participating administratora, each represented in 33

gschool systems.

Only two very small systems used univeraity

personnel in thelr planning; five systems used some cther



29

individual to plan thelr programs. These individuals,
entered as "other" on the survey feorms, were the assistant
superintendent for instruction (four systema} and an admin-
istrative assistant. The split between directors of staff
development programs and participating administrators
suggests a split In the origin and direction of these pro-
grams. Where explicitly titled directors exist, one might
contend that more attentlen is paid to structure, continua-
tion, and growth of programs. In school systems where
participating administrators plan programs, it aseems possl-
ble that a more informal and changing character teo the
programs would be in evidence.
Table 17
Approximate Total Expenditure for Staff Development Programs

For Adminlscrators and Supervisors for the 1977-78 School Year

Sire of Schonl System

Expenditure Very Total
Large Med ium fmall Small
Less than $1,000 - 1 8 3 12
6.2% 21.1% 13.6% 15.2%
51,000 to $2,499 o 1 10 12 23
&.2% 26, 3% 54 .5% 29,1%
$2,500 to $4,999 1 2 11 5 19

33.3%% 12.5% 28.9% 22.7% 24.1%



Table 17 (continued)

&0

S5ize of School System

Expenditure Very Total
Large Medium Small Small
$5,000 teo $9,99% - z & 1 9
cas 12.5% 15.8% 4.5% 11.4%
$10,000 ro 524,999 1 4 3 B
33.3% 25.0% 7.9% 10.1%
$25,000 to $49,999 1 4 1 &
33.3% 25,00 4.6% 7.6%
550,000 rto 59%,999 1 . 1
6,32 ‘e L,3%
100,000 or More 1 . 1
sas 5,32 . . 1.3%
Total 3 16 38 22 79
3.8% 20,33 48, 1% 27.8% 1007

Table 17 shows the cost thatc schoel systems incurred in

order to offer staff development programs for administrators

and supervisors during the 1977-78 school year.

porting systems,

Of the re-

08% fall below 55,000 in pregram costs.

Twenty-nine percent of the 79 scheool systems pald betwean

51,000 and $2,500 for programs.

are found scattered in the areas of greater tham $5,000

Cnly a few school systems
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expended for programs, Surprisingly, one very small school

system reported expendicures of between 525,000 and §59,999,

while one medium size syastem reported spending In excess of

100,000 for ctheir 1977-78 staff development programs.
Table 18

School District Funding of Staff Development Programs

Percent Large Medium Small Vervy Small Total
o . c - 3 3 B
1-9 . . cs 1 1
10-19 cas . 1 1 2
20=-29 . - 1 2 3
30-39 via 1 1 1 3
40-49 1 1 1 1 4
50-59 . v & 1 3
b0-69 - 1 2 - 3
=79 . 2 3 3 8
80-89 . - b 2 7
90-100 1 8 16 7 ra

Toral Z 11 37 212 74
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Tabhle 19

State Funding of Staff Development Programs

Fercent Large Med {um Bmall Very Small Total
0 2 10 20 14 52
1-9 “es co ‘e e e
10-1% car 3 1 1 2
20-29 iae 1 3 4 B
30-39 Ve s 1 ‘e 1
40-49 S 1 2 . 3
50-59 . sen 2 Z 4
60-69 1 1 1 “ee 3
70-79 e NN ven s
B(-89 can e 2 res 2
20-100 e, vos sas 1 1
Total 3 16 38 22 79
Table 20

Federsl Funding of Staff Development Frograms

Percent Large Medium Small Very Small Total
0 Z 12 k3| 11 36
1-% 1 2 1 a 4
18-15 B 1 1 2 4
20-29 P . 4 3 7
30-39 .o 1 v 1 2

40-49 . rra - - ves



Table 20 {(continued)
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Percent Large Medium Small Very Small Total
50-59 AN . S .
60-65 . . - 1 1
70-79 .- e 1 1 2
#0-B9 see .- . vaa
00-100 “s e 1 s 3
Total 3 16 39 21 19
Table 21
Foundation Funding of Staff Development Programs
Percent Large Medium Small Very Small Total
0 2 16 38 22 74
1-9 1 e “ 1
Total 3 16 38 22 79
Table 22

Participating Administrators and Superviscrs Perscnal Expense

Pereent Large Med lum Gmall VYery Small Toral
0 3 13 3l 1% 66
1-5 ‘e 1 1 cun 2
10-19 Ve 2 2 ‘e 4
20-29 . 1 1 2

10-3%
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Table 22 (continued)

Percent Large Medium Small Very Small Total

40-49 caa v “as

30-59 . .o 2 2 4

b0-69 ree .in

70-79 - vea

80-49 cen ves

90-100 e . 1 - 1
Total ] 16 8 22 79

Tables 18 through 22 show the sources of funding for
staff development programs in the surveyed schools. By far,
the preatest share of funding is from local school division
funds as is shown in Table 18. Thirty-two of 79 school sys-
tems report that 90% teo 100% of their funds are from this
source. Only in several cases do putside sources such as
state or federal funds contribute over 50% of program funds.
In this instance, 1t is small and very small systems that
draw fundings from this source. Use of foundation funding
is negligible--only one large achool system reported 1% to
9% funding from this source. Similarly, the charging of
program costs to participants added only nominal amounts to
program funding and was used only in a few systems. Only

five cases were reported by small and very small systems of
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charging participants above 50% of the program costs.
Finally, ne other sources of funding were reported,
again reinforcing the ohservation that most funding for
statf development programs comes from school district
funds.

Table 23
Sehool System Fundipg of College and University-based

Staff Development Frograma [or Adoinfsatrators and Supervisora

Sirze of Sehool System

Funding Very Total
lLarge Med 1um Small Small
Full Tuirion 3 9 18 10 40
100% 96,3% 50.0% 45.5% 51.9%
Partial Tuition - b 14 8 28
. 37.5% 18.8% 36.4% 36 4%
Ne Tultion .er 1 & 4 9
‘s 6.3% 11.1% 18,2% 11.7%
Total 3 16 6 22 77
3.9% 20.8% 46.8% 28.6% 100%

Seventy-scven school systems are shown in Table 23 as
utilizing colleges and universities for at least part of
thelr scaff development programs. Most of these support

partially or totally the partieipants’ tuition costs at the



colleges and universities;

66

52% pay full tulecion and 36% pay

partial rtuition. Only nine school systems, or 12% of the

total, provide no tuition assistance.

Table 24

Season of Year for Staff Development Frograms

For Administratore and Supervisors

Size of School SvyBtem

Season Very Total
Larpge Med {um Small Small

Fall 2 13 o 30 65
66, 6% B6.77 83.3% 90, 9% B5.5%

Winter 2 14 29 17 62
66.6% aj.5% 78.5% 771.3% 79.5%

Spring 2 14 30 16 B2
£6,6% B7.5% 81.1% 72.7% 79.5%

Sutmner ] 15 31 15 67
1007 L00% Ba.7% 51.8% B5.9%

Total 3 15 36 21 16

3.9% 19.3% 47 . 4% 27.6% 100%

Table 24 shows the seasons in which staff development

propgrameg are offered. By a slight margin for most systema,

the summer is the preferred season.

fairly even distributicn of season's offerings suggests

For all respondents, a
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uniform year-round cperation of the program.
Table 25

Times of Day When Staff Development Programs Are Offered

5ize of Schocl System

Time af Day Very Tatal

Large Med fum Small Small

During Regular
Working Hours 3 14 10 13 64
100% 100% 81.1% 68.2% 82.0%

After Working

Hours [Afternocn) 2 12 15 13 42
66 . 5% 73.0% 40.5% 59.1% 53.8%

Evening or Hight 2 10 14 13 39
th, 6% h2,5% 37.8% 5%.1% 50.0%

Weekends 2 ? 7 8 24
b6, bL 43.7% 18.9% 38.0% 31.2%

Total 9 45 &6 4% 169

5.3% 26,62 39.1% 28.9% 100X

Table 25 liats times of the day when achool systems offer
gtaff development programa. Eighty-twe percent of the report-
ing systems reported offering programs during regular working
hours. Approximately 0% of the systems reported offering

programas during the afterncona and evenings., Slightly leas
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than one-third (31%) of the sysrems offer programs on

weekends.

Table 26

Mzthods of Evaluating Staff Development Programs

Methad Size of Bchool Systen

af Vary Tocal

Evaluation Large Hedium Small Small

Questicnnaire 3 11 24 10 48
100% 68, 7% 64, 9% 45.4% 61.5%

Revlew by Participants 2 7 & 7 22
bh. 6% 43.7% 16, 2% 31.82 28.2%

Review by

Program Director 2 9 21 11 43

66.6% 5k.2% 56,87 50.0% 55.1%

Ocher . 2 1 . 3
.ss 12, 5% 2.7% m 3.8%

Total 7 28 52 28 116

b.1% 24 .1% 44,82 24.1% 100%

In Table 26, methods of program evaluation are shown.
Questionnaire and review of propram by program directors are
the moat frequently cited techniques listed by 61.5% and 55.1%
respectively of the reporting syatems. Review by participants

of the programs was used on the average in less than one-third
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of the responding syvatems. Few other techniques were liated

(only 3), suggesting that rthe three approaches listed con-

tribute the whole of program evaluation of mest staff

development programs. Seventeen of those systems reporcing

have plans for changing theilr programs.

The majoricy of

these changes are related to expansion, more in-depth plan-

ning, attention to Instructional supervision, and relation-

ship of staff development programs to syatem-wide goals and

cbjectives.

Table 27

Schocl Syetems With Intern Programs

S5ize of School System

REesponse Very Total
Large Medlum Small Small

No 1 7 27 19 24
33.3% 43.8% 79.9% B&.4% 59, 2%

Yes 2 9 10 3 24
656. 6% 56.3% 27.0% 13.6% 30.7%

Total 3 i6 bX 22 78

3.8% 20.5% &7 .4% 28.2% 100%
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Persons Eligible to Partlecipite {n Intern Programs
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Sdize of School System

Farticipant Very Toral
Large Medium Small Small
Persons Employed
by the District 1 B b - 113
24 .0 42.9% 37.5% - 37.1%
University or
College Students 3 g 10 1 22
75.0%  57.1% 62.5% 100% 52.8%
Total 4 14 16 1 35
11.4% 40, 0% 4577 2.8% 100%
Table 29
Number of Years With Interrn Programs
_Size of school Svatem
Years Very Total
Large Med ium Smalil Small
0 . 1 v 2 3
s 11.1% “rs 50, 0% 12.0%
1 ‘e . 1 1 2
. - 10,.0% 23.0% 8.02
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Taeble 29 {(continued)

Size of School Systenm

Years Very Tatal
Large Med lum Small Small

2 P “ae 2 1 3
‘i . 20.0% 25.0% 12.0%

3 ‘e 1 - i
- . 10,.0% “ra 4.0%

4 - 2 ere “ra 2
. 22.2% . R B.0X%

5 - 1 F 3
‘- 11.1% 20.0% e 12.0%

6 s 1 “a v 1
. 11.1% sas sas 4.0%

7 1 .ea . R 1
50.0% . . 4. 0%

10 1 1 3 ‘e 5
50.0% 11.1% 30.0% sas 20.0%

12 fas 1 - v 1
v 11.1% P P 4,0%

13 Paw 1 1 ane 2

LI B 1111% ln-n‘x L | EIDE
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Table 29 (continued)

Size of School Hystem

Years Very Total
Large Med {um Emall Small
20 e 1 o can 1
. 11.1% A .o 4.0%
Total 2 g 10 4 25
a4.0% 36,.0% 40.0% 16.0% 100%
Table 30

Intern Preference for Fermanent Poaltions

Size of School Syatem

Hesponse Vary Total
Large Medium Small Smail _

No s 7 3 1 13
- 77.82 62,5% 25.0% 59, 1%

Yes . 1 Z 3 &
v 11.1% 25.0% 75.0¥% 27.3%

Other 1 1 1 e 3
1002 11.1% 12.53% ‘e 13.62

Total 1 2 B 4 22

4. 5% 40,92 6. 4% 18.2% 100%
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Tables 27 through 30 show responses to survey gues-
tions concerning internship programs. Most schools, 54
of the 79 respondents, reported no intern programs. The
balance, 24 (one system did not answer this question),
who have intern programs were in all four size categories,
However, as the slze of a system increases, the number cf
respondents with programs also increases from a low of
13.6% of very small systems having such programs to a
high of 66.6% of large systems with programs.

In all reporting systems (Table 28) with the excep-
tion of the one very small system with an intern program,
peraons currently employed by the system as well as col-
lege and university students may partilclpate in the intern
programas.

Table 29 shows that the 24 school systems with in-
tern pregrams have a wilde range of history with these
programs. Five gystema, 20% of the tetal respondents,
reported 10 years of operarion of an intern program. The
other 19 syscems were dispersed on elther side of 10 vears
with most falling below 10 years in intern program opera-
tion. The extreme values were 0 and 20 years. Three
schaols reported 0 years, an indication that this is a
atart-up year for Intern programs in their systeme. The
longest operating Iintern program of 20 years was reported

by cne medium size system.
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Table 30 shows that moat former participants in
intern programs are not given preference for peositiona in
the school system; 13 of the 24 systems having an intern
program reported this policy. Only six achool systems
offer thelr forwmer interns preference in job positions.

Summary

A number of points can be drawn from this survey of
staff development programs for administrators and super-
visors in the public school systems of Virginia. First,
though school systems were divided into four size cate-
gories by size of enrollment, no clear correlation was
found between system size and program operation, types of
staff development programs, or any other aspect of pro-
grams explored in the survey instrument, Because of this
no significant differences should be expected in the
opportunitles for professional growth for administrators
and supervisors whatever the size of their school system's
enrcllment.

Several other highlights of the study shed light on
the scope and direction of staff development programs for
school officials. Table 7 compared participation in staff
devalopment during two consecutive years and revealed in-
creases in most systems suggesting growth of programs.
Table 9, pertaining to years of experience with admlnistra-

tive staff development, shows that 50% of the reporting
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gystems have more than two years experlence in program
operation which supgests that programs are being well
recelved and may be improving based on past experience.
Table 11 shows that most systems offer thelr staff aca-
demic credit glving incentive teo participation. A wide
variety of programs are offered in most systems as Table 12
reveals. Consistently most popular are programs such as
human relations, management, and Instruction--teopics cen-
tral to the task of public school officials. Less cen-
trally oriented programs such as strike management and
research In education were cffered by fewer systems, again
suggesting that participants are seeking programs to assist
them in their routine work, Table 13 shows that 80% of
the responding systems devote less than 10 days per year
to staff development which implies that job responsibil-
ities of parcticipants are not hampered by attendance at
sessions.

Table 14 quite predictably shows that school persomael
favor the enviromment with whiech they are mostc familiar,
academia, in the technique and organlzational approach to
program operation. Classroom oriented teaching technigues
were consistently more popular that what might be called
paychological training approaches such as sensitivity
tralning and simulation games.

Cost of program operation was generally shown not to
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be exceaaive. Table 17 showa that 68% of the surveyed
systems spend less than $5,000 each year for administra-
tive staff development. Moat of these monies are from
local district funds as Table 1B reveals.

Tables 24 and 25 show that staff development sessions
are operated in all seasons and that most participants
(82%) take advantage of these sessions during regular
working hours. The year-round offering of these programs
in most systems wicth mwost sessions held during regular
heurs should make it peoseible for all administrative

employees to participate.



Chapter 5

Summary of Findings, Observations, and

Implications for Further Study

The purpeose of thils chapter was rto summarize the
findings of the study and ro make observacions based
upon these findings and the review of the literature,.
The implicarions of the study with regard to further
ptudy were diacussed.
Summary

The soclety which the public schocls gerve is
changing witch such rapldity that educztors are often in
a quandry in designing sppropriate courses of action.
With every major change there is a shift in public
pelicy which has implications for mosc educators,

Continuing staff development programs and training
are necessary 1if educarional cfficials are to meet the
growing challenges of their profession. These staff
development preprams require substantial resources in
time, money, personnel, and materials. Repardless of the
nature and quality of pre-service training, school systems
without a staff development program for rheir administra-
tive acaff might well lack that vital component necessary

to cope with the pressing needs generated by rapid
77
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gsocletal changes. The literature on staff development 1s
extensive;, however, researchers have reached many coemmon
conclusions. Present soclety 1s changing and public
accountabilicy demands that this change be reflected in the
public schoels. In response, innovative approaches to
staff develepment for school officials might be imple-
mented. The literature suggests twe foeal points for
beginning such programs; the principal who 1is closest to
the daily operation of the school or the superintendent

and his/her immediate staff.

Whatever direction is taken for staff development
for practicing school officials, this direction might
best focus on cblectives that will allow them to meet
public demands. Only once these objectivesa have been
determined and strategies adopted can positive changes
and improvements be made. Inherent in any program must
be the skills, the knowledge and experience, the frame
of mind, and a team effort consistent and steady to
follow through on adopted eobjectives which must be
viewed as top priority.

A aurvey of the literature has shown that the public
has recommended redirection for their sachools. Staff
development for those persons responsible for che opera-
tion of the schools is neceasary LIf current problems are

to be solved and changes effected.
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The purpose of cthis study was to conduct a survey of
each public acheoel division In Virginia to determine the
status of staff development programs for educaticnal
administrators and supervisors. Data were obtained with
a 24-1ltem questionnaire sent to 134 school diviaions in
the atate. Information was sought to determine cercain
demographic data, types of programming and management,
program scope and segquence, and methods of implementaticn
of existing staff development programs for school
officials. Of 134 school divisicons surveyed, 122 re-
sponded, represanting 91% of the total. Of the 122 chac
returned the survey questicnnaire, 79 achool systems
provide adminiacrators and supervisors with a formal
scaff development program. The remaining 43 systems which
have no formal programs were mostly in small and very
small size divisions.

As would be expected, larger school systems employ
greater numbers of administrators and supervisors. Small
and verv small systems generally have fewer than 50 school
officials, medium systems are approximately aplir between
having 50 to 100 and having 100 or more administrators and
superviscrs, and the three large systems repoerted having
more than 100 administrators and supervisors.

The most popular delivery system for staff develop-

ment programs is the distric¢t-run program. The hiphest
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level of overall participation in district-run programs
was reperted by small size systems, The total number of
school officlals in all categeries is 426, higher for
district-run programs than any of the other three types.

The number of employees participating in staff devel-
opment programs that are college and universicy based is
325, Small slze systems have the highest level of parti-
cipation with 160 achool officials forming nearly half of
the total of all ayatems.

The third most popular approach to ataff development
programs with 178 participants is programs run by profes-
gional organizations. Again, small sysatem administrators
and supervisgors form nearly half of the participancs.

Commercial firms or private consultantes rank fourch
in incidence with 150 participants. A slightly higher
proportion of supervisors in all size systems were re-
ported as participants in this type program,

Seventy-seven school systems reported the utilization
of colleges and universities for at leaat part of their
staff development programs. Most of these systems support
partially or totally the participants' tultion costs, Only
nine school syatems provide no tultion assistance.

Seventeen colleges and unlverslties were reported as
being involved with local school systems in thelr admin-

istrative staff development programs. Personnel from the
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University of Virginia were involved with the highest
number of school divisions, followed in order by The
College of William and Mary, Virginia Polytechnical
Institute, and 0ld Dominion University. With the ex-
ception of the University of Virginia and Virginia
Polytechnical Institute, location of the fmstitutions
of higher education might be a factor in determining
their use as most serve school systems in their near or
immediate vicinikey.

In comparing the number of staff development pro-
grams for school officials for the years 1977-78 and
1978-79, a slight increase 18 observed. This could be
attributed to growth of preograms or increased employee
knowledge and interest in the same programs.

Nine percent of the responding aschool systems
reported less than one year's experience with staff de-
velopment programs. More than double that percentage
reported extensive experience of eleven yearas or more.
There was not a strongly defined relationship between
school systems size and the length of experience with
programs. Very small systems had proportionately equal
experience with that of larpge systems.

Four types of programs were presented in the ques-
tionnaire: (a) elementary school administrative

procedures; (b) secondary school administrative
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procedures; (¢) elementary school instructional organi-
zation; and {d) secondary school Iinstructional programs.
More than 0% cof all responding systems reported parti-
cipation in all of the four pregrams. By & narrow margin
elementary school instructional organization programs
were the most popular in all sizes of school aystems.

The preferred type of credit for staff development
participation is academic. Credit in terms of salary
alone proved very rare with only one medium size school
system providing this reward. Salary and academlc eredit
combined were offered in 11 svstems, over half of which
ware small size. Eighteen school systems (23%) offered
nelither salary nor academic credit for staff dewvelopment
particlpation.

The most popular staff development programs, those
offerad by 50% or more of the 79 reporting school systems
were management techniques, instructional techniques, and
human relations. Least popular programs, those offered
by less than 20% of the reporting systems, were systems
approach to management, negotiations and strike management,
research in education, and deasegregation topics. The
analysis of responses showed no logical relatlonship
between types of programs and schocl system size,

Almost half of the administratore and aupervisors in

the responding school systems spent from one to five days
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ln staff development sessions during the 1978-79 school
vear. Only two systems (2.77) spent more than twenty
days invelved in professiocnal growth activities. With
over 80% of the systems investing less than ten days in
staff development programs, it is clear that the average
school offiecial 1s not away from his/her work for ex-
tended perieds teo particlpate in staff development.

The delivery systems used by 30% or more of the
reperting scthool divisions were universitcy coursges, lec-
tures, seminars, ceonferences, visits to ather sachool
discricta, and in-state consulcants. Least popular
methods of delivery, ones reported in use by 20% or fewer
systems, were simulation games and sensitivity training.
The data showed that an academic approach might be the
preferred instructlonel technique as shown by the number
of persons invelved Iin classroom orlented programs.

The questionnaire responses revealed that 33 respond-
ing syatems have & director of staff development who is
responaible for planning programs of staff development
for their school officials. Participating administrators
have this responsibility in 33 other schoel divisions.
Two very smell systems use university perscnnel to plan
staff development programs while four syatems vest this
reaponsibilicy with the assistant superintendent for

instruction, and one system givea this responsibillity to
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an administrative assistant.

Expenditures for staff development for school offi-
cials vary. During the 1977-78 school year, 68% of the
reporting systems spent less than 55,000 in this effort.
Twenty-nine percent of the 79 respondents reported having
spent hetween $1,000 and 52,500 for professional growth
acltivires. Twenty-five reporting systems spent in
excess of $5,000 for training for school administrators.

Sources of funding for stcaff development programs
were reported as school-district funding, state funding,
federal funding, foundation funding, and personnel fund-
ing by the participating administrators and supervisors.
By far, the greatest funding is from local school division
funds. Thirty-two of the respeonding divisions reported
that 20% to 100% of expended funds are from this source.
Only in several cases do outside sources such as atate or
federal funds contribute over 50% of program funds. Uae
of foundeticn funding is negligible; similarly, the
charging of program costs to participants added only min-
imal amounts to the program and was used in only 2 few
systems, Finally, no other sources of funding were
reported.

By a slight margin, the summer {8 reported as being
the preferred time of year for staff development seasions.

However, for all respondents a fairly even distribution
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of season's offerings suggests uniform year-round
operation of the programs,

While the summer is reported teo be che preferred
time of vear for sraff development programs, regular
working hours was reperted by 82% of the respondents as
being the time when nost programs are held. This does
not mean that this is the only time for staff development
sesajons. Approximately 50% of the systems reported
offering programs on weekends.

To evaluate these programs of preofesaional growth,
questionnaires and review by the program directors were
the most frequently cited techniques. Review by partici-
pants in the programs was used in less than one third of
the responding systens.

Seventeen of the reporting systems reported having
plans for changing their staff development programs. The
majority of these changes are related to expansion, more
in-depth planning, attention to Instructional supervision,
and the relationghip of staff development programe co
syatem-wide goals and objectives.

Intern programs in the local school divisions of the
state are meager. Only 24 of the responding systems are
involved in this endesver. These 24 systems are repre-
sentative of all four size cetegories used in the survey;

however, as the size »>f the asystem increases, the number
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of systems also Increases,

Fersons currently employed in the school divisions
reporting, as well as college and univeraity students,
may particlpace in these intern programs which have been
In existence for as long as 20 vears. In most cases,
programs for interns have been in exlstence for less than
10 years.

Most school divisions reported that those persons
involved in an intern program are not given preference in
hiring. ©Sixz systems reported that these persona were
given preferential treatment in regard te job openings,

Other polnts might be drawn frem further analysis of
the reported data in this study. The findings of this
study suggest that those persons responsible for staff
development programs for administrators end supervisors
consider this as an important means of improving the
quality of performance for those persons charged with the
regponsibilicy of providing a guality education for the
youth of the state.

Observatcions

The purpose of this study was to survey each school
division in Virginia te determine the status of staff
development programs for schocl officials. The study was
a modified replication of a national survey conducted by

Educatienal Research Service, Inc. Iin 1974. Table 31
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which follows provides a compariscon of the highlights of
the Educational Research Service survey and data collected

from the survey conducted in Virginia.
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In most Inetances, there was a close parallel in the
findings of the two surveys., Two major differences exiat:
persons in Virginia rend to uge colleges and universities
to a greater extent than is reported nationally; and
participation in planning staff development sessions is
much higher at the national level than in Virginia,

Frogram topics reported in both surveys compare
favorably wicth those topics receiving attention by the
National Academy for School Executives. In both surveys
management technigues and inastructional leadership appear
to be the broad topics of interest with human relations
skills and desegregation receiving low priority.

Based on the review of the literature, the findings
of the survey, and the comparison of this survey with
the ERS survey, the following observations have been made
about staff development programs for public achocl of-
ficials in Virginia:

1. A program of staff development for public school
officials might be one merhod of enabling these officials
to design approprlate responses to the challenges of a
changing society.

2. Programs of staff development need the support
of all whe are responaible for public education; there-
fore, funding by a local governing ageney for such pro-

grams might be the Incentive necessary in assisting
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school cfficials to cope with the needs generated by
so¢letal changes.

3. A program of staff development might be mere
holistic if oblectives for these programs are based upon
che results of a needs assessment reflecting input of
achool coffieials, teacheras, parents, students, college
and university persopnnel, and a diverse representation
of lay publie.

4, Neither the size of a school district nor the
number of emploved administratora and supervisors are
relevant factors determining the quality of a staff
development program for 1ts school officials.

5. A rwo-way system of communication between local
gchool divisions and nearby institurions of higher
education might be a means ¢f improving staff develop-
ment programs for practicing school officlals as well as
the pre-service training of persons enrolled in programs
leading to endorsement in educational administration and
supervision.

6. The quality of an educational system might be
improved if staff development programs for achool
officials placed greater emphasis on skills in adminis-
trative praocedures.

7. A commitment to personal Improvement by public

school pfficials might be strengthened by cffering some



96

type of credlt incentcive.

8. School divislons employing one person respon-
sible for staff development programs for administrators
and supervisors might provide programs that are more
systematiec and continuous.

Implications

The present study reveals that 65% of the school
divislons respeonding to the guesticnnaire provide pro-
grams of staff development far theilr school officials,
The findings of this study and the conclusions drawn
supgest that further Investigation inte the competencies
required of schocl administrators and/or supervisors
might improve the effectiveness and efficiency of these
school officials. In addition, further study is needed
to determine which behaviors result in observable prac-
tices of these competencles. Other areas suggesting
further study are pregram evaluation and program change.

According to the findings of this study, participa-
tion in plannting programs of staff development by those
to be involved was reported by 45% of the respondents.

Every schoel division should determine the compe-
tencies required of all administrative and supervisory
positions in that unit. Staff development programs
could then be implemented that would be based upon these

required compentecies. Local school divisions might
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profit by modeling intern programs conducted by ilnastitu-
tions of higher education since most adminiscrative
pogitions in a school system are filled from within.
There is a need to explore methods of combining theory
and practice and actual on the job performance.

The evaluation process as it relatea to sacheol
officials deserves further study. Once the necessary
skills and competencies of an adminiscrative and/or super-
viscory posaition have heen agreed upon, then specific
behaviors necessary to measure these competencles could
be determined. These factors can aerve as criteria for
determining effectiveness.

Seventeen of the responding school divisions re-
ported pians for changing their staff development
programs. These changes include preogram expansion, more
in-depth planning, attention te Instructional super-
vision, and the relatlonship of staff development programs
to systemwide poals and objectivesa. Further study mighr
determine why these changes are being made and 1f these
changes improve the quality of performance and che
instruccional program.

Any staff development pregram mighi ideally include
an evaluation component. This evaluation might be based
upon program evaluation by the participancs as well as

an evaluation of behavioral changes of the participants.
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These and other suggestions might upgrade the
staff development programs for scheool administrators
and supervisora. The continued improvement of school
administration might be the best hope for improved

schools.
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AN INVESTIGATION OF STAFF DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS DESIGNED
FOR VIRGINIA SCHOOL OFFICIALS

Beb L. Blgmon
The College of William and Mary, 1980

Chairman: Dr. Robert Maidment

Problem

The purpese of this atudy was to conduct a survey of each
school division in Virginia to determine the status of
ataff development programs for educational administrators
and supervisors.

Design of rhe Study

The sample population for the study consisted of 134
acheol divislons in Virginia. The respondents were the
superintendents of schools or persons designated as key
instructional leaders, A 24-item guestionnaire was sent
to each school division in the state. The questionnalre
was structured so that demographic data, program planning
and management data, program scope and sequence data, and
program implementation data could be obtained., A& response
of 91% was received.

Findings

EIxty~%Ive percent of the respondents provide a program

of staff development for school officials. Significant
data were obtained in the following areas: (a) the
delivery system for staff development; (b) level of par-
cicipation in these programs; (c) colleges and universities
involved in lecal programs; (d) types and topics of
programs; (e) expenditures for staff development programs;
(f) evaluation of programs and plans for changes.

ODbeervations and Implications

Based on the review of the literature and the findings of
the study, the fellowing cobservations were made: A program
of staff development for public school officials might be
one method of enabling these cffilcials to desipgn appro-
priate responses to the challenges of a changing sociecy.

A propram of staff development might be more holistic

1f objectives for these programs are based upon the

resulta of a needs assessment reflecting input of achool
efficials, teachers, parents, students, college and univer-
sity personnel, and & diverse representation of lay public.
A two-way system of communication berween local school
divisions and nearby institutions of higher education might
be a means of improving staff development programs for
practicing scheol efficlals as well as the pre-service
training of persons enrclled in programe leading to
endorsement ln educational administratien and superwvision,
The ﬂuality of an educational system might be improved if
staft development programs for school officlals placed
greater emphasis on akills in administrative procedures.
Implications for future research were included.




Vitca

Bob L. Sigmon

Born in Cartawbe, North Carolina, October 2, 1934.
Actended Appalachian State Teachers Ccllege, 1957-1956.
Awarded Bachelor of Science depree in Grammar Grade
Education, 1936. Actended East Carolina College, 1958-59.
Awarded Master of Arts degree in Educational Administra-
tion and Supervision, 1939. Post Graduate work at East
Carclina College, The University of North Carclina, and
Duke University. Attended The College of William and
Mary, 1976-1979. Awarded Certificate of Advanced Study
in Educational Administration, 1978. Attained status eof
Candidate for Doctor of Education degree, 1979.

Elementary teacher, Charlotte, Horth Carclina,
1957-58. Elementary teacher, Greenville, Nerch Carolina,
1958-5%9, Middle school teacher, Charlotte, North Carelina,
1959-65. Teacher of social atudies and reading, North
Carolina Advancement Schocl, 1965-65. Elementary teacher
and Adulec Educatlon Ccordinator, Daytona Beach, Florida,
1965-66. Middle schoel teacher and Director of Secondary
Education, Greenville, Horth Carolina, 1966-72. Curriculum
specialist, Richmond, Virginia, 1972-73. Coordinator of
Instruction, Richmond, Virginia, 1973-76. Director of

Elementary Administration, Richmond, Virginia, 1976.



	An investigation of staff development programs designed for Virginia school officials
	Recommended Citation

	00001.tif

