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Abstract:

To verify whether or not Western nations’ educational theories and concepts of staff development are
applicable in Taiwan, this study was designed to: (1) determine the degree to which Tainan City public
elementary and junior high school teachers perceived staff development as a vehicle for improving
their teaching skills; and, (2) determine if there was a difference in perception of staff development as a
vehicle for improving teachers’ teaching skills, based on teachers’ educational degrees, years of
teaching experience, gender, and teaching levels (elementary or junior high).

The population studied was Tainan City’s public elementary and junior high school teachers in the
school year 1999 to 2000. A total of 358 teachers was randomly selected in this study. Based on
stratified sampling, 200 participants were selected from elementary schools and 158 participants were
from junior high schools. Analyses were conducted using descriptive statistics (mean scores,
frequency; and percentage) and two-way ANOVA (educational degrees and teaching levels;
educational degrees and years of teaching experience; educational degrees and gender; teaching levels
and years of teaching experience; teaching levels and gender; and years of teaching experience and
gender). The level of significance was set at alpha = .05.

Findings indicated Tainan City teachers agreed staff development is a vehicle for improving teaching
skills. Teachers had lower agreement rates (under 50%) on the principal’s role as a staff development
presenter, teacher’s participation in leading staff development, and on instructional evaluation
following staff development. All interaction hypotheses were retained. Significant differences were
found between elementary and junior high school teachers and between male and female teachers.

Based upon the results of this study, the following recommendations are made: (1) the Central Office
needs to provide staff development programs for principals in order to improve instructional
leadership; (2) the Central Office needs to minimize class size and use short periods of presentation to
encourage teachers to serve as staff development program presenters; and (3) the Central Office needs
to use non threatening evaluation techniques for teachers.
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ABSTRACT

To verify whether or not Western nations’ educational theories and concepts of
staff development are applicable in Taiwan, this study was designed to: (1) determine the
degree to which Tainan City public elementary and junior high school teachers perceived
staff development as a vehicle for improving their teaching skills; and, (2) determine if
there was a difference in perception of staff development as a vehicle for improving
teachers’ teaching skills, based on teachers’ educational degrees, years of teaching
experience, gender, and teaching levels (elemeritary or junior high).

The population studied was Tainan City’s public elementary and junior high
school teachers in the school year 1999 to 2000. A total of 358 teachers was randomly
selected in this study. Based on stratified sampling, 200 participants were selected from
elementary schools and 158 participants were from junior high schools. Analyses were
conducted using descriptive statistics (mean scores, frequency; and percentage) and two-
way ANOVA (educational degrees and teaching levels; educational degrees and years of
teaching experience; educational degrees and gender; teaching levels and years of
teaching experience; teaching levels and gender; and years of teaching experience and
gender). The level of significance was set at alpha = .05.

Findings indicated Tainan City teachers agreed staff development is a vehicle for
improving teaching skills. Teachers had lower agreement rates (under 50%) on the
principal’s role as a staff development presenter, teacher’s participation in leading staff
development, and on instructional evaluation following staff development. All
interaction hypotheses were retained. Significant differences were found between
elementary and junior high school teachers and between male and female teachers.

Based upon the results of this study, the following recommendations are made: ¢))
the Central Office needs to provide staff development programs for principals in order to
improve instructional leadership; (2) the Central Office needs to minimize class size and
use short periods of presentation to encourage teachers to serve as staff development
program presenters; and (3) the Central Office needs to use non threatening evaluation

techniques for teachers.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION AND REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Thé purpose of this chapter is to introduce this study. There are six sections in
this chapter: the background of the study; ‘the problem statement; the significance of the |

study; the definition of terms; the questions to be answered; and the review of literature.

The Background of the Study

Educational reform is the target and mission of most né.tibns_ in this current ége
and into the next century.' Staff development is one of the key elements if educators want
to have successful educational reform. During this age of continuing advancement of
technology, bhangirig society, and knowledge exploration, most countries have tried.to
improve theirl standing in the global market by improx.fing their quality of education. As
Zao (1996) stated, educational reform is the j-ob that each nation has to‘ do, and it is‘ also -
one of the key aspects of a nation remaining competitive in the globa:l marke;t.

As cited in Tsai (1998), Lin indicated that no matter how educational reform is
constructed and planned, it should be based on high quality teaching if educgtors want to
ensore successful educational reform. Johnson and ImmerWahr (1994) ‘also stated that
good teachers are the most important element schools need to do a good job. Therefore,
the fundamental element the;t decides the success or failure of an educational reform is '
teachers’ teac;ﬁir}g performance. To improve the quality of teachers’ teaching

- performance and schooling, in recent years the Taiwan government has préposed several
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statements, policies, regulations, and projects for staff development prégrams. For
example, in 1995, the Taiwan Department of Education stafed that Taiwan should
strengtheﬁ the function of in-service educétion and improve téachers’ téaching skills. In

1996, the Educational Reform Report suggested that to improve teachers’ professional

quality, staff developme;nt should be one of all teachers’ duties. In 1996, the Taiwan
].D.epartment of Edugation mandated that teachers, whose teaching leveis are from -
kindergarten to sénior high schoéls, must participate in staff development activities of at
least 18 ﬁours each year or 90 hours within 5 years. The record of participation in staff
development programs will be one of the references for their certificate renewal. In
addition, to encourage teachers’ participation in learning activities, the Taiwan
Department of Education has established several programs that offer master’s degrees
and have tuition supplemen'ts. All of the above projects, policies, and incentives are to
increase teaqhéré’ profgssional kﬁowledge, teaching skills, and working enthusiasm.
According to tﬁe-literature, continuing professional development is an inevitable
vehicle for improving teachers’ quality, especially in today’s fast-paced society. In
addition, teachers’ in-service education can continually improve their content knowledge
and teaching methodologies plus understanding of students’ learning psychology, styles,
and differences (Darling-Hammqnd, 1998; Ferguson, 1991). French (1997) stated that
high quality staff development not only enables teachers to rﬁove to the next level cﬁ'
expertise and ability, but also to raise th;air understanding of education and strengthen
their willingness to make changes that will improve students’ learning outcomes. As Lin

(1991) indicated, excellent teachers should be cultivated through well-planned and




Ll L ) I}

3.

thorough teacher education. A well-planned. and thorough tea_cher education program
should be continued to the end of one’.s teaching career. Planning for and implementing
effective staff development is one of the important elements of ongoing teacher e;,ducation.
Only by doing so can we realiy iniprove teaching and educational quality. Wu (1995)
‘pointed out that educators not only need to accept rigorous pre-service education, but also
need to participate in well-planned and systematic in-service learning activities to survive
and succeed in téday’s educational setting. In addition, Chen (1997) stated that teachers’
quality is the most important element for education. If we want successful education,
teachers’ staff developmeﬂt is necessary.

According to some studies, Taiwan teachers believe the major purI;)ose of
participating in staff devel‘opmeﬁt is to improve teaching skills and gain professionai '
content knowledge. In the past two decades, some studies were conducted in Taiwan to -
examine teachérs’ perceptions of the major purpose of participating in staff development
programs. For example, Chen &Lee (1987) selected 802 eleﬁnentary school te;achers
from the southern part of Taiwan in theif study. ’They found that most teachers (70%)
believed that the major purpose of participating in staff development was to impfove their
teaching skills and gain more content knowle.dge. Liu (1987) examined 824 junior high
school teachers’ perceptions of the ﬁlain purpose of staff de'velopment. He found that
most teachers (65.58%) believed that gaining professionai knowledge was the main
pufpose of participating in staff d(;,velop'ment. In addition, Win ( 19’8 8) examined 2,859
Northern Taiwan elementary school teachers’ perceptioné of staff develépment. Again,

he found that most teachers (64.6%) believed the major purpose of joining staff
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development was to gain professional knowledge and improve teaching skills. After
examining 1,999 elementary school téachers, Tainan City Departrhent of Education
(1994) found that most of the participants (69.1%) believed that the major purpose of
joinirig staff dévelopmg;lt was to._imprové teaching skills and gain professional
knowledge. |

However, even though some studies conducted in Taiwan that have examined
téacﬁers needs @n staff development, the motivators that attracted them to participate in
staﬁ' development, and the format ’Fhey preferred, no studies in Taiwan have examined
whether teacilers perceived staff development as useful for improving their teéchjng
skills. In addition, there is no staff development model acceptable to teachers in Taiwan

. that has beeﬁ approved. Therefore, this study was conducted to examine and véﬂfy if
Western nations’ literature related to teacher perceptions of staff deﬁzelopmer_lt asa ‘

vehicle for improving teachers’ teaching skills is applicable in Taiwan.

Problem Statement -

- To verify whether or not Western nations’ educational theories and concepts of
staff development are applicable in Taiwan, the problem of this study was to:
(1) determine the de‘greé to which Tainan City public elementary and junior high school
| teachers perceived staff development as a vehicle for improving their teaching skills;
and | |
(2) determine if there was a difference in perception of staff development as a vehicle for

‘improving teachers’ teaching skills based on teachers’ educational degrees, teachers’
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years of teaching experience, teachers’ gender, and whether the teacher is an

elementary or junior high school teacher.

The Significance of the Study

Most literatﬁre found that staff development programs for teachers can improve
their téaching skills, professional knowledge, and working enthusiasm. Most nations also
require 1;eachers to participate in staff development program. Hdwevef, many studies ‘
have stated that staff developmenf programs were .not as successful as educators expected.
According to Tsai (1998), the results énd effectiveness of staff deifelopment aré not as
good as anticipated. The major reasons are failures in both design ﬁnd implementation of
staff development programs. ‘As Chen (1997) and Tsai (1998) indicated, currently
Taiwan’s staff development programs .ére designed by administrators and eﬁternal experts
such as college professors. These program designers usually only apply and consider the.
Taiwan Depaﬁment of Education’s policies and regulations to design and construct

. professional development programs. In other words, teachers’ lre'al needs, concerns, and
perceptions of staff development are seldom examined. Therefore, current staff
development programs that are held in Taiwaﬁ are unsuccessful (Chen, 1997). Teachers
us;ually think that staff development is only a (.)ne—shot prograt and have no interest in
applying what they learned. Staff development becomes.only a routine activity that is
mandated by the central office or other administrative offices.

Thereforé, educators pointed out that establishing multidimensional in-service

education for teachers is an urgent consideration and requirement if teachers really want
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tp learn and be of benefit to their students. To deal with this situation, this stl'de
examined whether Western nations’ ‘principles, theories, models, and literatures of staff
development pfograms ’arg applicable in Taiwan’s educational seﬁting. Through Westérn
nations’ principleé, theories, models, and literatures of staff development programs, the
researcher introduced the concepts of staff development that could be successfully
applied in ":[“aiwan. Therefore, the rhaj or signiﬂcancg of this study was to verify whether
Tainan City teachers’ perceptions of staff development as a vehicle for improving
teaching skills are congruent with the literature based théories of staff development that
have been established in Western nations. This study was conducted in orde; to
determine if these theories can guide staff development programs in Taiwan.

Another aspect of this study Wés to examine the similarities and diﬂ‘eren’ces of
perceptions of staff development as a vehicle for improving teaching skills among
teachers who have different personal backgrounds. Sincé staff development is an
educational innovation, it cannot be reached ih one day. It must involve many factors. .
One important factor is teachers’ involvement in action and their perceptions and
attitudes toward this educational reform. Hyde & Pink (1992) believed that when
educators implement in-service education, they éhould not orﬂy consider teachers’
technology skills, but should also think about their basic perceptions, concepts, and
values. Fullan and Stieglbauer (1991) pointed out that the mental health énd attitudes of
teachers are crucial for implementing successful educational change. They also indicated -

that most of the time, human’s basic perceptions, concepts, and values are more

influential than their professional knowledge. Wideen (1987) believed that the teacher is
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the center of educational reform. Each educational reform must begin from the teachers’

viewpoints and perceptions,

According to Hall and Hord (1987), for change to be successful, the pefceptions

of teachers must be understood by themselves and by the change facilitators. As-Ellis,
Cooley, and Thompson (1988) stated, perceptions of teachers are important. “Such
perceptions are one of the many facets that must be examined if staff development is to

make a difference and have a positive impact on ‘educational improvement” (p. 1).

Similarly, Joyce and Showers (1995) stated that the design and implementation of

effective staff development ‘are influenced by the beliefs held by the people who are

involved in the programs. Sergiovanni (1995) also suggested that if teachers do not have

positive perceptions and clear answers to an educational innovation, they will resist the
change. In other words, if teachers have pc;sitive perceptions that staff development is
one of the vehicles to improve their teaching skills, they will be more enthusiastic and
spend more resources and time to implement staff’ development activities and appiy what

they learned in their classrooms. Eventually, staff development prograrﬁs can really

improve educational outcomes. Therefore, another aspect of this study was to examine

the perceptions of teachers with differing personal characteristics in order to fit their
varied staff development needs and establish profiles for future use in Taiwan’s 'staﬁ‘
developmient.

By examining the preferred staff development programs established in Western
nations’ literature on étaff development, and by compé.ring different teachers’ perceptions

of staff development, this researcher attempted to increase the knowledge relating to
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Taiwan’s teacher staff developmeﬁt. The results of this study may assist Taiwan’s staff
development program planners to design effective and .successful staff development
programs for teachers. If teachers’ professional growth is achieved, school improvement

may also be achieved.

Definition of Terms

" Staff development program: any activity or process that emphasizes teachers’
self-realization, self-growth, self-improvement, or organizational growth, and

organizational improvement. Staff development programs include those activities aimed

at the improvement and growth of abilities, attitudes, skills, and knowledge of school

members (Castetter, 1996). In this stqdy_, in-service education, professional developmeﬁt,, .
and staff development wiil be uéed interchangeably.
-Applicable staff development: More than 50% of teachers agree or strongly |

agree that the characteristic of staff development é:an improve teaching skills.

| Teachers’ e&ucational degree: Téinan City’s public elementary and junior high
sch_oél teachers’ current educational dégree‘. This study .Wﬂl divide teachers into three
groups: those teachers who have at least an associate degree but do not have a bachelor’s
degree, those who have a bac.‘:helor’s degree but dlo not hzlive a master’s degree, and those
who have a master’s degree.

Teachers’ perceptions of staff dévelopment: Tainan City’s elementary and

~ junior high school teachers’ attitudes, beliefs, and experiences toward staff development

practices.
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Teaching levels: the level at which teachers wc;rk in junior high school (grades
seven to nine) br elementary school (grades one to six).

.Teaching experience: teacher's number of years of teaching. This study divided
teaching experience into four categories: from 2 to 5 years; from 6 to 10 years; from 11 to
20 years; and from 21 years and beyoﬂd. According to coxﬁmon belief in Taiwan’s
educationai setting, teachers who have taught from~ two to five years are still new in their
teaching career. 'Teacheré who have taught from 6 to IO'years are at the second stage of
the teaching career. Teachers who have taught from 11 to 20 years are at the third stage
of the teaching career. Finally, teachers who have taught 21 years and beyond are at the

fourth stage of the teaching caréer.

Questions to be Answered

The study attempted to answer the following questions:
1. Wastherea favorable perception of staff developmeﬁt'as a vehicle for improving
teaching skills among.Tainan City’s puBlic elementary and junior high school
" teachers? |
2. Did teachers’ educational degrees and teach_ers’ teaching levels interact on teachers’
perceptions of staff development as a vehicle for improving teaching skills?
- a. Was there a significant difference in teachers’ perceptions of staff development as
a vehicle for impréving‘ teaching skills between teachers with different

educational degrees (associate degree, bachelor’s degree, and master’s degree)?
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b. Was there a significant difference in perceptions of staff develqpmeﬁt as a vehicle
for impro%zing teaching skills between teacher-s who teach at an elementary schooi
and teachers who teach at a junior high school? |
3. Did teachers’ educational degrées and teachers’ teaching experiencle interact on
teachers’ percepti.oﬁé of staff development as a Vehic.:le for improving t.eaching» skills?

- . Was there a significant differénce in teachers’ perceptions of staff develdpment as
a vehicle for improving teaching skills Betwe;en teachers with different ’
educational degrees (associate degree, bachel‘or’s degree, and master’s degree)?

- b. Was there a signiﬁcant difference in pefceptions pf staff development as'a'vehicIe
for improving teaching skills among teachers who have taught from 2 to S years,
teachérs who have taught for 6 to 10 years, te’achers who have taught from 11 to
20 years, and teacheré who have taught 21 years and beyond?

4. Did teachers’ educational degrees and teachers’ gender interact on teachers’
. perceptions of staff development as.a vehic.,le for improving teaching skills?
.a. Was there a significant difference in teachers’ pefceptions of staff development as
a vehicle for improving teaching skills between teachers with different
- educational degrees (associaté degree, bachei‘lors‘ degree, and masters degree)? |
b. Wgs- there a significant difference in perceptions of staff development as a vehicle
for iﬁlproving teaching‘slﬁlls between male and female teachers?
- 5. Did teachers’ teaching levels and teachers’ teaching experience interact on teachers’

perceptions of staff development as a vehicle for improving teaching skills?
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a. Was there a significant difference in perceptiéns of staff development as a
vehicle for improving teaching skills between teachers at an elementary school
and teachers at a junior high school?

b. Was there 2 significant difference in perceptions of staff development as a
vehicle for improving teéching skills among teachers who have taught from 2 to

5 years, teaéhers Who have taught for 6 to 10 years, teachers who have taught
from 11 to 20 years, and teaghers who have taught 21 years and beyond?

. Did teachers’ teaching levels and teachers’ gender interact on teachers’ pérceptions of

staff development as a vehicle for improving teaching skills?

a. Was there a significant difference in perceptions of staff development as a vehicle
for improving teaching skills between teachers at an eleméntary -schpol and
teachers ;1t a junior high school? |

b. Was there a significant difference in perceptions of staff development as a vehicle
for improving teaching skills between male and female teachers?

. Did teachers’ teaching experience and teachers’ gender interact on teachers’

pérceptions of staff development aé a vehicle for improving teaching skills?

a. Was there é significant difference in perceptions of staff development as a vehicle
for improving teaching skills among teachers who have taught from 2 to 5 years,
teachers who have taught for 6 to 10 years, tedachers who have taught from 11 to
20 yeérs, aﬁd teachers who have taught 21 years and beyc;nd? |

b. Was there a significant difference in perceptions of staff development as a vehicle

for improvihg teaching skills between male and f@ﬁlale teachers?
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8. What was the most important characteristic in the planniﬁg stage of staff development
programs?

9. Wha£ was the second second most important char_acteristic in the planning stage of
staff development programs?

10. What was the most important characteristic in the implementation stage of staff
development programs?

11. What was the second most important characteristic in the’ir’nplementation'stage of
staff development programs?

12. What was the most important characteristic in-éupport of staff development programs?

13. What was the second most important characteristic in .support of staff development
programs? |

14. What was the most important characteristic in the follow-up stage of staff
development programs?

15. What was the seﬁond most importapt characteristic in the follow-up stage of staff

* development programs?

The Review of Literature

.Deﬁnition of Staff Development .

| This section compares researchers’ definitions of staff dévelopment and discu’sses
the definitions from two perspectiveé. One of them is individual growth and.
improvement; the other is organizafional growth and improvement.
Staff development, one of the key factors in today’s educational change, has an

important role in the operation of the educational system. Since the establishment of the
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National Staff Development Council (NSDC) in the late 1970s, a growing number of | '
educators havé strongly agreed with the concept of "continuing professional growth"
(Hyde & Pink, 1992, p 3) that focused on how developmental processes will supplement. ‘
teachers' inadequacies and benefit both teachers and students. Presently, there is no
shared definition of the term staff development in the educational field. Some educators
deﬁne-,d it as in-service education, while others saw it as continuing education. Still
others saw staff development as instructional iﬁlprovement. Aﬁd some have rega,rded it
as professional de\}elopment. However, in most literéture that mentioned staff
development, it was defined from the berspective of teachers’ sélf—improveﬁlent and self- -
growth.

Harris & Bessent (1969, p. 2) distihguished in-service educatiox'l from pre-service
education. They defined in-service education as “planned activities for the instructional
improvemenf of professional staff members.” Sparks (1983) defined staff development . '
as those training activities that assist teachers to improve their teaching skills. Similarly,
Sparks and Loucks-Horsley (1989) defined staff development as “those processes that -
improve the job related knowledge, skills, or 'attitudes of school employees™ (p. 41). Ip
addition, B;odi.nsky and Keough (1989) defined staff develoi)ment as “any activity on the
part of the individual, professionall stature and performance on the job” (p. 11). Fullan
and Stiegelbauer (1991, p. 326)1 stated that staff development.is "the sum total of formal
and informai leérning experiences fhroughout one's career from pr_g-service teacher

education to retirement."
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On the other hand, some literature defined staff development from the perspective
of organizational improvern\ént.- For example, Joyce et al (1976, p. 7) defined in-service
education from both individual and‘ organizational perspectives. They believed that stalff.
development included both "formal and informal provisions for the improvemépt of
eaucators as people, educated persons, and professionais, as well as iq terms 'of the
compe;tence to carry out their as_sigped roles_." In addition, Griffin (1983, p. 2) deﬁned.
staff development as “any systematic attempt to alter the professional practices, beliefs,
and understandings of school persons towérd an z;.rticulated end.” In other words, staff
development programs are designed to bring about change. These changes are: (a) a_
change in teachers’ classroom practices; (b) a ch;ngé in teachers’ atti’;:uaes and beliefs; (¢)
a change in students’ learning outcomes; and, (d) a change in a school’s long-term
mission (Guskey, 1986). Both Joyce’s and Griffin’s deﬁnitioﬁs of staff development
placed more attention on organizafional- improvement than on individual growth and
improvement. Therefore, educators defined staff develo;;ment from both individual and
organizational perspecltives‘ and had diﬁeriﬁg'interpretatioqs.-

Interestingly, in the Ta.ﬁvan Department of Education’s (1996) study, n'mst
teachers defined staff development as any activity tﬂat assists teaching and
implementation of job-related responsibilities. It could be held at any place at any time.
Nevertheless, most‘ adnljnistrators and scholars defined it as a mandated teaching duty
that assists teaching and implementation of job-related responsibilities. It could be held

only at educational organizations. Therefore, there are still some differences in
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interpretation and implementation existing among most educators in Taiwan as well as in

the Western literature.

The Purpose of Staff Development

This section reviews scho}ars’ statements and findings to indicete the major
purpose of staff development. Generally, researchers believed that the major purpose of
staff development was for the improvement of t_eaching skills and students’ learning |
outcomes. |

According to Levine (1989), adults, like children, have to centinue to grow and’
change throughout their lifetime. Marien (1983) believed that tﬁe most importaﬁt
learning needs are not among children, but émong adults-- especially our educational,
political,'intellectual, scientific, corporate, and religious leaders-- the decision-makers
who will be shaping the changing society over the ﬁext century. As Darling-Hammppd
(1998) indiceted, today’s schools face many challenges. In response to an inereasingly
complicated society and a fast-paced, technology-based economy, s‘ehools are being
asked to educate the most diverse student body to higher academic standards than ever
before. Under this situation and environment, achieving iﬁgh levels of student
understanding and academic outcomes requires skillful teaching.

Ellis, Cooley, and Thompson (1988, p. 1) reported that a well planned and
properly implemenfed staff development program can "result in educational
impfovement. " Effeetive staff development assists educators in keeping pace with fhe
demands of a changing society, training new teachers and enabling them to learn while

keeping them aware of changing trends, knowledge, and new teaching methodologies.
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French (1997, P.38) also stated that professional de-velopment can “assist teach;ers to
develop students' abilities and raise their achievement and test scores”. In addition, he
believed that high quality professional development enables téachers to move to the next
level of expertise and ability. King (1987) also found that teachers strongly agreed that
professional development programs could improve teachers’ teaching skills.

, Accordipg to Sparks. (1992), significant school improvement efforts are closely
linked to quality staff development programs. Teachers’ classroom performance is tﬂe
key indicator educators use to measure whether the staff developﬁent program is
effective. In her study, Criss (1990) found that teachers perceived staff development asa
vehicle for school improvement. As French (1997, p. 38) siated, today’s world and
students are more complicated than 1b’efore and teachers’ skills and knowledge are “the
most crucial factors driving student échievement.” Therefore, helping teachers upgrade
their teaching skills a.ﬁ'd knowle;lge wili provide additional benefits to both students and
teachers, as well as refine teacher's’l commitment and excitement about 1:,heir profession.
Several studies have supported this viewpoint. For example, in Guskey’s (1986) study,
there were 52 teachers who pé.rticipated in a staff development program named Mastery
Learning. Thirty-four of them ﬁsed the procedures in their classes during the ﬁrst school
‘semes.ter following the training and gained evidence of impro'{fed learning arﬁong their
students. These teachers found that under the épplication of the staff development
program, their students gairied higher scores on course examinations and eafned higher
course grades than students in their other clgss .sections wher¢ Mastery Learﬁing ’

procedﬁres were not employed. Guskey then stated that the three major outcomes of
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staff development are change in the classroom practices of teachers, change in their
beliefs and attitudes, and change in the learning outcomes of students. In their study,
Good, Grouws, & Ebmeier (1983) found that staff development program increased
teachers’ application of active teaching behaviors and improved students’ math
achievement. Gall, Fielding, Schalock, Charters, & Wilczynski (1984) also found that
teachers who received staff development programs used particular instructional methods
more than those who did not receive staff 'devel'opment programs. The students of the
trained teachers had higher scores on achievement tests than those students of non-trained
teachers.

To emphaeize the impact of staff development on beginning teachers, Huling-
Austine (1990, p. 539) stated that the purposes of staff de%x(elopment are the following: .

1. Toi 1mprove teaching performance

2. Toincrease the retention of promising beglnmng teachers;

3. To promote the personal well-being of beginning teachers by improving

teachers’ attitudes toward themselves and the profession, ‘

4. To satisfy mandated requirement related to in-service education and

certification; and

5. To transmit the culture of the system to begmmng teachers. -

Andrew and Schwab ( 1995) illustrated the preceding statements. They found that
more than 300 schools of educatron in the United States had created programs that extend
beyond the traditional four-year bachelor’s degree program, prov1d1ng both education and:
subject-matter coursework that was integrated with clinical training in school. The
-graduates from these extended programs were more satisfied with their preparation, and

their colleagues, principals, and cooperating teachers viewed them as better prepared than

graduates of four-year programs. Extended program graduates were as effective with
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students as were much more experienced teachers and were much more likely to enter
and stay in teaching than their peers. in a traditional four-year program.

In an analysis of 900 Texa; school districts, Ferguson (1991) found that teachers’
expertise was indicated by scores on a-licensing examination, the completion of master’s
degree, and experience. He then stated that teachers’ in-service education can continually
improve their content knowledge and teaching methodologies plus help teache;s

understand students’ learning psychology and differences.

In order to get a picture of staff development in the Northwestern United States, ‘

. Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory (NWREL, 1999) conducted a survey among

teachers who were teaching from kindergarten to grade two to examine their perceptions
of staff development. In this study, participants were very positive about the benefits of
well-planned staff development, reporting that successful staff development resulted in
higher morale, new insights that impreved their classroom practices, better teamwork and
commitment of staff, and increased students’ learning‘outcomes. Based on comments as
well as the high overall rating of the importance of professional development, the
participants placed a high value on staff development (4.63 out of the highest possible
score of five). They believed that staff development could be a powerful force in making
positive changes in classroom practice.

' f
In addition, according to Missouri Professional Development Guidelines for

Student Success (1997), the Missouri State Department of Elementary and Secondary

Education (MSDESE) believed that the major purpose of professional developmenf is to

support teachers “in their continual efforts to improve instruction so that each student
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may achieve at higher levels in the public schools” (p. 3). Therefore, the major purpoee '
of staff development should be the improvement of teachers’ instruction and then the

improvement of students’ learning.

Characteristics of Effective Staff Development

Effective staff development programs not only enhance teachers’ learning, but
also maintain their interests and encourage their application of learning. This section
reviews scholars and researchers’ findings and .studies to state the elements and
characteristics of an eﬁ‘ec‘tive staff development program that will improve teachers’
teaching ekill’s. The elements and characteristics ef effective staff development programs
discussed in this section were the framework for making the instrument of this study.
There are five areas in this section: the failure of staff development; the planning stage of
staﬁ‘ development the implementation stage of staff development; the supportmg of staff

development; and the follow-up activities of staff development.

The Failure of Staff Development. As Adornetto (1999) stated in her dissertation,

“Sometimes the best Way to better understand what something is, ie to closely examine
what it is not” (p: 40). Therefore, after the review of staff development programs, Fullan
and Stiegelbauer (1991, p. 316) summarized the following reasons for failure of staﬂ‘
development programs: |

1. One-shot workshops are widespread but are ineffective.

2. Top1cs are frequently selected by people other than those for whom the in-
service is intended. _ :

3. Follow-up support for ideas and practices introduced in in-service programs
occurs in only. a very. small minority of cases.

4. Follow-up evaluation occurs infrequently.
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5. In-service programs rarely address the individual needs and concerns.

6. The majority of programs involve teachers from many different schools and/or
school districts, but there is no recognition of the differential impact of positive
and negative factors within the systems to which they must return.

7. There is a profound lack of any conceptual basis in the planning and
implementing of in-service programs that would ensure their effectiveness.

In his study of urban educational improvement projects, Pink (1989, p. 21)
concluded that theré are 12 factors that functioned as barriers to an efféctive staﬁ‘

developmen’q program:

1. An inadequaté theory of implementation, resulting in too little time for
teachers and school leaders to plan for and learn new skills and practices;

2. District tendencies toward faddism and quick-fix solutions;

3. Lack of sustained central office support and follow-through;

4. Understanding the project, or trying to do too much with too little support;

5. Attempting to manage the projects from the central office instead of
developing school leadership and capacity;

6. Lack of technical assistance and other forms of intensive staff development;

7. Lack of awareness of the limitations of teacher and school administrator

. knowledge about how to implement the project;
8. The turnover of teachers in each school;
9. Too many competing demands or overload;
10. Failure to address the incompatibility between project requirements and
existing organizational policies and structure;
11. Failure to understand and take into account site-specific differences among
schools; and '
12.Failure to clarify and negotiate the role relationships and partnerships
involving the district and the local university.

In addition, Newsome (1997) defined the reasons for the failure of staff
development as: the failure to address the real needs of students and teachefs; lack of
supbo& for implementation; and failure to include teachers in the planning process. To
‘deal with those problems that have negative impacts on staff development programs,

[}

many educators proposed principles, standards, and concepts to improve the designation
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and implementation of staff development programs. The follpwing section; describe the
elements, principles, standards, and concepts of effective staff development programs -
organized around the areas of planning, implementation, supporting, and follow-up

activities.

The Planning of Staff Development. According to the literature, a change process

should: consider participants’ concerns, needs, and perceptions; involve participants’.
contributions; and create ownership. As Adornetto (1999) stated, teacher ownership and
commitment to improved profgssional development activities are bromoted when

teachers have input into the change. In her study, Beller (1998) intérviewed and observed
12 middle school teachers and found that teacﬁers enjoyed bejng ipvolved in all aspects

of staff development from planning to implementation. Several studies also found that
individual teacher needs were the most important factor in predicting teacher attitudes
toward staff development, and teachers themselves should be involved in the planning,
selecting, implementation, and decision‘-r'naking process (Fish, 1996; Lucas, 1998; Nuttall,
1996; Watanabe, 1998).

As Little (1993) indicated, staff development is grounded iﬁ the questions and -
concerns of those who Work closely with children. Staff development should be
“intricately interwoven-with the daily life of the classroom” (p. 137). Speck (1996)
believed that increasing student learning is the goal of staff development. Only teachers
who work with students closely can address students’ needs and concerns, teachers’
needs and concerns, and then reach the goal of staff developmént programs. The Office

of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI, 1997) stated that high quality
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professioﬁal development is planned collaboratively by those who will participate iI.l~aIld
facilitate that aevelopment. Sharing decision—makin‘g allows teachers to share and
contribute their knowledge and resources to the professional development activiﬁes. '
Thereforé, teachers’ involvement is no doubt ﬁnportémt to_.eﬂ‘ective staff development
prc;grams; . |
According to Sparks and Hirsh (1997, p. 4), sjrstems thinking is one of the

 influential ideas that produce effective st‘a'ﬁ‘ development progfams and “alter the sﬂape
- of schools in the United States.” Systems thinking, according to Senge (1990), is “a
disicipline for seeing wholes” (p 69). From systems thinkers’ viewpoint, changes or |
innovations are a part of the wyole system. One part ir.lﬂuenées the other parts jof this
system in complicated ways. In addition, chahge within the system is contiﬁuous. The
change or innovation that oc;;urs'today will continue to influence the systbem in the future.

This idea has two implications for effective staff develc;pment. . The first is that effective
staﬁ‘-developmer’lt progr.ams help-teachers install systems thinking at all levels within the
school. Thus, personnel can apply and cafry over what they learn to the next stage. The
second is that effective staff development progranﬁs consider ;che limitations of |
individuals and organization in advance. |

According to Dariing-Hannnond & McLaﬁghlin (1995), staff development must _

be tied to lopg range plans for district and schéol iniprovenﬁent and connéct to c;ther
aspects of school change. Change theory also suggesfs that a succes'sﬁll change process
take;s.a long time to complete. Staﬂ" development missions, policies, and goals should be

part of an ongoing improvement effort that is locally constructed in response to specific
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teacher and learner needs (Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin, 1995; Lieberman, 1995):
In addition, according to the Mississippi State Department of Education (MSDE, 1985),
effective staff development programs should prepare teachers to cariry out their job
responsibilities. Wood and Thompsen (1993) indicated that school improvement geals
should serve as the focus for staff development. In addition; Newsome (1997) pointed
out that the goals of effective staff development programs should be aligned with the
goals of the school. If the goals of the school are to meet the students diverse needs,
then staff developmen_t programs must prepare teachers to meet these diverse needs,
Atter reviewing the literature, Adornetto (1999) believed that professional development.
not only needs to support.the district’s and sehool’S' grewth, i)ut also support the
individual’s growth. | |

The OERI (1997) stated that high quality staff development should focus on.
individual, collegial, and organizational improvenient and growth. The NSDC (1994)
also suggested that effective staff development programs should be “aligned with the
school’s and_ the district’s strategic plan, and provide et framework for integrating
innovations and relating those innovations to the mission of the organization” (p. 1). In
addition, in Missouri Professional Development Guidelines for Stndent Success , the
MSDESE (1997) recommended that in implementing the st - development program, one
should consider the folloWing two questions in advance: (é oes the professional |
development program relate to the district’s comprehenswe school 1mprovement plan?”
and, (2) “Is each professional development act1v1ty consistent with the vision-and the

goals of the district’s professional development program?” (p.3)°
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Therefore, system thinkers should create staff development programs that are
congruent with the district’s, schéol’s, and teacher’s indiyidual goals. System thinkers
should help teachers prepare to carry out their job responéibilities;. In addition, systeﬁ
thinkers should consider staff development participants’ schedule, transportation, food,
- and living location in advance in order to attract participapts and to maintain participants’
posiﬁye attitudes toward staff development programs. | |
In éummary, in the planning stage, effective staff development programs shouid:
a. Involve teacher representatives in the planning or decision-making process;
b. Prepare teachers for implementing the b‘es;t practices related in carrying out
teaching responsibilities; |
c. Be congruent with the district’s gducational goals;
d. Be congruent with the school’s educational goals;
e. Be congruent with teachers’ individual goﬂs; and

f Consider the limitations in advance.

The Implementation of Staff Development. Sparks and Hirsh (1997 ,p-4)

recommended another pﬁnciple that producés effective staff development programs.
This idea is a constructivist approach.

Constructivists believe that learners create their own knowledge by learning from
the environment. According to Brooks and Brooks (1993), constructivist classrooms
encourage student autonomy and initiative; use raw data and priméry sources; allow
students to drive. the class; shift instructional strategies; encourage students to learn from

dialogue with teachers and students; seek elaboration of students’ initial responses;
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provide time for s;tudents to build their initial hypotheses and encouragé c_liscussion; and
- nurture students’ natural curiosity. Therefore, the presenters in staff development
programé or workshops have té understand these principles and then give learners
autonomy to create their own knowledge and understanding. In this teaching approach,
teachers and other school personnel will “collaborate with peers, researchers, and their '
own students to make sense of the teaching/learning process in their own context” (p. 11).

As Darling-Hammond (1994) stated, beginning teachers get a more cohererllt '
learning experience when they are organized in teams with faculty and ‘with one another.
Senior teachers deepen their knowledge by serving as nientors, adjunct faculty, co-
researchers, and teacher leaders. This kind of staff development can help create a link
between theory and practice, while creating more professional roles for teachers and
constructing knowledge that is more useful'for Both practice and ongoing theory building.
Thus, activities such as action research, dialogue with peers, peer coaching, mentoring,
and reflective practice shop_ld be used in effective staff development programs.

Iﬁ addition to stating the concepts of a constructivist approach, Stallings (1989)
found the following Acondition.s could change teachers’ classroom behavior and allow
them to continue to apply their learning from stéff development programs:

1. They become aware of a need for improvement fhrough their analysis of ;cheir
own observation profile;

They make a written commitment to try new ideas in their classroom the next
'gﬁz; modify the workshop ideas to work in their classroom and school;
They try the ideas and evaluate the effect;

They observe in each other’s classrooms and analyze their own data;

They report their success or failure to their group;

They discuss problems and solutions regarding individual students and/or
teaching subject matter;

N
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8. They need a wide variety of approaches; modeling, simulations, observations,
critiquing video tapes, presenting at professional meetings; and
9. They learn in their own way to set new goals for professional growth (p. 3).
In her study, Paciulan (1996) found that teachers’ brime interest in implementing
an innovation was to collaborate with peers to gain knowledge of the innovation. As
leafners, teachers sought peer support and peer assistance, and found that collegial
interaction reduced their sénse of isolation. In the National Staff Development Council’s.
| (1994) standards for staff development, it stated that effective staff development should
“require sfaﬂ‘ members to learn and apply collaborative skills and \;vork collegially, and
require knowledge and use of the stages of group development to build effective,
productive, and collegial teams” (p- 1). In addition, the Office of Educational Research
and Improvement (1997) indicated that opportunities to engage in reflective study of
teaching practices through dialogue, collaborative problem-solving, and peer mentoring
are considered effective in staif"development programs.
As‘ Rogers (1993) stated, effective staff development programs should allow the
school to determine its own activities and schedules. According to Speck (1996), “the .
school is the unit of change”; “the school; not the district, should be the primary focus of
improved practicé and profes_sional development” (p. 35). To allow each school to ﬁave
its own uniqueness of de{/elopment, staff develo_pmenfprégra.ms should allow each
school to develop its own staff devélopment activities and schedules.
Wood and Thompson (1993) stated that “the largestvunit one can change in

education is the school: districts improve school-by-school” (p. 53). Goodman (1995)
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examined 150 New York Chapter I teachers’ perceptions of in-service training needs.
The finding revealed that teachers preferred receiving staff development activities within
their building in a hal.f-da}.l session. Teachers also hoped to decide their own professional ‘
development activities within the scﬁool level.

According to Sirotnik and Clark (1988), in order for the goals of staff
development programs to be‘ actively pursued, staff development programs should be
developed at the school itself rather than imposed by central ofﬁc;a personnel. Each
school understands specifically what it needs to be successful. If the staff development
programs are designed by the school itself, then the implementation of the staff
development programs are more likely to occur. Therefore, school-based staff
development programs are one of the effective elements for implementing staff
development programs. | |

Teacher learners are adult learners. Therefore, the NSDC (1994) pointed out that
effective staff development programs should use a variety of approaches to “accomplish
the goals of improving instruction and student success” (p. 1). Wood and Thompson |
(1993)_also indicated that knowledge about adult learners should be ;he basis of
conducting staff development ;;rpgrams. In addition, they proposed the following
characteristics for adult learning:

1. Adults will commit to learn when the goals and objectives are considered
realistic and important to them. Therefore, staff development should address
areas that educators believe are important and have immediate application in
the real world,

2. Adults will learn, retain, and use what they perceive is relevant to their
personal and professional needs. Therefore, staff development must enable

teachers and administrators to see the relationship between what they are
learning and their day-to-day activities and problems;
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3. Adult learning is ego involved; asking an educator to.learn and implement
new professional behaviors may promote a more or less positive view of self.
Therefore, staff development should be structured to provide support from
peers; '

4. Adults need to see the results of their efforts and have feedback on how well
they are doing. Therefore, in-service should provide opportunities for
educators to try out what they are learning and receive structured helpful
feedback; _ '

~ 5. Adults are much more concrete in the way they operate than formerly thought.
Therefore, educators should have an opportunity for dire¢ted, concrete
experiences in which they apply what they are learning in a real or simulated
work setting; - oo

6. Adults who participate in small groups are more likely to move their learning
beyond understanding to application, analysis, synthesis, and evaluation.
Therefore, staff development ought to include learning in small groups in
which teachers and administrators have an opportunity to share, reflect, and
generalize from their learning experiences; :

7. Adults come to learning with a wide range of previous experiences,
knowledge, self-direction, interests, and competencies. Therefore, staff
development must accommodate this diversity in terms of needs, knowledge,
and readiness to learn; - , ' _

8. Because the transfer of learning is not automatic for adults, it must be planned
for and facilitated. Therefore, coaching and other kinds of follow-up support
are needed to help educators transfer learning into daily practice (p. 595).

Knpwles (1980) believed that adults’ éxpériénces are rich resources for learning.
Adults learn more effectively through exﬁeriential‘ te'chniqués bf education sucﬁ as real
life tasks or problems. Therefo.re, adult education programs should be organ,ize:d around
- real life applications and .sequenéed to their prior experiences. -

According to Sparks and Hirsh (1997), result-driven education judges the success
éf staff development programs not by how many hours of workshops or courses teachers
have participated in, but by what they actually have known and. how they apply what théy

learned from the staff development programs. The results may cause teachers’ behavior
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to change in the classroom and may benefit students and the school. In other words,
effective staff development programs should focus on whether they changed teachers’
“instructional behavior ip a way that benefits students, not focus on how many teachers
and administrators attend the staff development programs” (p. 5). |
The NSDC (1994) provided the following standards for effective result-driven
staff development: |

1. Is based on knowledge about human learning and development;

2. Increases administrators’ and teachers’ understanding of how to provide school
environments and instruction are responsive to the developmental needs of
students; _ : :

- 3. Facilitates the development and implementation of school and classroom-based
management which maximize student learning;

4. Addresses diversity by providing awareness and training related to the
knowledge, skills, and behaviors needed to ensure that an equitable and quality
education is provided to all students; and '

5. Prepares educators to demonstrate high expectations for student learning (p. 1-
2). : '

From the perspectives of result-driven in-service education, the MSDESE (1997)
suggested that educators consider the following three questions in advance:

1. Does each professional development offering enhance the participants’
repertoire of skills and content knowledge;

2. Does each professional development offering lead to improvement of teaching
practice; and

+ 3. Does each professional development offering eventually helps students

become better and more efficient learners? (p. 3).

According to suggestions of the American Federation of Teachers (AFT, 1995),

the principles.for creating result-driven effective staff development should (1) “ensure

- depth of content knowledge”; (2) “provide a strong foundation in pedagogy of particular
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discipline”; and (3) “provide more general knowledge about the teaching and learning
processes” (p. 4). In addition, in a study of 24 randomly selected teachers, Jantzen ( 1996)
found that teachers indicated that training rnlatéd to their specific discipline has a greater
influence on classroom practice than does generic material.

Therefore, result-driven staff development programs shnuld focus on ennancing
teachgrs’ content knowledge, help teachers deveiop the strategies to present specific
disciplines, and help teachers develop the strategies tn create and maintain an appropnate, ‘

' orderiy ‘teaching and learning environment. | |

According to Galbraith (1990), sucnessﬁll adult education for educators and for |
the learner depends on well-planned and well—implemented educational programs. Being
technically proficient in the content area of inistruction is important. This skill establishes
trust between learners and staff development nrogram pfesenters. Knox (1980) pointed
out that an adult educator should possess specific knowledge of content, knowledge of -
learners, and knowledge of methods in order to maintain partigipants’ interest. Apps
(1981) indicated that adult learning program presenters should have the ability to make
the subject interesting. In addition, Draves ( 1984)‘and Galbraith (1990) stated that adult
instructors shoulld have a deep understanding of the content area.

As Brookfield (1986) stated, adult instructors should have the ability to assist
adults in “how to chnnge our perspectiveé, shift our paradigms, and in replacing one way
of interpreting the world by another” (p. 19). According to Galbraith (1990), educational
climate is important to the success of adult. continu_ing education. In the educational .

climate, psychological climate is a vital aspect. Adult instructors should establish a
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supportive, friendly, and informal atmosphere. To do so, using clear and practical terms
to describe the content is.impor'tant' and necessary.

Guskey (1986) indicated that eﬁ“e'ctive staff development programs must be
presented in a “clear and explicit” way” (p. 9). The content of staff -develo.pment |
programs should be explained‘ in ‘*cc;ncréte, rather than abstract or theoreticél terms” (p.
9). Additionally, Gaibraith, Sisco, and Guglielmino (1997) recommended that in the
hiring of an adult instructor, his/her knowledge of how adults learn, of the subject matfer,
climate-setting, and verbal ability be considered. |

In summary, in the impleﬁaentation stage, effective staff de%/elopment programs
should: |

a. Be conducted in a supportive and collaborative climate;

b. Focus on constructivist learning methods;

C. Inciude a variety of activities designed for adult learners;

d. Focus on enhancihg teachers’ content kndwledge;

e. Focus on helping teachers u‘nde.rstand the most uéeﬁll ways of representing the

. ideas of specific diséiplines;.

f. Help teachers understand how to create and maintain appropriate teaching and

: léarnjng environment;
g. Have presenters who are knowledgeable in the content field; -and

h. Use clear and practical terms to describe the content.
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Supporting of Staff Development. There is no doubt that thé principal'is a key
person in the, decision making process in schools today. The principal shouid maintain a
vision that focuses on school improvement, should have the ability to be an instructional
leader, should have appropriate skills £o run staff 'dévelbpmeﬁt programs, and shoﬁld‘ be
competent to lead the school. According ‘to Teschke (1996, p. 10), good schools have
strong, prbfessionally focused principals who a;ticulate a vision and are proacfive in the
pursuit of their vision. Principals have a "tremendous impact" on the quality of their
schools. Barth (1990, p. 75) said that good schoolé have effective principals becaﬁse
principals have a “great capacity to stimulate professional growth and improved practice
in their colleagues beéaﬁse they occupy the same rﬁng on the buréaucratic; laddgr.”

Effective principals facilitate teachers' professipnal development becaﬁse,
advoéating it is_ just not enough to accomplish the task and innovation. The principal
. must play an active role in initiating, guiding and sﬁpporting professional development if
it is to succeed. Accordingly, sz'trks (1 992) believed that significant school
improx}ement efforts are closely“link'ed to quality staff development progra.ms.. He also
believed that if a principal views staff development as one of his or her most important
responsibilities, he or she will have a "profound influence" (p. 44) on the direction his/her
school would take to meet the challenges of éducating students for the 21st century.

As French (1997, p. 43) stated, the prihcipal has a major role to play in teachers’ )
professional grovyth. The principal can help "raise the quality of feéchjng by inspiring

teachers to stay current in their field and assisting them in organizing and administering
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their own professional development." Holland (1997) also thought that people feel better
" about themselves when they have leadérs they admire and respect. When they feel a
leader is concerned about them as individuals, they work harder. Therefore, a good
principal can motivate teachers and other school staff to improve their school.

According to Levine (1989), a strong principal is at the heart of school
effectiveness. Just as the teacher has to be a major model and support for children's
learning in the classroom, the principal has to be a major model and support for the adults
in the school. Therefore, Sergiovanni (1994) pointed out that the principal should preach,
teach, and encourage teachers. Levine (1989, p 18) also suggested six steps that
principals could utilize to help teachers further their professional development:

1. Understand what adult development s,

2. Learn their own developmental limitations and strengths; :

3. Be aware of the developmental needs of administrators and teachers;

4. Discover how teachers define support for themselves and create the kind of

conditions that will nourish growth; :

5. Encourage teachers to push against the boundaries of their development; and

6. Make adult growth a central and explicit part of the school's professional
development plan. '

Gall, Fielding, Schalock, Charters, and Wilczynski (1984) believed that the school
principal's instructional leadership may help some teachers "overcome their resistance to
implementing the program's objectives" (p. 10). The effective principal may also be able
to provide leadership to help all teachers "sustain change in their classroom behavior over
a substantial period of time" (p. 11). They also suggested that principals of effective

schools reguldrly observe and give feedback on teacher.s" classroom instruction. In

addition, effective principals attend teachers' staff development programs. _
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'- According to Fullal'i and Stiegelbauer (1991, p. 326), the impact ofvprofessional ’
development depends on a combination of "mot.;ivation and opportunity" to learn.
Therefore, principal's attitudes toward staff ldevelopment wili influence teachers' learning

in professional development programs. Licklider(1997) also supported this viewpoint.

* He thought that administrative support is a significant determinant of successful staff

development. When principals support change, paﬁicipate in learning with teachers,
provide incentives for change, reinforce changé, and inclﬁde change in school policieé,
there is far more improvement. King (1987) reported that teacher-administrator harmony
is irﬁponant if an innovation is to succeed. In his study, teachers reported they felt- géod
when principals appreciated their impleméptatioh of innovations..

In summary, in the suppbrting stage, effective staff develqpmént programs should:

a. Have thé principal allocate the time necessary to all school personnel;

b. Have the principal allocate the resources necessary to all school p.er.sonnel; |

C. Ha\}e the principal actively participate in staff development programs;'.

d. Have the brincipal serve as the staff developrﬁent presenter; and

e. Have the principal encourage teachers to serve as staff development presenters.

Follow-up Activities of Staff Development. After reviewing several researchers’

work, the MSDE (1985, p. 2) summéﬂéed'that “staff development programs should
provide for follow-up and assistance to .educators as they use their new skills and
understanding in the wofk setting after they ha\}e been trained.” These follow-up
activities and assistance include time, resources, inat_erials, and evaluation to enhance

teachers’ learning. As the AFT (1995) stated,. effective professional development
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provides sufficient time, support, aﬁd resources to enable teachers to be familiar with new :
- content and pedagogy and to integrate and apply these into their classroom practice. The
NSDC (1994) also pfoposed that effective staff development progra;ms require an
evaluation process that i§ ongoing and focused on all Iev.els of the organization.

‘ Wood and Thompson (1993) believed that successful s_taﬂ‘ development programs
allow time to let participants reflect. The transfom'nation.of leaming. from training into |
daily practic_e requires follow-up assistance and coéchjng. Speck (1996) had similar
thoughts. He indicated that teachers must have time and opportunity to “discuss, try, and
reflect c;n, and hone new practicgs as“ well as to fashion new knowledge and beliefs about
content, pedagogy, learners, and assessment” (p. 38). In Epperson’s (1998) study, he
identified “adequate practice and feedback” and “structured opportunity” (p. 36) to
implement the new teaching pra.ct,ices and share the professional experiences with one
 another as important- to effective staff development programs.

In Hefner-Packer’s (1999) study, 356 K-12 teachers were selected to participate
" and reﬁorted that the' opportunity to use what they learned from the training was
important. In Agado’s (1998) study, she identified one of the components of eﬂ‘ectiVe. |
staff developr_nent programs as permitting teachers time tb reflect upon successful
implementatiop. In Caldwell’s (1998) study, she also indicated that providing time for
follow-up is impoﬁant to staff development programs.

As Darlihg-Hammoﬁd (1998) stated, “teachers léarn best by studying; doing,
reflecting, 'a.nd by sharing what they see’; (p. 8). In addition, Newsome (1997) pointed

out that effective staff development programs should provide opportunity, evaluation, and
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feedback for follow-up activities. Therefore, allowing teachers time to think, to apply,
and to discuss what they learned with peers is necessary. Additionally, a school’s
assistance for appropriate evaluation and feedback will also help create effective staff
de_velopl‘nent programs.

In summary, in the follow-up stage, effective staff dévelopment programs should
provide participants:

a. time to think about what théy learned;

b. time to apply what they learned;

c. time to discuss what they learned with peers;

d. necessary assistance; and

€. appropriate evaluation of what they learned.

Theref'ore, according to the above literature, the following characteristics of
effective stéﬁ“ development programs are presented as a summary:

Characteristic 1: Staff deveiopment programs should involve teachers in the
planning and decision-métking process (Adornetto, 1999; Beller, 1998; Fish, 1996; Little,
1993; Lucas, 1998; Nuttall, 1996; OERI, 1997, Specic,' 1996, Watanabe, 1998).

Characterisfcic 2: Staff development program purveyors should utilize “system
thinking” (Adornetto, 1999; Dmling—HMond & McLaughlin, 1995; Lieberman, 1995;
MSDE, 1985; MSDESE, 1997; NSDC, 1994; Newsome, 1997; OERI; 1997; Senge, 1990; .

Sparks & Hirsh, 1997; Wood & Thompson, 1993).
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Characteristic 3: Staff development programs should be conducted, usmg
constructivist approaches (Brooks & Brooks 1993; Darhng—Hammond 1994 NSDC,
1994; OERI, 1997; Paciulan, 1996; Sparks & Hirsh, 1997; Stalhngs, 1989).

Characteristic 4: Staff development programs should be school-based (Goodman,
1995; Rogers, 1993, Sirotnik & Clérk, 1988; Speok, 1996; Wood & Thompson, 1993).

Characteristic'S . Staff development programs should be based on adults’ learning
approaohes (Knowles, 1980; NSﬁC, 1994; Wood & Thompson, 1993).
| Characteristic 6: Staff development progra.nis should be results-driven (AFT,
1995; Jantzen, 1996; MSDESE, 1997, NSDC, 1994; Sparks & Hirsh, 1997).

Characteristic 7: Staff development program presenters are important for
implementing the activities (Apos, 1981; Brookfield, 1986; Draves, 1984; Galbraith,
1990; Galbraith, Sisco, & Guglielmino, 1997; Guskey, 1986; Knox, 1980).

Characteristic 8: The principal should bo the key-person in staff development
programs (Barth, 1990; French, 1997; Fullan & Stiegelbauer, 1991; Gall, Fielding,
Schalock, Charters, & Wilczynski, 1984; Holland, 1997, Klng, 1987; Kicklider, 1997;
Levme 1989; Sparks, 1992; Teschke, 1996).

Characteristic 9: Staff development programs are not one-shot activities. They
should have follow-up activities such as reﬂection, assistance, and evaluation to examine
the results of staﬂ‘ development programs (Agado, 1998 AFT, 1995; Caldwell, 1998
' Darhng-Hammond 1998; Epperson, 1998; Hefner-Packer 1999; MSDE, 1985;

Newsome, 1997; Speck, 1996; Wood & Thompsop, 1993).
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Staff Development Studies Conducted in Taiwan

To understand the motivations of elementary and jpm’or_ high school teachers in
joining staff development program and the adtué,l staff development practices in Taiwan,
in 1982, the TaiAwan Department of Education conducted a national wide study. Among
65,722 elementary teachers, 49,280 (74.9%) teachers wanted to participa‘;e in staff
development programs. Female teachers (76.3%) had a greater willingness to attend staff
developrhent programs than di‘d male teachers (73. 1%). .Public school teachers had less
willingness (74.8%) .to attend staff development programs than private school teachérs
(86.8%). The major reasons for not attending staff develc;pment programs were ;che age;
the inconvenient transportation, and the family burden.

-Anﬁong 40,367 junior high school teachers, 30,658 (75.9%) teachers want to“‘
pa.fticipéte in'staff development programs. Feméle teachers (80.3%) had a greater
willingness to attend stéﬂ‘ development programs than did rﬁale teachers (71.4%). Public
school teachers were less willing (75.7%) to attend staff development programs than
private school teachers (83.7%). The major reasons for not attending staff development
programs were the inconvenieﬁt transportation, tﬁe family burden, and the age.

Therefore, a difference in pefceptions of staff development was shown by gender.
Female teachers indicatéd a greater benefit from staff development programs. Teachers’
individual limitations should be considered before the implementation of staff
development.

In 1994; Tainan City Department of Education conducted a study that examined

teachers’ perceptions of staff develbpm_ent. In this study, 78.49% of female teachers
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indicated a strong need for staff development. However, only 72.3% of mele teachers
| indicated a similar need. Youngep teachers indicated a stronger need for staff
development than older teachers. -F or teachers who had taught less than 5 years, 89.6%
believed that staff development is strongly necessary. Only 65% of teachers who had
taught moretha.n 30 years believed that staff development is strongly necessaryi Asto
the purpose of staff development, 69.1% of participants believed that the major purpose .
of staff developmeént is to improve teaching skills and gain professional knowledge. |

. For the format of staff development programs, most teachers (71.5%) preferred to
invite external experts to give a speech or lecture. The greater the number of years of .
teaching experiences, the h'igher‘th'e percentage of interest in this kind of staff
development activity. Only 11.0% of teachers agreed that teachers serving as staff
development presenters would improve teaching skjlls.‘

Lin (1991) had similar ﬁndlngs In her study, 628 of 848 (74.1%) pa.rtlc1pants
believed that the major purpose of staff development is to gain profess1onal knowledge.
Female teachers had significantly higher scores than male teachers in believing that .
gaining professional knowledge as the purpose of staff development. This indicates that
female teachers had higher expectations for staff development .as a vehicle for improving
teaching sk111s _ o -

After conducting a staff development needs assessment study among secondary
schools in Taipet City, Tsai (1998) found significant differences among teachers based on

different gender and different teaching experience. In this study, Tsai found that female




40

teachers had higher needs than male teachers. In addition, teachers who had taught for

less than 5 years had higher needs than teachers who had taught for more than 21 years.l '
In summary, Taiwan’s female .teachers have higher perceptions of staff
development as a vehicle for gaining pfoféssional knowledge and improving teaching -
skills than male teachers. Female teachers also value staff development more highly thaﬁ _
male teachers. These resﬁlts are different from Western nations’ findings. Davis (1984),
Pisetsky (197 95, and Underwood & Underwé'od (1977) found that the gender of thé
teacher is not a significant factor in teachers’ perceptions in regard to staff development.
Less experienced teachers have higher perceptions of staff deVelopinent as a vehicle for
gaining professional knowledge and imprbving teaching skills the.m experienced teachers.
Less experienced teachers also value staff development more highly than éxperienced
teachers. These results are different froﬁ1 Mullins’ (1997) findings. Mullins found that

there was no difference in teachérs’ perceptions based on their years of teaching

' experience. However, Davis (1984) had different findings. She found that‘the years of

teaching experience appeared to be an impdrtant variable for perceptions of staff
development. In her study, teachers who had taught for more than 31 years-have
sigmﬁcantly higher perception scores in staff development needs from teachers who have
taught from 1-10 yeafs, 11-20 years, and 21-30 years. Elementary school teachers had
higher perceptions of staff development as a vehicle fér gaining. professional knowledge
ar;d improving teaching skills than junior high school teachers. Thjs‘ result is congruent
with Asin-Manley’s (1 996) .study that found elementary school teachers have more

positive perceptions of staff development as an essential component to achieving school
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purposes. Davis (1984) also found elementary school teachers have significantly higher

perception scores in staff devél’opnient needs assessment than secondary school teachers,
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CHAPTER 2
METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this chapter is to describe thé manner in which the researcher
conducted the study in order to demonstrate that appropriate steps were taken to assure
accurate information. There are 12 sections in this éhapfer: theoretical background; the -
population description; the sampliné proceduré; the instrument; why do survey research;
the translation of the instrument; the modification of the instrument; the validity of th_e'
instrument; the reliability of the instrument; the data collection; the data analysis; and the

limitations and delimitations.

Theoretical Background

According to Hofstede (1997), the world is filled with different people, groups,
and nations, all with varying thoughts, feelings, anci actions. Each person carries within
patterns of thinking, feeling, and acting learned through their lifet;,me. These patterns
were learned from family, from school, from the work place, from the living community,
and from their culture. Therefore, different people niay have diﬂ‘érent ﬁercepﬁons toward
the _sﬁme idea, thing, event, issue, or finding. This ;eSearcher applied teachers’
educational degrees, teaching experience, éender,. ana teaching levels as the independeﬁt
vari;clbles' of this study.

After modifying the independent variables of his study, Almekhlafi (1990)

applied cross-culture theory in his doctoral dissertation and used a Western nation’s
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instrument to examine Yemen Arab Republic teachers’ staff development qeeds and
found some similarities and differences between Western natiéns and‘.Yemen Arab
Republic. Almekhlafi applied teachers’ educational degrees, years of teaching
experience, age, and gender as the igdepenc_ient variables in his study. He found that the
independent variable of educational degree was a non-significant factor éffecting
teachers’ perceptions of in-service needs. This finding was congruent with Western
nations’ studies. He found thét the'independent V~ariabr‘le of years of teaching expefieﬁce
was a non-significant factor affecting teachers’ per.ceptions ‘of in-service needs. This
finding was different from Western nations” studies, He found that the independent |
V.ariable of age was a non-significant factor affecting teachers’ perdeptioﬂs of in-service
needs. This finding was congruent With Western nations’ studies. He fpund that the
independent variable of gender was a significant factor affecting teachers’ perceptions of
in-service needs. This finding was different from Western nations’ findings.

As cross-culture theory was applied to this study, the researcher expected
similarities and differences between Western hations and Taiwan. In addition, the
researcher expccted that the independent variables of teachers’ educationai degreés, years
of teaching experiences, teaching levels, and teachers’ gender would influence the
depen‘de’nt variable of teachers’ perceptions of staff development as a vehicle for

improving teaching skills.

Population Description

The population in this study was selected from Tainan City, Taiwan. This city,

located in the southern part of Taiwan, is the former capital of Taiwan and has
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maintained the culture of Taiwan, Presentlj/, according to Tainan City Goyernment
(1997), Tainan City has a population of 717,811. There are 2 universities, 9 public senior
high schools 19 public junior high schools, and 41 public elementary schools In the
school year 1999 to 2000, there were 2, 658 certified teachers i in pubhc elementary

schools and 2,042 certified teachers in public junior high schools.

Sampling Procedure

This section describes the processes of selecting samples from the population.
Since the Taiwan Department of Education mandates that all teachers mest participate in
staff development programs, teachers from all subject areas have the experience of
joining these programs. Therefore, teachers from all subject'areas were randomly
selected for this research. HoWever, since first-year teachers did not have sufficient
exéerience with staff development programs, they were not iﬁcluded in this study.
There were 2,'658 certified teachers in public elementary schools. After
- discarding 106 ﬁr’st year teachers, the total number of qualified elementary school
teachers who c01_11_d serve as the population in this study was 2,550. There were 2,042
certified teachers in public junior high schools. After discarding 35 first year teachers,
the total number of qualified junior high school teachers who could serve as the
population in this study was 2,007. Tilerefore, the total number of qualified
teachers who could serve as the population in this study was 4,557. In selecting the
sample size, the researcher considered sample errof. According to Krejcie & Morgan
(1970), to maintain a sample error less than 5%, the sample size should be 357 when the

population is 5,000. In this study, the number of public elementary school teachers
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and junior high school teachers was 4,682. Therefore, 358 teachers served as the sample

in this study. In addition, because this study compared the perceptions of staff

_development as a vehicle for improving teaching skills based on different teaching levels,

according to stratified sampling method, there were 200 elementary school teachers and
158 junior high school teachers serving as the sample in this study. After deciding the
sample size, the researcher went to the Tainan City Department of Education to gain
permission for us1ng Tainan Clty teachers as the subjects in this study (Appendix C). The
sample teachers were randomly selected by a random drawing process on November 2

and 3, 1999. The researcher wrote each teacher’s name on a name card and put the name
card mnto two containers (one for elementary school teachers and the other one for junior
high school teachers) and randomly selected the sample names from the containers. Then,

all sample teachers’ names and addresses were collected by the researcher.

Instrument

An instrument titled “Mississippi Teacher Perceptions of Staff Development as a

Vehicle for School Improvement” which was designed by Criss (1990, Appendix A) in

. her doctoral dissertation was modified into “Tainan City Teacher Perceptions of Staff

Development As a Vehicle for Improving Teaching Skills” (hereafter known as Teacher
Perceptions Survey, Aphendix F). This modified instrument was used to collect data_
about the dependent variable of Tainan City teachers’ perceptions of staff development as
a vehicle for improving teaching skills. AdditionaH)", this ihstrument was used to collect
data for the 1ndependent variables of teachers’ educational degrees teachers teaching

experience, and teachers gender. There were ﬁve sections in this instrument.
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Section I of this instrument copsi'sted of 25 statements that used a six-point Likert
scale to collect the data that determine Tainan City teachers’ perceptions of staff
: development asa \}ehicle for improving teaching skills. There were four a.reas in Section
I: the 'pla.nning of staff development, six statements; the implementetion of staff
developxhent, nine statements; the,suppor'ting of staff development, five statements; and,
the follow-up activities of staff development tha’.c included five statements. The
participants responded to each statement along the six-point continuum from 1, “I
strongly disagree” to 6, “I strongly agree.”

A perception score from 25 to 150 was de’permined for e'ach'participant by adding
each participapt’s response to each of the 25 items. The scores from 25 to 150 represent |
a perception continuum:

25 to 45 - strongly dieagree that staff development is a vehicle for improving
teachihg skills;

46 to 66 — disagree that staff dexﬂlelopment is a vehicle for improving teaching
skills; |

67 to 87- somewhat eisagree that staff development is a vehicle for improving
teéching skills; o | .

88 to 108- somewhat agree that staff development is a vehicle for improving
teaching skills;

109 to 129- agree that staff development is a vehicle for improving teaching skills;

and,
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130 to 150- strongly agree that staff development is a vehicle for improving

feaching skills.

In addition, participants were asked to ‘select.the most important and the second
most important che.racteristics in each area. Thene were four areas in eection I Therefore,
there were eight questions the participants needed to answer.

" Section II of the instrument was used to collect data abont the independent
variable of teachers’ educational degrees. The participants were asked to indicate by
marking a box whether their educational degrees nvas an associate degree, a baehelors
degree, or a masters degree. Section III of the instrument was used to collect data about
the independent‘ variable of the number of years of teaching experience. The participants
were asked to‘indi'ce_l’;e by marking a box how many years of teaching experience they
have. Section IV of the instrument was used to cellect data about the independent
variable of teachers’ gender The participants were asked to 1nd1cate by marking a box
whether they are male or female. The 1ndenendent Vanables of teachers’ teaching levels
were gained from the Tainan City Department of Education. In section V, ’_che

pa.rtici‘pani:s were asked to indicate by marking a box whether they wanted to receive the

executive summary of the study results.

Why Survey Research

This section explaiﬂs the reason for using survey research in this study.

. According to Gay (1992), a survey is an attempt to collect data from samples of a
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population in order to determine the -current status of that population with respect to one
or more variables. It can be used in many fields such as political sc1ence socrology,
economics, and educdtion. In education, its most common use is for the collection of
data by schools or about schools. School surveys can i)rovide necessary and valuable
information both to the schools studied and to other agencies and éroups whose
operations are school related.

Survey research, such as attitude scales and personality inventories, is designed to
measure characterrstics of individuals along a number of dimensions and to assess
feelings and attitudes toward self, others, and a variety of other alctivities institutions2 and
srtuatrons Therefore survey research may well be the most frequently used test in

educational research. Addltronally, Likert scales attempt to determme what an individual

believes and perceives. Thus this. study utilized Likert scales to collect the necessary data.

Translation of the Instrument

This section describes the procedures of translatmg the instrument from English
to a Chinese version. Before being admimstered to the actual subjects, the instrument
~ was translated from English to a Chinese version. Then, the translated version was
rev1ewed for accuracy by two professors Who are teachmg in National Tainan Teachers
College (Appendix D). Each of the reviewers are proﬁc1ent in both Enghsh and
Chinese. The reviewers were individually interviewed by the researcher and were
requested to compare both Enghsh and Chinese versions. The review period was from
October 26, 1999 to November 1, 1999. These two professors had some suggestions in

wording. The researcher revised the instrument as the reviewers recommended. In.
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éddition, to clarify and make sure the instrument was understandable by the_a subjects, the
researcher administered a pilot study in Chia-Lu Elementary School, Pingtong, after the -
examination of both the translation a..nd the content validity. This pilot study included 10 .
teachers and was held on November 3, 1999. The pafrticipa.nts were asked to comment on
the written instructions and on the-individual items as to their clarity. No participants had

any suggestions for change.

Modification of the Instrument

This section describes the procedures of modifying the instrument in order to fit
the study's different béckgrounds.' There vx;ere two reasons to modify the original
instrument. First, since the educational systems are different between Taiwan and the
United States, the priginal instrument was modified in some areas. For example, there is
only one superintendent in Tainan City, therefore, there was no need to collect data about
district type or whether the superintendent is elected or appointed. Instead, the researcher
of this study collec;ted teachers’ educational degrees as one of the independent variables.
In addition, in the original instrument, Criss (1990) collected data about teaching levels .
from kindergarten to grade twelve. However, in Taiwan, public school education is from
grade one to grade nine. In other words, the mandatory education is from elementary
school to jﬁnior high school in Taiwan. Therefore, the study only collected data about
teaching levels from grade one to grade nine.

Second, With the development of additional concepts and characteri's’Fics of"

effective staff development programs from 1990 to 1999, the original instrument was
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outdated in somé parts. After reviewing current literature and reports, the researcher
added. some apprc;priate‘questions to fit current educational settings. The written
' permission for using and modifying the instrument was gained from the original author

_befo're.the modification (Appendix B).

Validity of the Instrument

Validity, according to Gay (1992), is “the degree to which a test measures what it
' is supposed to measure” (p. 155). In addi;cion, content vaiidity is “the degree to which a
test measures an intended content area” (p. 156). It includes botﬁ item validity and
sampling validity. For the purpose of this stﬁdy, the content validity of the instrument
was established in this study. In Criss’ study, there were two channels to establish the
content validity of the instrument. The first channel was the Miséiésippi Department of

Education’s Preparing a Comprehensive Staff Dévelonmenf Plan: A Technical Guide

(1985), that served as the blueprint of the State of Mississippi’s model for improving staff
dev.elopment programs. The other channel was a panel of three experts who were
proficient in staff development programs. Criss used these'two appréaches to establish
the validity of the original instrument. |

- The validity of the modified instrument was examined from October 26 to
November 1, 1999 by a panel of t.hree experts who are proficient in staff development.
Two of the three experts are professors who teach in Tainan Teachers College and the
other is the assistant superintendent.of Tainan City Department of Education (Appendix

D). This panel received a copy of the draft instrument (Appendix E) and examined each
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‘item fc.)r. its content validity. The researcﬁer met with them and made the following

changes: |

(1) One expert éuggeSted the researcher divide the independent variable of teachers’
teaching experieﬁce into four groups. They were from 2 to 5 years, from 6 to 10 years,
from 11 to 20 years, and beyond 21 years. The researcher took his recommendation.

2) Two eiperts suggested the researcher n;)‘t only\ exémine teachers’ perceptions of ideal
staff development programs, but also examine their perceptions of actual practiceé of
staff development‘ programs. The research;er did not take this recommendation.

(3) One expert suggested the researcher separate statement 21 into more statements in

order to make the stétements clearer. The researcher took his recommendation.

Reliability of the Instrument

This section described the processes establishing the reliability of the modified
instrument. As Gay (1992) stated, reliability is “the degree to which a test consistently
measures whatever it measures” (p. 161). The more reliable a test is, the more
confidence researchers will Have that the scores obtained from the administration of the
test are essentially the same scores that would be obtained if the test were readministered.
To establish the test-retest reliability of the modified insfrument, the reséafcher tested and
retested 25 teachers from Yung-Kang Elementary Schooi, Tainan County. To avoid the
subjects remembering the content of the instfument, the retest date was .;t’WO weeks after
the first test date. The first test date was November 4,1999 and fche re-test date was

November 18, 1999. The teachers participating in the pilot study were asked to complete
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the final draft of the instrument on the' two different g'ia'pes without receiving verbal
instruction. . |
After the results of test-retest reliability wer.e collected, the researcher began to

compute the co'rrelatioﬁ coefficients. As Gay (1992) stated, in a study “designed to
explore or test hypothesized relationships, a cor;elation coefficient is interpreted in term
of its statistical éigﬁiﬁcance” (p. 267). In this study, according to Gay (1992), “at the
95% confidence level, witﬁ 25 cases, a correlation coefficient of at least 0.4227” (p. 574)
was necessary to conciude the existence of a relationiship. Additionally,. coefficients in
the .60s and .70s are usually “adequate” (p. 268) for group prediction purpose and
coeflicients in the .80§ and above for individual prediction purposes. Therefore, 0.4227
shows the existence of relationships between twé' ‘variables and .60s or .70s shows the :
acceptance of a correlation coefficient. The correlation coefficients of each part in this.
study weré the following:
(1) The perception scores of staff development programs in. Section I were 0.822.
(2) The most important characteristic in the planning of staff deyelopm_ent was 0.942.
(3) The second most important pharacteristic in the planning of staff de_zvelopment was

0.724. |
(4) The most i@pdﬂmt characteristic in the implementation of staff deveiop'ment was

0.920. |
(5) The second ﬁost important characteristic in the implementation of staff deveiopment

was 0.786. |

(6) The most importani: characteristic in the supporting of staff development was 0.890.
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(7) The second most important characteristic in the supporting of staff develohment Wasl
0.821. |
(8) The most important characteristic in the follow-hp activities of staff’ development was
0.851. | |
(9). The second most important characteristic in the follow-up activities of staff -

_development was 0.822.

" Data Collection

Data for the dependent variable teachers" perceptions of staff development as a
vehicle for improving teaching skills and three of the independent Variables,. teachers’
educational degrees, years of teaching experience, and gender were collected by using the

Teachers Perceptions Survey (Appendix F) for this study. - The other independent

variable of teachers' teaching levels was collected from Tainan City’s Department of
Education. |

When the panel ef experts examined the content validity of the instrument, two of
them also suggested an approach to increase the return rate of the instrument. They
suggested the researcher ma11 the instrument to representatives in each school, then give
the sample teachers’ names to the representatives, letting the representative teachers
dispateh, collect, and return the instrument to the researcher. Therefore, after randomly
selecting participating teac'hers frem the population, the researcher fourrd a representative
teacher in each school where a participating teacher was selected and called the
representative teachers for their assistance. Mest of'the teacher representatives were the

researcher’s former students in Tainan Teachers College in the summer term, 1999. Then,
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the instruments were mailed to the representative teachers with an accompanying letter of
explanatiqn, with a stamped, addressed ehvelope for the return of the inétrument. The
instruments were coded by a 3-digit number for the i)urpose of determining if the
instrument had been returned fé the researcher.
To ensure anonymity, the numerical coding was the only identifying feature of the

© instrument. The subjects were assured that the; coding would not be used for any purpose

except identifying which instrument had been returned. |

The data were chlected beginning November 22,‘ 1999. The instruments, letters

of explanation (Appendix G), and pre-stamped retﬁrn enve;,lopes were mailed to

representative teachers on November 22, 1999, and the§'7 were asked to return the

instruments by December 3, 1999. On December 8, 1999, the researcher called those
. representativve teachers who had not return-ed.the instruments and asked that they be

returned by December 13, 1999.

Data Analysis

Two different methods of analysis were used 1n this study. The first one was a
two-way Analysis of Variance (two-way AN OVA). Two-way ANOVA is often used in
the field of educat_ion. According to Popham and Sirotnik (1992), “bécause education is
one of the most complex behavioral fields, investigations conducted must employ data
analysis techniques that take into consideration not only more than one variable but also '
extremely subtle intefactions among variables“(p. 180). When thé researcher used two-
way ANOVA, the interaction was examined first. -If significant interaction was found, it

was interpreted. If no signiﬁcant interaction was found, the researcher went on fo test for
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main effects. For the post-hoc comparison, Newman-Keuls ‘was chosen for use because it
provides the best balance betweeﬁ making a Type I or a Type 10 error. A Type I error
rejects the trué nﬁll hypothesis while a Type II error retains the false-null hypothesis.
According to Glass and Hopkins (1 996)’. “the Newmar;—Keuls levels provide a high
degree of protection for the entire null hypothesis, and this is the multiple range tﬁs
author favors” (p. 452). In addition, to gef a balance between a Type I error and a Type Ii
error, the alpha was set at the 0.05 level. | |

The second statistical method used was mean score, frequency and percéntage
calculation. This study also examined Taiwan teachers’ level of agreement on 25 |
statements that were based on Western nations’ literature. Frequency and percentage
were used to explain the ﬁndings. The Statistical Packa‘ge; for the Social Science (SPSS)
was used to peﬁorm the necessary calculations. |

Questioﬁ‘ 1- “Was there a favoréble perception oAf staff development as a vehicle
for improving teaching skills among Tainan City’s public elementary and junior high
school teachérs?”, Wés a descriptive question. The researcher calculated 1.:he ﬁem of all
statements to describe and discuss the findings. In addifcion, the résearcher calculated the
level of agreement of each statement to descﬁbe and discuss the findings. -

Hypéthesis 1 referred to question 2 and stated that there was no significant
' interaction on teachers’ perceptions of staff developmenf as a vehicle for improving
teachinfg skills between teachers’ educational degree and teachers’ teaching levels. This

hypothesis was tested by a two-way ANOVA.
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‘la. There was no signiﬁce;nt difference in teachers’ perceptions of staff
development as a vehicle for improving teaching skills between teachers with different '
educational degrees (associate degree, bachelc;r’s degree, and master’s degfee). This
| hypot‘hesis was tested by a two-way ANOVA.
1b. There was no significant differerice in perceptions of staff development as a
vehicle for improving teaching ski_ll‘s between teachers who .teach at an elementary school
and teachers who teach at a junior high school.” This hypothesis was tested by a two-way
ANOVA. |
Hypothesis 2 referred to question 3 and stated that there Wéé no significant
interaction on teachers’ perceptions of staff development as a vehicle for_'improving
teaching skills between teacheré" educational degree and teachers’ teaching experiences.
This hypothesis was tested by a two-way ANOVA.
2a. There was ﬁo significant difference in teachers’ perceptions of staff
development as a vehicle for improvingteaching skills between teachers with different
educational degree (associate'degree, bachelor’s deg'ree,.a.nd‘ master’s‘degree). This
hypothesis was tested by a two-way ANOVA. |
2b. There was no significant difference in pefceptic;ns of staff development as a
vehicle for improving teaching skﬂls among teachers based on their teaching experiences
: (2-5 years, 6-10 years, 11-20' years, and beyond 21 years). This hypothesis was tested by
a two-way AN OVA.
Hypothesis 3 reférred to quéstion 4 and stated that there was ﬁo significant

interaction on teachers’‘perceptions of staff development as-a vehicle for improving
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teaching skills between educational degree and teachers’ génder. This hypothesis was
‘tested by a two-way ANOVA. | |

3a. There was no significant difference in teachers’ perceptions of staff
developﬁent as a vehicle for imbroving teaching skills between teachers with different
educational degree (associate deg'ree, bachelor’s degree, and mastér’s d’egree). This
hypothesis was tested by a two-way ANOVA.

3b. There was no significant difference in perceptions of staff development as\a
vehicle for imi)roving teaching skills among teachers based on their gender. This
hypothesis was tested.by a two-way ANOVA.

Hypothesis 4 referred to question 5 and stated ;that there was no significant
interaction on teachers’ perceptions of staff development as a vehicle for improving
teaching skills between teachers’ teaching levels and teachers' teaching experience. This.
hypc;thesis was tested by a two-way ANOVA. |

4a. There was no significant difference in perceptions of staff deveiopment asa
vehicle for improving teaching ékﬂls betweén teachers who teach at an elementary séhool
and teachers who teach at a junior high school. This hypothesis was tested by a two-way
ANOVA. |

4b. There was no signiﬁcanf difference in perceptions of staff deveiopment asa
vehicle for improving teaching skills among teachers based on their teaching experience
(2-5 years, 6;10 years, 1 1-20 years, and beyond 21 years). This hypothesis was tested by -

a two-way ANOVA.
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Hypothesis 5 referred to question 6 and stated that tﬁere was no significant
interaction on teachers’ perceptions of staff development as a vehicle for improving
teaching skills between teachers’ teaching levels. and teachers"- gender. This hypothesis
was tested by a two-way ANOVA.
5a. There was no sigpiﬁcaﬁt difference in perceptions of staff develél-qment asa

vehfclgi for improving teaching skills between feachers who teach at an elementary school

and teachers who teach at a junior high ‘school.” This hypothesis was tested by a two-way )

AN OVA.
| 55. There was no significant difference in perceptions of staff development as a

vehicle for improving teaching skills among teachers based on their gender. This
hypothesis W’ag tested by a two-way AN OVA.

Hypothesis 6 referred to question 7 and stated that the're was no'signiﬁcant
interaction on teachers’. perceptions of staff development as a vehicle for improving
" teaching skills between teachérs’ teaching éxpérience and teachers' éender. This
hypothesis Waé tested by a two-way AN OVA. -~

6a. There was no significant diffefence in perceptions of staff development as a
vehicle for improving teaching skills'among teachers based on their teaching experience.
This hypothesis was tested by éjtwo-way ANOVA.

6b. There was no significant difference in perceptions of staff development as a
vehicle for improving‘ feachjng skills among teachers based on their gender. Thisi

hypothesis was tested by a two-way ANOVA.

¥
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Question 8- “What was the most important characteristic in the planning sfage of
a staff development program?”, was a descriptive question. The .researéher calculated the
frequency and percentage to describe and discuss the findings.

Question 9- “What was the second ﬁnc;st important characteristic in the planning
stage of a staff development program?”, was 2 descriptive question. The researcher
calculated the frequehcy and percentage to describe and discuss the findings.

Question 10- “What was the most important characteristic in the impleméntation
stége of a staff development program?”, was a descriptive question. The researcher ‘
calculated the frequency and percentage to describe and discuss the findings.

Question 11- “What was the second most imporfant characteristic in the
implementation stage of a'staff development program?”; was a descriptive question. The

| researcher calculated the frequencyl and per.centage to describe and discuss the findings.

Question 12- “What was the most impbrfant charactefistic in the suppbrting ofa -
staff development program?”, was a descriptive questién. The 'researcher calculated the

‘frequency and percentage to describe and discuss the findings.

Question 13- “What was the seéond most important characteristic in t'hé‘
supporting of a staff development program?”, was a descriptive question. The researcher
calculated the frequency and percentage to descﬁbe and discuss the findings.

Question 14- “What was the most ﬁnportant characteristic in the follow-up stage |
of é stéff devéloprﬁent program?”, was a descriptive question. The researcher calculated

the frequency and percentage to describe and discuss the findings.
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Question 15- “What was the second most important characteristic in the follow-up
stage of a staff development program?”, was a descriptive question. The researcher

calculated the frequency and percentage to describe and discuss the findings.

Limitation and Delimitation

Limitation, according to Gay ( 1992), is “some aspect of the study that the
researcher knows may negatively affect the results or z‘._{'eneralizability of the results but
over which he 6r she probably has no control” (p. 108). In addition, according to
Creswell (1994), delimitati(;n should be used to address how the study will be narrowed
down in scope. Therefore, the limitations and delimitations of this study were the
following: |

: I( 1) The sample WEl'S 358 randomly selected public elementary and junior high
school teachers in Tainan City who already have a teaching certificate and
have taught at leas.t two years. This study did not include student teachers,
substitute teachers, first-year teachers, private school teachers, or principals.

(2) The period for conducting this study was in the school year 1999 to 2000.

(3) This study examined teacher perceptions of staff development as a vehicle for'

improving teaching skills only.

(4) The teacﬁer representatives dispatched, collected, and returned the instruments

to the researcher and may have the chance to read the sampled teachers’

response.
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CHAPTER 3
FINDINGS AND INTERPRETATIONS

This purpose of this chapter is to present the findings specific to each of the 19
research questions. There are three sections in this chapter: the introduction; the

description of the sample; and the statistical analysis.
Introduction

The ppfpose of this study was to examine teachers’ perceptions. of staff
development as a vehicle for improving teaching skills. In Chapter 2, information was
provided that described how the aata were collected, the instrument used, and a
description of the sample. This chapter provides results of the tests of hypotheses and
analyses of thosé results. |

The problem of this study was to determine the degree to which Téin"dﬂ City
public elementary and junior high school teachers perceived staff development as a
' Vehiclé for improving their teaching skills. In addition, the researcher examined whether
there was a difference in perception of staff developmént as a vehicle for improving
teachers’ teaching skills based on teachers’ educational degreés, years- of teaching
experience, gender, and level of teaching (elementary or junior high school). . The
researcher applied a two-way AN dVA to examine the int‘eract_ion of the independent

variables of teachers’ educational degrees to teaching levels; teachers’ educational
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degrees to teachipg experience; teachers’ educational degrees to g,en.der; tgachers’
teaching levels to teaching experience;_ vtea_chers’.teaching levels to gender; and
teéchers’ teaching experience to gender. When hypotheses with interactions were found,
interactions were inte.rpreted. Those hypotheses that were found that had no interaction
were tested fiirther for nﬁain effect. When a significant main effect was found, a
Newman-Keuls post hoc comparison wés apblied. ‘

The following ques’éions were also answered: what were the mést and second
most importarnt characteristics in the planning stage of staff development; what were the
most and .secon'd moét important characteristics in the implementation stagg of staff
development; what were the most and the second most important charactéristics in the
supporting stage of staff develobment; and what were the most and the éecond most

important characteristics in the follow-up activities of staff development. .

The Description of the Sample

Thér_e We_re 358 pﬁblic eiementary and junior high schdol‘teachers rancfomly’
selected in this study. Two hundred were from elementarjr schools and 158 were ‘from
junior‘ high s;:hools. The researcher mailed out 200 instruments to elementary school
teachers (Appendix H) and receivéd 197 instruments, however, eight instruments were
invalid due to insufficient data. Therefore, there were 189 useable instruments with a
useable returﬁ rate of 94.50%. The reéea'rcher mailed 158 instruments to junior high
school tedchers (Appendix I) and-received 136 iﬁstruments. However, four of them were .
invalid due to insufficient data. Therefore, at the junior high sqhool level, there §vere 132

useable instruments with a useable return rate of 83.54%. After combining elementary -




and junior high school teachers, the total useable instruments were 321. The useable

return rate was 89.66%(see Table.l).

Table 1: The Total Sample

Solicitation Number . Number " Number Number Useable -
: . Mailed Returned Deleted Useable Return Rate
Elementary 200 197 8 189 94.50%
School .
Junior High | 158 136 4 1132 83.54%
School , '
Total 358 333 12 321 89.66%

Among the 321 sample teachers whose instruments were useable, 39 (12. i%) of
them had an associate degree; 225 (70.1%) of them had a bachelors dégree; and 57
(17.8%) of them had a masters degree. Among;T the 321 sample teachers whose
instruments were useable, 36 (1 1...2%)- of them had teaching experiences from 2-5 years;
51 (15. 9%) of them had teaching expenences from 6-10 years; 1 10 (34.3%) of them had
teachlng experiences’ from 11-20 years; and 124 (38.6%) of them had teachmg
experiences 21 years and beyond. Among the 321 sample teachers whose instruments
were useable 104 (32.4%) of them were males, and 217 (67.6%) of them were females.
Among the 321 sample teachers. Whose instruments were useable, 189 (58 9%) of them
taught in elementary school, and 132 (41.1%) of them taught in junior high school (see

Table 2, 3, 4, and 5).
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Table 2: Sample of Educational Degrees

‘ Frequency Percentage -
Associate De_gree 39 T 12.1% |
) Bachelors Degree 225 70.1%
Masfers Degree 57 17.8%
Tdtal 321 100.0%
Table 3: Sample of Teaching Experience
Frequency Percentage
2-5 years 36 : -11.2%
6-10 years 51 15.9%
11-20 years 110 34.3%
’ 21‘yéars and Beyond 124 38.6%
"~ Total 321 100.0%
Table 4: Sample of Gender
Frequency Perceptage
Male 104 32.4%
Female 217 - 67.6%
Total 321 . . 100.0%
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Table 5: Sample of Teaching Levels

Frequency Percentage ]
Elementary School 189 | T 58.9% |
Junior High School 132 o 41.1%
Total R 321 T 100.0%
Statistical Analysis

* This section has two areas. The first one is the descriptive data, the second, the

tests of hypotheses.

Descriptive data

Data for the dependént variable of teacher perceptions of staff 'devel‘opment asa
vehicle for improving teaching skills were collected using Section I ot; the Teachers
Perceptions Survey. Among the 321 respondents, 0 strongly disagreed that staff
development is a vehicle for improving teaching skills: 1 (0.3%) disagreed ‘that sfaff
deveiopment isa ;lehicle for improving teaching skills; 1 (0.3%) somewhat disagreed that.
staff development is a vehicle for improvling teaching skills; 31 (9.7%) somewhat agreéd
that staff 'devélopment is a vehicle for improving teaching skills; 185 (57.7%) agreed that
staff develoément is a vehicle for improving teaching skills; and 103 (32.0%) strongly
agreed that staff develobment is a vehicle for improving teaching skills. The mean score

was 123.94 (see Table 6).
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Table 6: Tainan City Public Elementary and Junior High School Teachers’ Perceptlons of
Staff Development as a Vehicle for Improvmg Teaching Skills

Perception ' Percel’ation Score Frequency Percentage
C- Range 4
Strongly Disagree ’ 25-45 _ -0 0%
Disagree 46-66 l | 1 | 0.3%
| Somewhat Disagree | 67-87 . | 0.3%
Somewhat agree 88-108 _ 31 ' 9.7%
Agree 109-129 ) 185 57.7%
Strongly Agree 130-150 : TR 32.0%
Total . 321 . ' 1-00:0%
‘Mean Score = 123.94

Statement 1 of the instrument stated that if staff development programs iﬁvolve
teacher representatives in planning aﬁd decision—iﬁakiﬁg processes, they will improve
teaching skills. Among 321 respondents, 1 (0.3%) “strongly disagree”; 3 (0.9%)

: “diéagree”;l'6 (1.9%)\“somewhat disagree”; 33 (10.3%) “somewhe_it agree”; 159 (45.5%)
“agree”; and 119 (37.1%) “str‘onglly agree” (see Table ‘.7). The total number of
- respondents who “agree” or :“stroﬁgly agree” was 278, or 86.6%. | |

| Statement 2 stated that if staff development progreﬁns prepare teachers to éarry
out their job responsibilities, they will impfove teaching skills. Among 321 respondents,
1 (0.3%) “strorigly disagree”; 3 (0.9%) “disagree”; 12 (3.7%) “somewhat disagree”; 40

(12.5%) “somewhat agree”; 182 (56.7%) “agree”; and 83 (25.9%) “strongly agree” (see
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Table 7). The total number of respondents who “agree” or “strongly agree” was 265, or
82.6%.
Statement 3 stated that if staff devetopment programs are congruent with the
district’s educational goals, they will improve teaching skills. Among 321 respondents, 1
(0.3%) “strongly disagtee”; 18 (5.6%) “disagree”; 20 (6.2%) “somewhat disagree”; 64

(19. 9%) “somewhat agree”; 156 (48 6%) “agree”; and 60 (18.7%) “strongly agree” (see

' _ Table 7) The total number of respondents who “agree” or “strongly agree” was 216, or

67.3%.

Statement 4 stated that if staff development programs are congruent with the
school’s educational goals, they will improve teaching skills. Among 321 respondents 2
(0. 6%) “strongly disagree”; 5 (1.6%) “d1sagree” 13 (4.0%) “somewhat dlsagree” 56
(17.4%) “somewhat agree”; 178 (55.5%) “agree”; and 67 (20.9%) “strongly agree” (see
Table 7). The total number of respondents who “agree” or “strongly agree” was-245, or
76.4%. |

Statement 5 stated that if staff development programs are congruent with teachers
individual goals, they W111 improve teaching skllls Among 321 respondents, 1 (0.3%)

“strongly disagree”; 1 (0.3%) “disagree”; 4 (1.2%) “somewhat disagree”; 28 (8.7%)
“somewhat ag_ree”; 149 (46.4%) “agree”; and 138 (43.b%) “strongly agree” (see Table 7).
The total number of tespondents w'ho “agree” or “strongly aére'e” was 287, or 89.4%.

Statement 6 stated that if staff development programs’ purveyor consider

participants’ limitations in ad.\7ance, staff’ development will improve teaching skills.
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Among 321 respondents, 2 (0.6%) “strongly disagree”; 6 (1.9%) “‘disagreef’; 11 (3.4%)
“somewhat disagree”; 18 (5.6%) “somewhat agree”; 119 (37.1%) “agree”; and 165
(51.4%) “strongly agree” (see Table 7). The total number of respondents who “agree” or
“strongly agree” was 284, or 88.5%.
| Statement 7 stated that if staff development programs are conducted.in a
supportive and collaborative climate, they will improve teaching skills. Among 321
respondents, 0 “strongly disagree”; 4 (1.2%) “disagree”; 3 (0.9%) “some;what disagre;e”;
21 (6.5%) “somewhat agree”; 160 (49.8%) “agree”; and 133 (41.4%) “strongly agree” |
(see Table 7). The total number of respondents Who “agree” ér “strongly agree” was 293,
or 91.2%. .. | |
| S_tatément 8 stated that if staff dévelopment programs apély constmcti\/.ist
learning approaches, they will improve teaching skills. Among 321 respondents, 3 (0.9%) ..
“strongly ,disagrée”; 12 (3.7%) “disagree”; 40 (12.5%) “somewhat disagree”; 92 (28.7%)
“somewhat agree”; 127 (39.6%) “agree”; and 47 (14.6%) “strongly.agree” (seé 'fable' 7).
The tqtal number of respondents who “agree” or “strongly agree” was 174, or 54.2%.
Statement 9 stated that if 'each school cén decide its own staff development
ac‘;ivities_, stéff development will improve teaching skills. Among 321 respondents, 1
(0.3%) “strongly disagree’;; 3(0.9%) “disagree”; 12 (3.7%) “somewhat disagree”; 62
(19.3%) “some\;vhat agreé”; 160 (49.8%) %‘agree”; and 83 (25.9%) “strongly agree;’ ’(see
Table 7). The total number of respondents who “agree” or “strongly agree” was 243;, or

75.7%.
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Statement 10 stated that if staff development programs apply activities designed
for adult learner_s, they will improve teaching skills. Arnong 321 respondents, 0 “sirongly
disagree”; 5 (1.6%) “disagree”; 5 (1.6%) “somewhat disagree”;. 62 (19.3%) “somewhat
agree”; 164 (51.1%) “agree”; and 85 (26.5%) “strongly agree” (see Table 7).. The total
number of respondents who “agree” or “strongly agree”’was 249, or 77.6%.

_ Statement 11 stated that if staff development programs focus on enhancing -

content knowledge, they will irnprove teaching skills. Among 321 respondents, 0 °

“strongly disagree”; 4 (1.2%) “disagree”; 7 (2.2%) “somewhat disagree”; 35 (10.9%)

“somewhat agree”; 160 (49.8%) “agree”; and 115 (35.8%) “strongly agree” (see Table 7).

The total number of respondents who “agree” or “strongly agree” was 275, or 85.6%.

Statement 12 stated that if staff development programs focus on helping teachers
develop an understanding of the most useful ways of represenﬁng the ideas of specific
disciplines, they wi11 improve teaching skills. Among 321 respondents, 0 “strongly
disagree”; 1 (0.3%) “disagree”; 4 (1.2%) “somewhat disagree”; 33 (10. 3%) “somewhat
agree”; 177 (55.1%) “agree”; and 106 (33 0%) “strongly agree” (see Table 7). The total
number of respondents who “agree or “strongly agree” was 283, or 88.1%.

~ Statement 13 stated that if staﬁ‘ development programs focus on helping teacners
" understand how to create and maintain an approprlate teaching and learning environment,
they will improve teaching skills. Among 321 respondents 0 “strongly d1sagree” 3
(0.9%) “disagree”; 10 (3.1%) “somewhat disagree”; 59 (18.4%) “somewhat agree”; 154
(48.0%) “agree”; and 95 (29.6%) “strongly agree” (see Table 7). The total number of

respondents who “agree” or “strongly agree” was 249, or 77.6%.
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Statement 14 stated that if the staff development program presenter is
knowledgeable in the presenting field, staff development will improve teaching skills.
Among 321 respondents, 0 “strongly disagree”; 3 (0.9%) “disagree”; 6 (1.9%)
“somewhat disagree’; ?;6 (11.2%) “somewhat agree”; 146 (45.5%) “agree”; and 130
(40.5%) “strongly agree” (s.ee.Table 7). The total number of respondents who “agree” or
“strongly agree” was 276, or 86..0%. | :

Statement 15 stated that if the staff development program presenter uses clear and
practical terms to describe the content,' staff development will improve teaching skills.
~Among 321 respondents 0 “strongly disagree”; 2 (0.6%) “disagree”; 3 (O 9%)

somewhat disagree”; 44 (13. 7%) “somewhat agree” 162 (50. 5%) “agree”; and 110

(34.3%) “strongly agree” (see Table 7). The total number of responderits who “agree” or

“strongly agree” was 272, or. 84:8%.

Statement lé stated that if the principal allocates the time necessary to implement
‘staff development, staff development will improve teaching skills. Among 321
respondents 0 “strongly drsagree” 3 (0.9%) “dlsagree” 10 (3.1%) “somewhat d1sagree
25 (7.8%) “somewhat agree”; 146 (45:5%) “agree”; and 137 (42.7%) “strongly agree”
(see Table 7). The‘tdtal nur'nb'er of respondents who “agree” or “strongly agree” was 283,
or 88.2%.

Statement 17 stated that if the principal allocates the resources necessary to
implement staff development, staff development erl improve teaching skills. Among

321 respondents, 0 “strongly disagreé”; 2 (0.6%) “disagree”; 2 (0.6%) “somewhat

disagree”; 21 (6.5%) “somewhat agree”; 149.(46.4%) “agree”; and 147 (45.8%) “strongly -
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agree” (see Table 7). -The total number of respondents who “agree” or “strongly agree”
was 296, or 92.2%.

Statement 18 stated that if the pr1nc1pal actively participates in staff development
programs, staff development will 1 1mprove teaching skills. Among 321 respondents 2
(0.6%) “strongly disagree”; 21 (6.5%) “disagree”; 25 (7.8%).“somewhat disagree”; 101
(31.5%) “somewhat agree”; 116 (36. 19%) “agree”; and 56 (17.4%) “strongly agree” (see
Table 7). The total number of resporidents who “agree” or “strongly agree” was 172; or
53.5%.

Statement 19 stated that if the princlpal serves as a staff development presenter,

staff development will improve teaching skills. Among 321 respondents, 11 (3.4%)

“strongly disagree”;.23 (7.2%) “disagree”; 65 (20.2%) “somewhat disagree”; 87 (27.1%)
“somewhat agree”; 100 (31.2%) “agree”; and 35 (10.9%) “strongly agree” ('see Table 7).
The total number of respondents who “agree” or “strongly agree” was 135, or 42.1%. -

Statement 20 stated that if the principal encourages teachers to serve as staff
development presenters, staff development vvill improve teachiné skills. Among 321
respondents, 6 (1.9%) “strongly disagree”; 22 (6.9%) "‘disagree”; 38 (11.8%) “somewhat
disagree”; 99 (30.8%) “somewhat agree”; 126 (39.3%) “agree”; and 30 (9.3%) f‘strongly
agree” (see Table 7). The total number of respondents who “agree” or “strongly agree”
was 156, or 48.6%. | a |

Statement 21 stated that if teachers'have suﬁ‘lcient time to think about what they
learned from staff development, staff development will improve teaching skills. Among

321 respondents, 0 selected “strongly disagree”; 1 (0.3%) “disagree”; 9 (2.8%)
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“somewhat disagree”; 42 (13. 1%) “somewhat agree”; 175 (54.5%) “agree”; and 94
(29.3%) “strongly agrée” (see Table 7). The total number of respondents who “agree” or
“strongly agree” \;vas 269, or 83.8%.

Statement 22 stated that if teachers have sufficient time to apply what they
learned from the staff developrﬁent, staff development will improve teaching skills. _
Among 321 respondents, 0 “strongly disagree”; 2 (0.6%) “disagr‘ee"’; 2 (0.6%)
“somewhat disagree”; 30 (9.3%) “somewhat agree”; 162 (50.5%) “agree”; and 125
(38.9%) “stroﬁgl};'agree” (see Table 7). The total number of respondents Who.“agree” or
“strongly. agree” was 287, or 89.4%. |

Statement 23 stated that if teachers have suﬁcient time to discuss what they_
learned from staff development activities with peefs, staff developmient will improve
teaching skills. Among 321 respondents, 0 “strongly disagree”; 2 (0.6%) “disagree”; 6
(1.9%) “'somewhqt disag‘ree”; 47 (14.6%) “somewhat agree”; 153 (47.7%) “agr;ae”; and
113 (35.2%) “strongly agree” (see Table 7). The total number. of respondeqts who
‘ “agree” or “strongly agree” was 266, or .82.9%. |

Statement 24 stated that if the school provides necessary follow-up assistance
after staff development activities, staff development will improve teaching skills. Among
321 respondents, 1 (0.3%) “stropgly disag‘ree”‘; 2 (0.6%) “disagree”; 4 (1.2%) “somewhat
- disagree”; 42 (13.1%) “somewhat agree”; 158 (49.2%) “agreé”; and 114 (35.5%)
“strongly agree” (see Table 7). The total number of respondents who “agree” or

“strongly agree” was 272, or 84.7%.




73

Statement 25 stated that if the school appropﬁately evaluates what teachers

learned from staff development, staff development will improve teaching skills. Among

321 respondents, 10 (3.1%) “strongly disagree”; 23 (7.2%) “disagree”; 46 (14.3%)

“somewhat disagree”; 99 (30.8%) “somewhat agree”; 112 (34.9%) “agree”; and

31 (9.7%) “strongly agree” (see Table 7). The total number of respondents who “agree”

or “strongly agree” was 143, or 44.6%.

Table 7: Degree of Agreement to Each Statement

Statement | Strongly | Disagree | Somewhat | Somewhat Agree Strongly
: Disagree Disagree - | Agree Agree
1. Teacher | Frequency | Frequency | Frequency Frequency | Frequency | Frequency
Involve- 1 3 6 - 33 159 119
ment Percentage | Percentage | Percentage | Percentage Percentage | Percentage
0.3% 0.9% 1.9% 10.3% 49.5% 37.1%
2.Prepare | Frequency | Frequency | Frequency | Frequency | Frequency | Frequency
Teacher to 1 3 12 40 182 83
Implement | Percentage | Percentage | Percentage Percentage | Percentage | Percentage
Job 0.3% 0.9% 3.7% 12.5% 56.7% 25.9%
Responsi-
bilities
3.Con- | Frequency | Frequency | Frequency Frequency | Frequency | Frequency
gruent with 3 18 20 64 156 60
District | Percentage | Percentage | Percentage  Percentage | Percentage | Percentage
Goals 0.9% 5.6% 6.2% 19.9% 48.6% 18.7%
4.Con- | Frequency | Frequency | Frequency | Frequency Frequency | Frequency
gruent with 2 . 5 13 - - 56 178 67
School | Percentage | Percentage | Percentage | Percentage Percentage | Percentage |
Goals ., 0.6% 1.6% 4.0% 17.4% 55.5% 20.9%
5.Con- | Frequency | Frequency | Frequency | Frequency Frequency | Frequency |
gruent with’ 1 1 4 28 149 138
Individual | Percentage | Percentage | Percentage | Percentage Percentage | Percentage
Goals 0.3% 0.3% 1.2% 8.7% 46.4% 43.0%
6.Consider | Frequency | Frequency | Frequency | Frequency Frequency | Frequency
Limitation 2 6 11 18 119 165
in advance Percentage | Percentage | Percentage Percentage | Pércentage { Percentage
' 1.9% 3.4% 5.6% 37.1% 51.4% -

0.6%
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Statement | Strongly | Disagree | Somewhat | Somewhat Agree Strongly
Disagree ' Disagree Agree  Agree
7.Suppor- | Frequency | Frequency | Frequency Frequency | Frequency | Frequency
tive and 0 4 3 21 160 133
Collabora- | Percentage | Percentage Percentage | Percentage | Percentage Percentage
tive Climate 0% 1.2% 0.9% 6.5% 49.8% 41.4%
8.Construc-| Frequency | Frequency | Frequency Frequency | Frequency | Frequency
tivist 3 12 40 92 127 47 1
- Learning | Percentage | Percentage | Percentage Percentage | Percentage | Percentage
Methods 0.9% 3.7% 12.5% 28.7% 39.6% 14.6%
9.School- | Frequency | Frequency Frequency | Frequency Frequency | Frequency
based staff | 1 3 12 62 160 83
develop- | Percentage | Percentage | Percentage Percentage | Percentage | Percentage
ment | 0.3% 0.9% 3.7% 19.3% - 49.8% 25.9%
programs _
10.Design- | Frequency | Frequency | Frequency Frequency | Frequency | Frequency
ed for Adult 0 5 5 62 164 85
Learners | Percentage | Percentage Percentage | Percentage | Percentage | Percentage
0% 1.6% - 1.6% 19.3% 51.1% 26.5% -
11.Enhanc- { Frequency | Frequency | Frequency Frequency. | Frequency | Frequency
-|ing Content 0 4 7 35 160 115
Knowledge | Percentage | Percentage | Percentage - Percentage | Percentage | Percentage
0% 1.2% 2.2% 10.9% 49.8% 35.8%
12.Under- | Frequency | Frequency | Frequency Frequency | Fréquency | Frequency
standing the 0 1 4 33 177 106
Most Percentage | Percentage | Percentage | Percentage | Percentage Percentage’
Useful 0%. 0.3% 1.2% 10.3% 55.1% 33.0%
Ways
13.Under- | Frequency | Frequency | Frequency | Frequency Frequency | Frequency
stand How 0 3 10 59 154 95
to Create | Percentage | Percentage | Percentage | Percentage Percentage | Percentage
Teaching 0% 0.9% 3.1% 18.4% 48.0% 29.6%
and ‘
Learning
Environ-
ment
14.Present- | Frequency | Frequency | Frequency | Frequency . Frequency | Frequency
er is Know- 0 3 6 36 146 130
ledgeable | Percentage | Percentage Percentage | Percentage | Percentage | Percentage
' 0% 0.9% 1.9% 11.2% 45.5%

40.5%
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Somewhat

Statement | Strongly Disagree Somewhat Agree Stronglﬂ
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
15.Using | Frequency | F requency | Frequency | Frequency | F requency | Frequency
Practical 0 2 3 44 162 110
and Clear | Percentage Percentage | Percentage Percentage | Percentage Percentage
Terms 0% 0.6% 0.9% 13.7% 50.5% 34.3%
16.Principal| Frequency Frequency | Frequency Frequency | Frequency Frequency
Allocates 0 3 10 25 146 137
Time | Percentage Percentage | Percentage Percentage | Percentage | Percentage
' 0% 0.9% 3.1% 7.8% 45.5% 42.7%
17 Principal | Frequency Frequency | Frequency Frequency | Frequency Frequency
Allocates 0 2 2 21 149 - 147
Resources | Percentage Percentage | Percentage Percentage | Percentage 'Percentage
0% 0.6% 0.6% 6.5% "46.4% 45.8%
18.Principal| Frequency Frequency | Frequency Frequency | Frequency Frequency
Actively | 2 21 25 101 116 56
Participates | Percentage Percentage | Percentage Percentage | Percentage Percentage
0.6% 6.5% 7.8% 31.5% 36.1% 17.4%
19.Principal | Frequency Frequency | Frequency Frequency | Frequency Frequency
is Presenter 11 23 65 .87 100 35
Percentage | Percentage Percentage | Percentage | Percentage | Percentage
3.4% 7.2% . | 20.2% 27.1% 31.2% | 10.9%
'120.Teacher Frequency | Frequency Frequency | Frequency Frequency | Frequency
1s Presenter 6 22 38 99 126 30
Percentage | Percentage Percentage Percentage | Percentage Percentage
1.9% 6.9% 11.8% 30.8% 39.3% 9.3%
21.Have | Frequency | Frequency Frequency | Frequency Frequency | Frequency |
Timeto |. 0 1 9 42 175 94
Think Percentage | Percentage Percentage | Percentage Percentage | Percentage
0% 0.3% 2.8% 13.1% 54.5% 29.3%
22.Have | Frequency | Frequency Frequency | Frequency Frequency | Frequency
Time to 0 2 2 . 30 . 162 125
Apply | Percentage Percentage | Percentage Percentage | Percentage Percentage
0% 0.6% 0.6% 9.3% 50.5% 38.9%
23.Have | Frequency | Frequency Frequency | Frequency Frequency | Frequency
Time to 0 2 6 47 153 113
Discuss | Percentage Percentage | Percentage Percentage | Percentage Percentage
0% _0.6% 1.9% 14.6% 47.7% 35.2%
24.Follow- | Frequency | Frequency Frequency | Frequency Frequency | Frequency
up 1 2 4 42 158 114
Assistance | Percentage Percentage | Percentage Percentage | Percentage Percentage
0.3% 0.6% 1.2% 13.1% 49.2% 35.5%
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Statement

,Strongly

Disagree | Somewhat | Somewhat Agree ’Str'ong—lﬂ
Disagree ' | Disagree Agree _ : Agree
25.Appro- | Frequency Frequency | Frequency Frequency | Frequency Frequency |
priate 10 23 - 46 99 112 31
Evaluation | Percentage Percentage | Percentage Percentage | Percentage Percentage.
3.1% 7.2% 143% | 30.8% 34.9% 9.7%

In addition to the statements on the instrument, Section I involved four areas: the

planning stage of staff development; the implementation stage of staff development;

supporting of staff development; and the, follow—up activities of staff development. Each

area has two questlons which asked participarits to 1nd1cate the most important and the

second most important characteristics in that area.” The findings are shown below. -

The most important characteristic in the planning stage of staff development was

that staff development programs should be congruent with teachers’ individual goals.

Among 311 respondents; 89 (28.6%)‘seledted this characteristic (see Table 8).

Table 8: The Most Important Characteristic in the Planning Stage of Staff Development

*_Characteristic Frequency Percentage
Teachers Involvement 37 11.9%
Prepare Teachers to '

Implement job 64 20.6%.
responsibilities
Congruent with District 8 2.6%
- Goals
~ Congruent with School 26 8.4%
Goals
" Congruent with Individual 89 28.6%
Goals ,
Consider Limitations in 87 28.0%
advance ,
Total 311 100.0%
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The second most important characteristic in the planning stage of staff

development was that the staff development programs’ purVeyors should consider

teachers’ limitations in advance. Among 310 respondentﬁ, 85 (27.4%) selected this

characteristic (see Table 9).

Table 9: The Second Most

mportant Characteristic in the Planning Stage of Staff '

Development
Characteristic Frequency Percentage
Teachers Involvement 35 11.3%
Prepare Teachers to
Implement job 54 17.4%
responsibilities
Congruent with District’s 20 6.5%
Goals
Congruent with School’s 50 13.9%
Goals
Congruent with Individual 66 18.3%
Goals
Consider Limitations in 85 - 23.6%
advance
Total ~ 310 100.0%
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The most important characteristic in the implementation stage of staff

development was that staff development should-focus on enhancing content knowledge.

Among 310 respondents, 87 (28.1%) selected this characteristic (see Table 10).

Table 10: The Most Important Charactenstlc mnthel

mplementation Stage of Staff .

Development
Characteristic Frequency Percentage
Conducted in Support and 25 8.1%
Collaborative Climate i :
Use Constructive Learning 18 5.8%
Approach .
School Decides its Own 16 5.2%
Activities
Activities Designed for 19 6.1%
Adult Learners
Focus on Enhancing Content 87 28.1%
Knowledge
Focus on Helping Develop
Understanding of the Most 50 16.1%
Useful Ways
Focus on Helping .
Understand How to Create 39 12.6%
Teaching and Learning '
Environment
Presenter is Knowledgeable 35 11.3%
Presenter Uses Practical and 21 6.8%
Clear Terms '
Total 310 100%

The second most important characteristic in the implementation stage of staff

* development was that staff development programs should focus on helping teachers

develop an understanding of the most useful ways of representing the ideas of specific

disciplines. Among 311 respondents, 56 (18.0%) selected this characteristic (see Table

11).
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Table 11: The Second Most Important Characteristic in the Implementation Stage of Staff
Development ‘ '

Characteristic Frequency , Percentage
Conducted in Support and 16 | . 5.1%
Collaborative Climate ,
Use Constructive Learning 11 _ 3.5%
Approach , '
School Decides its Own | 24 O 77%
Activities . ‘
- Activities Designed for 13 4.2%
~ Adult Learners ‘
| Focus on Enhancing Content 43 13.8%
Knowledge '
Focus on Helping Develop
Understanding of the Most 56 18.0%
Useful Ways '
Focus on Helping : o
Understand How to Create , 51 16.4%
Teaching and Learning :
Environment
Presenter is Knowledgeable 54 17.4%
Presenter Uses Practical and 42 13.5%
Clear Terms
Total 310 100%

The most important characteristic in the supporting of staff development was that
the principal should allocate time necessary to implement staff development programs.

- Among 311 respondents, 168 (54.0%) selected this characteristic (see Table 12).
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Table 12: The Most Important Characteristic in the Supporting of Staff Development

Characteristic Frequency Percentage
Principal Allocates Time 168 54.0%
Principal Allocates Resource 107 34.4%
Principal Actively Participate 10 3.2%
Principal Serves as Presenter 13 4.2%
Principal Encourages '
Teachers to Serve as 13 4.2%
Presenter :
Total 311 100.0%

The second most important characteristic in the supporting of staff development

was that the principal should allocate resources necessary to implement staff

development programs. Among 307 respondents, 139 (45.3%) selected this characteristic

(see Table 13).

Table 13: The Second Most Important Characteristic in the Supporting of Staff

Development
. Characteristic Frequency Percentage
Principal Allocates Time 89 29.0%
Principal Allocates Resource 139 45.3%
Principal Actively Participate 24 7.8%
Principal Serves as Presenter 22 7.2%
Principal Encourages
Teachers to Serve as 33 10.7%
Presenter
Total 307 100.0%

The most important characteristic in the follow-up activities of staff development

was that teachers should ﬁave' sufficient time to apply what they learned from staff

development programs. Among 311 respondents, 115 (31.9%) selected this characteristic

(see Table 14).
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Table 14: The Most Important Characteristic in the F ollow-up Activities of Staff
Development I

Characteristic Frequency - ‘ Percentage
Time to Think 78 ' ~25.1%
Time to Apply ' 115 '  37.0%
Time to Discuss with Peers 51 ' 16.4% -
Follow-up Assistance from 57 18.3%
School :
Appropriate Evaluation 9 2.9%
Total 310 100.0%

When asked to rate the secon& most importdnt characteristic in the follow-up
“activities 6f staff’ development, “time to apply ‘w.hat they learned from staff development
programs” Was selected by more teachers than any other characteristic. Among 309
respondents, 78 (25.2%) selected this characteristic (see Table 15).

Table 15: The Second Most Important Characteristic in the Follow-up Activities of Staff
Development

_ Characteristic Frequency | Percentage
Time to- Think : 55 R 17.8%
Time to Apply 78 ‘ 25.2%

Time to Discuss with Peers 67 21.7%
Follow-up Assistance from | 70 22.7%

School :
Appropriate Evaluation | 38 ‘ . 12.3%
Total 310 100.0%

Tests of Hypothéses

Hypothesis 1: There was, no significant interaction on perceptiohs of staff
development as a vehicle for improving teaching skills between teachers’ educational

degrees and teaching levels.
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Findings: As Table 16 indicates, the F ratio is 0.83'1 wifh an associated probability (P-
Value) of 0.437. Therefore, the null hypothesis of no int;eraction was retained.

la. There was no significant diﬁ’erence'in perceptions of staff developmenf as a
vehicle for improving teaching skills between teachers with different educationai degrees
(associate deg.ree, bachelors degree, apd masters degree). _

Findings: As Table 16 indicates, the F ratio is 0.459 with an associated probability (P-
Value) of 0.632. Therefore, the null hypothesis of no significant diﬁ’_'erence was retairied.

1b. There was no significant difference in perceptions of staff development as a
vehicle for improving teaching skills between teachers at an eler_nentary echool and
teachers at a junior high school. |
Findings: As Table 16 indicates, the F ratio is 5.291 with an associated probability (P-
value) of 0.022. Therefore, the null hypothesis of no signiﬁcent difference was rejected.
This ir_ldicates' there was significant difference in perceptions of staff development as a
vehicle for improving teaching skills between elementary and junior high school teachers.
Elementary school teachers had meen scores of 125312 and jemor high school teachers
had mean scores of 121.977. Therefore, elementary school teachers had higher' mean
scores than junior high school teachers (see Table 1'7)‘.

Hypothesis 2: There was no significant interaction on perceptions of staff
developmen’; as a vehicle for improving teaching skills between teachers’ educational
degrees and teachers’ teaching experience.

Findings: As Table 16 indicafes, the F ratio is 0.659 with an associated probability (P-

Value) of 0.655. Therefore, the null hypothesis of no significant difference was retained.
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2a. There was no significant difference in perceptions of staff development as a
vehicle for'improving teaching skills between teachers with different educational degrees
(associate degree, bachelors degree, and masfers degrée).
Findings: As Table 16 indicates, the;, F ratio is 0.453 with an associated probability (P- .
Valﬁe) of 0.636. ' Therefore, the nult hypothesis of no significant difference was retained.
| 2b. There was no signiﬁcafnt difference in p.erceptiops of staff development as a
vehicle for improvipg teaching skills among teachers based on their teaching experience
© (2-5 years, 6-10 years, 11-20 years, and beyond 21 years).

Findings: As‘ Table 16 indicates, the F ratio is 1.463 with an associated probab.ilitsr (P-
Value) of 0.225. Therefore, the null hypothesis of no significant difference was retained.
Hypothesis 3: There was no significant interaction on perceptions of staff
development as a vehicie for iniproving teaching skills between e&uca_tional degrees and

teachers’ gender. _ |

Findings: As Table 16 indicates, the F ratio is 1.233 vﬁth an associated probability (P-

Value) of 0.293. Theljefore,' the null hypothesis of no significant interaction was rei:ained.
| 3a. There was no significant difference in perceptions of staff developm;ant asa

vehicle for improving teaching skills between teachers with different educational degrees

(associate degree, bachelors degree, and masters degree).

Findings: As Table 16 indicates, the F ratio is»O.';159 with an aséociated probabiiity (P-

Value) of 0.633. Therefore, the null hypothesis of no significant diﬁ‘erénce was retained.

3b. There was no significant difference in perceptions of staff development as a-

vehicle for improving teaching skills among teachers based on their gender.
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Findings: As Table 16 indicates, the F ratio is 4.194 with an associated Probability (P-
Value) of 0.041. ‘Theref‘ore, the null hypothesis of no significant difference was rejected.
This indicates there was significant difference in perceptions of s‘;aff development as a
vehicle for improv.ing' teaching skills bétween male teachers and female teacherg. Female
teachers had mean scores of 124.854 and male teachers had mean scores of 121.808.
Therefore, female teachers had higher mean scores than male teachers (see Table 17).

Hypothesis 4: There was no significant interaction on perceptions of st.aﬁ
development as a vehicle for improving teaching skills between teachers’ feachjng levels
and teachers' geaching experience. | |
Findings:.'As Table 16 indicates, the F ratio is 0.364 with an associated probability (P-
Value) of 0.779. Therefore, the null hypothesis of no significant interaction was retained.

4a. There was no significant difference in perceptions of staff development as a
vehicle for impro{iing teaching skills betyveen teachers ét an el'er'nen‘tary school and
teachers at a junior high school. |
Findings: As Tabie 16 indicates, the F ratio is 4.653 with an associated probability (P-
value) of 0.032. Therefore, the null hypothesis of no significant difference was rejected.
This indicates there was signiﬁcant difference in perceptions of staff develc;pment asa
vehicle for improving teaching skills between elementary and junior high school ‘teéchers.
Elementéry school teachers had mean scores of 125.312 and junior high school teachers
had mean scores.. of 121.977. Therefore, elementary school teachers had higher mean -

scores than junior high school teachers (see Table 17).
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4b. There was no significant difference in perceptions of staff development as a
vehicle for improving teaching skills among teachers based on their teaching experience
(2-5 years, 6-10 years, 11-20 years, and beyond 2'1.ye.ars).
Findings: As Table 16 indicates, the F ratio is 1.541 with an assoc1ated probability (P—
Value) of 0.204. Therefore, the null hypothes1s of no s1gn1ﬁca.nt difference was retained.

Hypothesis 5: There is no significant interaction on perceptions of staff
de{lelopment as a vehicle for improving teaching skjlls between teachers’ teaching le\;els
and teachers' gender.

Findings: As Table 16 indicates, the F ratio is 0.015 with an associated probability (P-

Value) of 0.903. Therefore, the null hypothesis of no significant interaction was retained.

" 5a. Theré was no significant difference in perceptions of staff developmenf asa
vehicle for improving teaching skills between teachers who teach at an elementary school
and teachers who teach at a junior high school. | |
Findings: As Table 16 indieates, the F ra.tio is 5.528 with an associated probability (P-
value) of 0.019. Therefore, the null hypothesis of no significant difference was rejected.

f

This indicates there was significant difference in perceptions of staff development as a

vehicle for improving teaching skills between elementary and junior high school teachers. | ,

Elementary school teachers had mean scores of 125.3 12 and junior high school teachers
had mean scores of 121.977. Therefore, elementary school teachers had higher mean
scores than junior high school teachers (see Table 17).

5b. There was no significant ‘diﬂ“erence in perceptions of staff development asa

-

vehicle for improving teaching skills among teachers based on their gender.
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Findings: As Table 16 indicates, the F ratio is 5.011 with an associated Probability (P-
Value) of 0.026. Therefore, the null hypothesis of no significant difference was rejected.
This indicates there was significant difference in perceptions of staff development as a
vehicle for improving teaching skills between male.teaehers and female teachers. F emale
teachers had mean scores of 124.854 and male teachers had mean scores of 121.808.
Therefore, female teachers had higher mean scores than 'rnale teachers (s'ee. Table 17).

Hypothesis 6: There was no significant interaction on perceptions of staff
development as a vehicle for improving teaching skrlls between teachers’ teaching
experiences and teachers gender.

| Findings: As Table 16 indicates, the F ratio is 0.357 with an associated probability (P-

Value) of 0.784. Therefore, the null hypothesis of no significant interaction was retained.

6a. There is no significant difference in perceptions of staff development as a
vehicle for imnro-ving teaching skills among teachers .based on their teaching experience.
F1nd1ngs As Table 16 1nd1cates the F ratio is 1. 445 with an assomated probability (P-
Value) of 0.230. Therefore the null hypothes1s of no significant difference was retalned

6b. There was no srgmﬁcant difference in perceptions of staff development asa
vehicle for improving teaching skills among teachers based on their gender.

Findings: As Table 16 indicates, the F ratio is 4.412 with an associated Probability (P-

Value) of 0.036. Therefore, the null hypothesis of no significant difference was rejected.

This indicates there was significant difference in perceptions of staff development as a

vehicle for improving teaching skills between male teachers and female teachers Female
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teachers had mean scores of 124.854 and male teachers had mean scores of 121.808.

Therefore, female teachers had higher mean scores than male teachers (see Table 17).

Table 16: Summary of Analysis of Variance

Variable Df MS F Ratio P-Value
Hol:

Degree 2 72.803 459 .632

Level 1 839.317 - 5.291 022
Interaction 2 131.800 . . .831 437

Ho2: .

Degree 2 72.803 453 636
Experience 3 235.128 1.463 225
Interaction 5 105.916 .659 655

Ho 3: : ,
. Degree 2 72.803 459 633

Gender 1 665.975 4.194 041
Interaction 2 195.733 1.233 - 293

Ho4:

Level 1 737.010 4.653 .032
Experience "3 244149 1.541 204
Interaction 3 57.646 364 779

Hos:

Level 1 864.362 5.528 .019

Gender 1 783.562 5.011 .026
Interaction 2.348 015 - .903

Ho6: _ :
Experience 3 229.337 1.445 230

Gender N/ 700.016 4.412 .036
Interaction 3 56.668 357 784

*Bold indicates significance at the 0.05 level.
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Table 17: Mean Scores of Teaching' levels and Gender

Independent Mean S.D. N —l
Variables ‘
Teaching Levels .
| (Elementary School) 125.312 11.561 189
Teaching Levels
(Junior High 121.977 13.877 132
School) ‘
Gender (Male) 121.808 1.234 - 104
Gender (Female) 124.854 0.854 217
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CHAPTER 4

SUMMARY, DISCUSSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The purpose of this chapter is to summarize the study, present the overall findings
_and discussion, and provide recommendations for future application and future research.
" There are four sections in this chapter: the introduction; the summary of the findings; the

discussion; and the applications and recommendations for further study.
Introduction

‘The purpose of this sfudy Was; to examine Taiwan teachers’ perceptions of staff
- development as a vehicle for imprd'ving teaching skills. Over the years, Taivyan hasl
applied Westem'nations’ educational theories and rﬁodels to fit its educational system. In
Western nations, researchers have determined that staff development can improve
teachers’ teaching skills (French, 1997). To verify whether or not Western nations’
educational theories cc.)ncerning staff development are applicable in Taiwan, this study
examined the degree to which Tainan City publié 'elementary and junior high school
teacher’sl percei.ved stafl development as a vehicle for improving teachiing skills. In
addition_, this study examined the difference or interaction in perception qf staff
development as a vehicle for improving teaching"skills bésed on teachers’ eaucational
degree, level' of teaching (elementary or junior high school), years of teaching experience,

and gender.
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Thle data for this study were collected in Tajnan City during November and .
December, 1999. The samples in this stﬁdy included 260‘ public élementa'.ry school
teachers and 158 public junior high school teachers who were all teaching in Tainan City.
A survey entitled “Tainan City Teacher Perceptions of Staﬁ“ Development As a Vehicle

for Improving Teaching Skills” (Teacher Perceptions Survey) was used to collect the

independent variables of teachers’ educational degrees, teachers’ teaching experience,
and teachers’ gender. The othér independent variable of teachers’ teaching levels wés
.c_;ollected from Tainan City Depa,l"tment of Educétion when the researc;her randomly
selected the 'sample.‘ Thé dependent variable‘ of teacher perceptions of st.aff development
as a vehicle for improving teaching skills was collected from the survey. The survey

included five sections. Section I had four areas: the planning stage of staff development;

the implementation stage of staff development; the supporting of staff development; and

the follow-up activities of staff development. Section I included 25 statements that were
- designed by the researcher after reviewing related literature and modifying Dr. Criss’

instrument that was designed in 1990. Each statement included one characteristic of

effective staff development. At the end of each statement, there was a six-point Likert

scale. From the six-point Likert scale, the sample _teachérs circled the number to express
their level of disagreement or agreement with each statement. In addition, Section I also
ésked teachers to reply as to the’mbst important and the second most important
characteristics they perceived in each area.

Section II, IIL, and IV were used to collect the independent variables of

educational degree, teaching experience, and gender. Participating teachers answered by -
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checking an appropriafe box. Section V asked if the participants wanted to receive an
executive summary of the study results by checking an appropriate box. |

The researcher fOunci a teacher representative in each school that had oné or more
sampled teachers. The teacher representatives dispatched, collected, and returned the
survey to the researcher. Among the 358 sampled teachérs, 333 responded with 321
useable; responses. The useable return rate was 89.66%. Among these 321 teachers, 39
beld an associate degfee, 225 held a bachelor’s degree, and 57 held a master’s degreé.
Among these 321 teachers, 36 had taught from 2 to 5 years, 51 had taughi from 6 to 10
years, 110 had taught from 11 to 20 yearé, and 124 had‘ntaught beyond 21 years. Among
these 3271 teachérs, 104 were males, and 217 were females. Among these 321 teac‘:hers,
189 taught in elementary scho:ol, and 132 taught in junior high school.

Question 1 of tﬁe study was answered descriptively by calculating the mean séore
scores of the responses to the 25 statements and describing the ﬁndings. Tﬁe researcher
. also calculated the frequency.and percentage of responses to each of the six points of the

Likert scale for all items of the Taiwan teacher perceptions scale.

| Hypothesesﬂ 1 through 6 were tested using a two-way Analysis of Vafiance (two-
way ANOVA): A two-way ANOVA is used to ‘investiéate the interaction on two'
independent vari_ables.a:nd to ae’germine if the independent variables have a significant
difference in mean scores. For the purpose of this study, a two-way ANOVA wés used tQ'
examine the interactibn on independent Vﬁiables. If significant interaction was found, it

was interpreted. If no significant interaction was found, the researcher went on to test for
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main effects. For the post-hoc comparison, Newman-Keuls was chosen for use because it
provides the best balance between making a TypeIora TypeIl error. To get a balance
between making a Type I or a Type II 'errér, Newman-Kuels post hoc comparison was
used to test the main effect.

Questions 8 through- 15 were answered desc.riptix./ely by determining which items,
in each area, were chosen as most important a;md sgcond’ most important. The purpose of
this part was to determine teachers’ perceptions of what characteristic was the most

important to them.

Summary of Findings

The following is a sumn:iary of ';he major findings of the descriptive questions of
this study: |

1. Overall, there were 89:7% of teachers who agreed or strongly agreed that staff
development is a vehicle for improving teaching skills.

2. There were 86.6% of teachers who agréed or strongly agreed that if teacher

* representatives are involved in the planning and decision-making prééesses of staff.
development programs, staﬁ” development can improve teaching skills.

3. There were 82.6% of teachers who aéreéd or strongly agreed that if staff development
programs focus on preparing teachers to implement their job responsibilities, staff |
development can improve teaching skills'.

4. There were 67.3% of teachers who agreed or strongly agreed that if sfaif development
programs are congl_'uent‘ with the district’s goals, staff development can improve

teaching skills.
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. There were 76.4% of teachers who agreed or strongly agreed that if staff development

programs are congruent with the school’s goals, staff development can improve

teaching skills.

. There were 89.4% of teachers who agreed or strongly agreed that if staff development

programs are congruent with the teacher’s individual goals, staff development can

mmprove teaching skills.

"There were 88.5% of teachers who agreed or strongly agreed that if staff development

programs’ purveyors consider participants’ limitations in advance, staff development

10.

11.

can improve teaching skills.

Theré were 91.2% of teachers who agreea or strongly agreed that if staff development
programs are conducted in a supportive and cbllaboraﬁve climate, staff development
can improve teaching skills.

There were 54.2% of tegchers who agreed or strongly agreed that if stéﬂ‘ development
progfams apply constructivist learning approaches, staff development. caﬁ improve‘
t.ea-chjng skills.

There were 75.7% of teacheré who ;elgreed or strongly agréed that if each échool can
decide its own staff development programs, staff development can improve teaching
skills. |

There were 77.6% of teachers who agreed or strongly agreed that if staff development‘ ‘
programs apply aqtivities designed for adult learners, staff development can impr‘ox-fe

teaching skills.
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12. There were 85.6% of teachers who agreed or strongly agreed that if staff development
programs focus on enhancing teachers’ content knowledge, staff developﬁent can
improve teaching skills. |

13. There were 88.1% of teachers who agreed or strongly agreed tha.t if staff development .
programs focus on.helping teachgrs develop an understanding of the most useful ways
of répresénting the ideas of spec;iﬁc disciplines, staff.development can improve
teaching skills.

14. There were 77.6% of fteaéhers who agreed or strongly agreed that if staff development
programs focus on helping teachers understand how to create and maintain an
appropriate teaching and learning environment, staff development can improve -
teaching skills.

15. There were 86.0% of teachers who agreed or strongly agreed that if the staﬁ‘;
deyelopmént program presenter is knbwledgeable in the field he/she is presenting,
staff' development can improve teaching skills.

16. There were 84.8% of teachers who agreed or strongly agreed that if the staff
development program presenter uses clear and’ practical terms to describe the cont-ent,
staff development can improv.e teaching skills.

17. There were 88. 2% of teachers who agreed or stroﬁgly agreed tilat if the principal
allocates time necessary to implement staff development, staff development can

improve teaching skills.
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19.

20.
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. There were 92.2% of teachers who agreed or strongly agreed that if the principal

allocates the resources necessary to implement staff development, staff development
can irﬁprove teaching skills.

There were 53.5% of teachers who agreed or stfoﬁgly. agréed-that if the principal )
actively particip;dtes n staff deveiopment programs, staff devélopmeﬁt can improve
teaching skills.

There were 42. 1% of teachers who agreed or strongly agreed that if the prin.cipal‘

serves as the staff development presenter, staff development can improve teaching

. skills.

21

22.

23.

24.

There We;e 48.6% of teachers who agreed or strongly agreed that if the principal
encourages teachers to servé as staff development presenters, staff development cén
improve_teac;hing skills.

There were 83.8% of teachers Who a;greed or strongly agreed that if teachers have
sufficient time to think about what they learned ffom staff development programs, .
staff development can improve teaching skills.

There were 89.4% of teachers who agreed or strongly aéreed that if teachers have
sufficient time to apply what they learned from stéff development programs, staff
development can improve tehaching skills.

There were 82.9% of teachers who agreed or strongly agreed that if teachers have
sufficient time to discuss what they learned from staff development programs with

peers, staff development can improve teaching skills.
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There were 84.7% of teachers who agreed or strongly agreed that if the school
provides necessary follow-up assistance-after staff development programs, staff

development can improve teaching skills.

. There were 44.6% of teachers who agreed or strongly agreed that if schools

appropriately evaluate what teachers learned from staff development programs, staff

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

_development can improve teaching skills.

The most important characteristic in the planning stage‘_of staff development was rthat
staff devélopment :programs should be coﬁgruent with teache;’s individual éoals. ‘
The second most imiportant characteristic in the planning stage of staff development
was that staff development program purveyors should consiaer teachers’ limitations
in adva}nce.

The most important characteristic in the imple'mentation,stage' of staff 'de.velopment
was that staff developmenf should focus on enhancing teachers’ éon‘gent knowledge.
The second most important characteristic in the implemenfétion stage of staff

development- was that staff development should focus on helping teachers develop an

understanding of the most useful ways of representing the ideas of specific disciplines.

The most important characteristic in supporting‘ of staff development was that the
principal should allocate the time necessary to implement staff developme;nt programs.
The second most important charactéristié in supporting of staff develqpnient was that
the principal should allocate the resources necessary to implement _s_taff development

programs.
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33. The most important characteristic in follow-up activities of staff development was
that teachers should have time to apply what they learned from staff development
programs. |
34. When asked to rate the second most important characteristic in follow-up activities of
staff development, again, “time to apply what they learned from staff development

programs” was selected by more teachers than any other characteristic.

The foﬂowing is a summary of the major ﬁndings- of the hypothesis tests of this
" study:

Hypothesis 1 stated tﬁat there was no significant interaction on teachers’ |
perceptioné of staff development as a vehicle for improving teaching skills between
teachers’ educational degrees and teachers’ teaching levels. The analysis indicated that
the hypothesis should be retained.

1a. There was no significant difference in teachers’ perceptions of staff
development as a vehicle for improx./ing teaghing skills between teacﬁers with different
educational degfe;s (ass.ociate degree, bachelor’s degree, and master’s degree). i‘he
: analysis indicated that the hypothesis should be retained. |

1b. There was no significant difference in perceptions of staff development as a
vehicle for. improving teaching skills between teachers at an elementary school and
teaqhers at a junior high school. The analysis indicated that the hypothesis should be
rejected. With a mean score of 125.3 12 for elementary school teachers and of 121.977

for junior high school, elementary school teachers’ had higher mean scores than junior
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high school teachers. This indicates that elementary school teachers have austronger '
belief in the value of staff developmeht i;han junior hlgh school teachers.

Hypothesis 2 sfated ’Fhat there was no significant interaction on teachers’
perceptions of staff development as a vehicle for improving teaching skills between
teachers’ educational degrees and teachers’ teeching experience. The analysis indicated
that the hypothesié should be retainedA. |

2a. There was no significant difference in teachers’ perceptions of staff
development as a vehicle for improving feaching skills between teachers with different
educational degrees (associate degree, bachelor’s degree, and master’s degree). The
analysis indicated that the hypothesis should be retained.

2b. There was no 51gmﬁcant dlfference in perceptlons of staff development asa
vehlcle for i 1mprov1ng teaching skills among teachers based on their teaching experience

(2-5 years, 6- 10 years 11-20 years, and beyond 21 years). The analysis indicated that the
hypothesis should be retained.

Hypothesis 3 stated that there was 1o significant interaction on teachers’
perceptions of staff development as a vehicle f;or improving teaching skills between
teachers’ educational degrees and gender. The analysis indicated that the hypothesis
should be retained. |

. 3a. There was no significant diﬁ‘efence in teachers’ perceptions of staff
development as a vehicle for improving teaching skills between teachers With different
educational degrees (asseciate degree, bachelor’s degree; aﬁd master’s degree). The

analysis indicated that the hypothesis should be retained.
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3b. There was no significant difference in perceptions of staff development as.a
vehicle for improving teaching skills among teachers based on their gender. The analysis
indicated that the hypothesis should be rejected. With a mean score of 121.808 for male
teachers and of 124.854 for female teachers, female teachers haci‘hi.gher mean scores than“
mele teechers. This indicates that female teachers have a stronger belief in the v?ilue of
staff development than male teachers.

Hypothesis 4 stated that there was no signjﬁcant interaction on teachers’
perceptions of staff aevelopment as a vehicle for improving teaching skills between

teachers’ teachihg levels and teachers' teaching e;cperience‘. The analysis indicated that

the hypothesis should be retained. |

4a._ There was no significant diffefence in perceptions of staff developmen’e as a
vehicle for improving teaching skills between teachers at an elementary school and
teaehers ata juniof,high school. The analysis indicated that the hypothesis should be
rejected. With a mean score of 125.312 for elementary school teachers and of 121.977
for junior high school, elementary school teachers had higher mean scores than junior -
high school teachers. This indicates that elementary school teachers have a stronger
belief in the value of staff development than junier high school teachers.

4b. There was no.signiﬁcant difference in perceptions of staff development as a
vehicle for improving teaching skills among teachers based on their teaching experience
(2-5 years, 6-10 yeafs, 11-20 years, and beyond 21 yee;s). The analslsis indicated that the

hypothesis should be retained.
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Hypothesis 5 stated that there was no signiﬁcaﬁt interaction on teaqhers’
perceptions of staff development as a vehicle for improving teaching skills between
teaéhers’ teaching levels and teachers' gender. The analysis indicated that the hypothesis
shoﬁld be retained'.

_55. There was no signjﬁéant difference in perceptions of staff development as a
vehicle for improving teaching skills between teachers who teach at an elementary school
and teachers who teach at a junior high school.” The e'lna.lysis. indicated that tﬁe hypothesis
should be rejected. With a mean score; 'of 125.312 for elementary school teachers and of
121.977 for junior high school teachers, elementary.school teachers had hjghe; mean
scores than junior high school teachers. This indicates that elementary sc.hool teacl;ers
have a stronger belief in the value of staff development than junior high school teachers.

5b. There was no significant difference in perceptions of ‘staﬁ" development as a

vehicle for imi)rovir.lg teaching skills among teachers based on their gender. The analysis
indicated that the hypothesis should be rejected. With a mean score of 121.808 for male | _
teachers and of 124.854 for female teachers, female teachers had higher mean scores than -
male teachers. This indicates tﬁat female teachers have a stronger belief in the \;élue of
staff development than male teachers.

Hypotheéis 6 stated that there was no significant interaction on teachers’
perceptions of staff development as a vehicle for improving teaching skills between
teachers’ teaching experience and teachers' gender. The analysis indicated that the

hypothesis should be retained.
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6a. There was no significant difference in perceptions of staff develépment asa

vehicle for imp;oving teaching skills among teachers based on their teaching experiences.
The analysis indicated that the hypothesis should be retained.

| 6b. There was no significant difference in per'ceptiqns of staff development as a
vehicle fbf imbroving teachjhg skills amoﬁg teachers based on their gender. The analysis
indic.ated that the hypothesis should be rejected. With a mean score of 121.808 for male
\teache.rs and of 124.8'54 for female teachers, female teachers had higher mean scores 'than
" male teachers. This indicates that female teachers hav_e a stronger belief'in the value of

staff development than male teachers.
Discussions

Descriptive Questions

- Based on the mﬂysis of the data used to answer each research question, several
conclusions and discussions were drawn abéut the 321 teachers’ perceptions of staff
development aé a vehicle for improving t‘eaching skills. Tainan City public elementary
and junior high Ischool teachers agreed that staff development is a vehicle for improving
teaching skills. This result is consistent with Western nations’ studiés and research.

Criss (1990) found that Mississippi teachers perceived staff developmént as a vehicle for
school improvement based on the Mississippi_model of staff development programs. In a
specific staff development program called Active Mathematics Teaching which was -
Aeveloped and validated by Good, Grouws, ancIiN Ebmeier at the University of Missouri,

they found that the program increased teachers’ application of active teaching behaviors
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‘and subsequently also impr.onved, students’ math achievement (Good, Grouws, agd |
Ebmeier, 1983). Gall, Fielding, Schalock, Charters, and Wilczynski (1984) found that
educators who received stéff development programs used particular instructional
approaches more frequently than those who did not rsceive staff development progréms.
More significantly, the students of the trained teachsrs had higher scores on achieVéipeﬁt
tests than those students of non-trsined téachsrs. in addition, King’s (1987) study found
that teachers strongly agreed that professional 'de'velopment programs could improve.
teachers’ tesching skills.

- When the researcher cor.}tinued to examine the degree to which Tainan City public
elementary and junior high school teachers perceived staff development as a vehicle for
improving teaching skills item-by-item, it was found that most of the characteristics of
effective staff development programs that were established in Western nations were
acceptable and applicable in Taiyvan’s educational system. Howéver, three
characteristics were not acéei)ted by Taiwan’s teachers (seé Table 7). The levels “ag_:,rree”.
or “strongly agree” that staff develqpmen’s isa vehicle fos mmproving teaching skills were
both iess than 50%. These three chareicteristics are: (1) the principal serves as the staff
developfnent presenter (135 respondents, or.42. 1%); (2) the principal encourages teachers
fo serve as the staff ‘de'\.(elo'pmen’g presenfsr (156 respondents, or 48.6%); and (3) the
"~ school provides appropriate evaluation after staﬂ.‘ development programs (143
. respondents, or 44.6%).

These findings are not consistent with Western nations’ assumptions anci _

statements. As Levine (1989)' stated, the principal has to be the major model and support
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for the adults in the school. Much literature also indicated that the principe.l’s

instructional leadership may help teachers to “overcome their resistance to implementing
the program’s objectives” (p.10). Teschke (1996) indicated that an effective principal is
the leader of leaders. The principal should empower his/her staff members to show
leadership themsellves. According to Sergiovanni ( 1954), the effective principal preaches,
teaches, and encourages teachers. Sparks (1-992) also pointed out that the principal needs
to encourage teachers to share what they learned from activities. | |

The reason Taiwan teaehers did not perceive that the principal serving as staff

development Iﬁresenter will improve teaching skills may be from a distrust ef the

principal. In Taiwan, the principal never teaches in class after he/she ser.ves as a principal. -
After passing the principalshie examination, principal candidates go to Taipei to rece_ive a
10-week training program. This training program is like a principal’s staff development
program or orientation program. The pr’incipal learns leadership and administration
theories from the training program. After the training program, the principal only needs
to implement administrative affairs in his/her school. Some principals may serve as a
principal for 10 years or longer'and not need to learn newer teaching knowledge. During
the principalship, principals e.re not required to participate in staff development programs.
" In other words, the prin‘cipal.may not know which teachers really need improvement in
their mstructlonal skills. If the principal does not know what teachers really want, the
content the pr1nc1pal presents may not meet teachers’ needs. Then, teachers do not
perceive that the principal who serves as the sltaff developmeet presénter can improve

their teaching skills. This is related to statement 15 that stated that 86.0% of teachers
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~ agreed or stro'ngly. agreed that étaff dévélop’ment program presenters must be '
knowledgeal;le in the field he/she is presenting.
Due to time constraints, teachers do not agree that thegf should serve as staff
developme;nt presenters. Since1998, the Taiwan Department of Education mandated that
.each class sﬁould have no more than 35 students. After 1998, all new classes should not
contain more than 35 students. For ﬁnar‘lc-i'al reasons, there are.still some old clasges that
were established befo;e 1998 that havé more than 35 students today. The teachers nlo1;
only need to prepare teaching m;terials, organize the curriculum contexf, qorreét
Students’ homework, and manage students’ discipline problems; but also need to
implement administrative affairs. Teachers have too llarge' a worklpad to prepare what
they néed to presént to their peers. That may be Why 83.8% respondents agreed and
strongly agreed 'that'if they have time to think about what they learned from staff
development, staff developmgnt can improve teéchjﬂg skills. In addition, 89.4% of the
responde;nts agreéd and strongly agfeed that if they have time to apply what they learned
from staff development, staff deyélopment can improve teaqhing skills. . |
in the follow-up activities c;f staff developmént, respondenté alsc; had a .lovv} level
-of agreement (143 respondents, or 44.6%) to when the school provides appropriate
‘evaluation after the training, staff development can_ifnprove teaching skills. This ﬁnding. '
is different from Westerﬁ nations’ assumptions and findings. As the MS_DE (1985) stated,
staff development should provide follow-up evaluation to enhance teachers’ learning,
Newsome (1997) also indicated that effective staff development programs sﬁould provide

follow-up evaluation. The NSDC (1994) proposed that effective staff development
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programs require an evaluation process that is ongoing and focuses on all levels of the
organization. The reason teachers had a low level of agreement with this characteristic
may be from the pressure of evaluation itself. Teachers want to learn However, the
‘evaluatlon will give them pressure to prepare Teacrrers are selfish before an innovation
is conducted. They consider the questions such as: “Will this innovation influence my
relations with peers?”; “ Will this innovation take too much of my time?”; “ Will this
innovation have negative effects toward me?” . Taiwan teachers_ may bélieve a followlaup'
evaluation will have a negative effect on themselves. Therefore, Taiwan teachers
perceived that the follow-up evaluation will not impror/e tlreir teaching skills.

The findings of the most important and the second most important characteristics

in each area are congruent with Western nations’ change theory. In change theory, the

teacher is the center and the most important element of an educational reform. Therefore,

Taiwan teachers perceived that staff development programs should be congruent with

their individual goals and should consider their limitations in advance. Teachers

perceived that staff development should focus on enhancing their content krlowledge and

developing the most useful teaching strategy. Educational innovation is a process, not an

event. Teachers need time and resources to implement and adapt to the new innovation.
Therefore, teachers perceived that the principal should provide time and resources
necessary to implement staff developrrrent programs, In addition, teachers perceived that

schools should allow them time to apply what they learned after training,
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Hypotheses Tests

All interaction _hypotheses were retained. That means there was no significant
interaction on teachers’ perceptions of staff development as a vehicle for improving
teaching skills between teachers’ educational degree and teaching levels; between
teachers’ educational degree and teacﬁing experience; between educational degree and
gender; between teaching levels and teaching e;(pefience; between teaching levels and
gender; and between t'eaching} experience and gender.” After the ﬁost hoc test, the
researcher found no significant difference in perceptions of staff development as a
vehicle for improving teaching skills among teachers based on their educational degree
and based on their teaching experience. However, the resea~rcher found a significant
difference in perceptions of staff development as a vehicle for improving teaching skills

based on teachers’ teaching levels and based on teachers’ gender.

Educational Degree

No signiﬁcént differences were found in teachers’ perceptions based on
educational degrees they held. This means that all teachers who have diﬁ‘erent
educational degrees have similar perceptions of staff development as a vehicle for
impr_oying teaching skills. Taiwan teachers who have different educational degrees ’
agreed or strongly agreed that staff development is a vehicle for improviné teaching
‘skills.' The result is conéruent with Davis® (1984), Mullins’ (1997), and Pisetsky’s (1979),

related studies. These three researchers-conducted teachers’ staff development needs’
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assessment and found no significant difference in teachers’ perceptions based on different

educational degrees.

Teaching I evels

‘Significant differences were feund’ in perceptions based on different teaching
levels. Elementary school teachers had higher mean scotes than junier high teachere. :
This means that elementary:school teachers had more positive t)erceptions of staff
development as a vehicle for improving teaching skills and. indicates that elementary
school teachers have greater motivation fer receiving staff development programs than
Jumor high school teachers. This result is- ‘congruent with Asm-Manley S (1996) study
that found elementary school teachers have more positive perceptlons of staff -
development as an essential component to achieving school purposes. Davis (1984) also
found elementaty sehool teachers have significantly highér perception scores in staff

development needs assessment than secondary school teachers.

Teaching Experience

No significant diﬂ‘erences were found tn percep,tiotls based on different teaching
experience. This rrteans that even though teachers have different teaching eXperience,
they have similar perceptions of staff development as a vehicle for improving teaching
skills. Taiwan teachets who have different teaching experience aéreed ot strongly agreed
that staff development is a vehicle for impreving teaching skills. This result is congruent -

. with Mullins’ (1997) study. In examining teachers’ perceptions of staff development in
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block scheduled programs, she found no difference in teachers’ perceptions based on
their years of teachjflg experience. However, this result is different from Davis’ (1984)
study. In examining teachere’ needs for in-service training, she found that I_years of
‘teaching experience appeared to be an important variable for perceptions of staff
development. In her study, teachers \I>vho have taught for more than 31 years have -
significantly higher perception scores in staff development needs from teachers who have

taught from 1-10 yeers, 11-20 years, and 21-30 years.

Gender

Significant differences were found in perceptions based on gender. Female-
teachers had higher mean scores than male teechers. This means female teachers Had
more positive perceptlons of staff development as a vehicle for i 1mprov1ng teaching skills
and 1ndlcates that female teachers have greater motivation for recetving staff
development programs than ma.le teachers. This result is different from Davis’ (1984)
Pisetsky’s (1979) and Underwood and Underwood’s (1977) findings. These studies
claimed that the gender of the teacher is not a significant factor in teachers’ perceptions

in regard to staff development.
Recommendations

Based on the findings of this study, the following recommendations are submitted .

for future application and future research:




Y S AV | Ll

109

Future Application

In general, theh findings of this study show that teachers perceive staff
development as a vehicle for improving teaching skills. There is a strong need for staff
development for Taiwan teachers. However, -to aeal with the problems of the principal
not being considered as a knowledgeable presenter in staff development, the principal
should leern how to be an instructional leader and staff developer in current educational
settings. In addition; educational departments should create staff development programs
for principals. Not only do teachers need to learn, the principal also needs to learn. The
principal needs to know what staff development is and to prepefe him/herself to be not
oniy a school manager, but also an instructional leader.

To encourage teachers and other school personnel to participate in staff
development programs to serve as the presenter, the principal may consider a step-by-
step strategy. The folloWing is the strategy:

(1) Find one or two volunteer teachers to serve as staff 'c'levelo.pment program presenters;
(2) Give some incentives or rewards to encourage these volunteer teachers;

(3) Choose the topic that teachers feel familiar with; |

"(4) Appoint a short-time (15-20 ﬁinutes) presentation period at the early stage; and,

(5) Increase the presentation period gradually if necessary.

This strategsr may decrease teachers’ time limitation. After teachers enjoy the
staff develepment activities, they will want to be presenters. The time of preparation is

no longer a problem.




e ol - L1 Ll

110

To deal with the low level of agreement in using appropriate evaluation to
improve teaching skills, one-legged conferencing and open-ended statements of concern
can be used to minimize teéchers’ resistance. One-legged conferencing is an informal |
interview that only takes a few minutes to evaluate what teachers’ learned from staff
development programs. The principal may ask quest’ions such as: “How was the
workshop?”; “Did you ﬁnd-somethjng inte;esting from tﬁe program?”; “Will you apply
what you learned from staff development activities in your classroom, wﬁy,or why nc;t?”
at any place or any time. These quick questions do not take too much of the téachefs’
time. Open-ended statements of concern occupy a few minutes and allow teachers to
describe in writing their comments about staff development in which they participated.
One-legged conferencing and open-ended statements of concern occupy a izery limited
amount of time, normally from two to ten minutes, for evaluatliﬁg what teachers learned
from staff developmer;t programs. In addition, teachers do not need to spend too much
time preparing the answer. I’F is an appropriate method to do follow-up evaluation.

Elemeﬁtary and female school teachers had higher percéption scores in staff
development as a vehicle for improving teaching skills than junior high and male schoolv
teachers. They represent a target pbpulation that supports staff deveiopment programs.
When implementing staff development programs in the future, one can anticipate

conceptual support from elementary and female school teachers.

Future Research

The following recommendations are made:
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€)) Examine the actual praotice of staff development occulring at schools. Since this
study only examined the ideal practice of staff development as perceived by teachers,
the researcher recommends that other researchers examine the actual practice ln the
future.
(2) Examine the differenees between different sul)j ect teachers. This study did not set

teachers’ teaching subjects as anindependent variable. ‘From different subject

teachers’ perceptions, there may be some different findings.

-(3) Examine the difference between public school and private school teachers. This

sfudy did not involve private school teachers. Private, schools receive few resources
from the gove'mment. Private school teachers may have different perceptions of staff

. development and comments when the government requi;es them to participate in staff
development programs. o

(4) Examine students’ perceptiorls of teachers’ improvement in teaching after
participating in staff de\lelopment programs. - Teachers perceived staff development
as a Vehicle for improving teaching skills. However, will their teaching performance
really challge? _Will students feel the diﬂ‘erences? Examimng students’ oerceptions
and their lea.rning outcomes such as test scores may be interesting:

5) Examine the difference between orban teacllers and rural teachers. Usually, urban .
schools have more resources than rural schools. For the different resource allocation
in the educational system urban teachers percepﬁolls of staff development may be
different from rural teachers’ perceptions of staff development.

(6) Let the sampled teachers return the instrument directly to the researcher.
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MISSISSIPPI TEACHER PERCEPTIONS OF STAFF DEVELOPMENT
AS A VEHICLE FOR SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT -

The following statements relate to your perceptions of staff development in your
particular school setting. According to the following scale, please write the
number in the blank by each statement that indicates your level of agreement or -

disagreement. ‘

1. I strongly agree 4. I'would tend to disagree
- 2.Tagree -5. I disagree

3. I would tend to agree : 6. I strongly disagree

Staff development in my school—

prepares me to implement the best practices related to carrying out my job
responsibilities. o :

prepares me to implement research findings related to carrying out my
responsibilities.

__is based upon clear, well-understood, specific goals and objectives that are
congruent with school goals. :

is based upon clear, vs}ell-understood, specific goals and objectives that are
congruent with my personal goals:

focuses on actual school goals, probleins, needs, and plans.
is conducted, whenever feasible, in the school setting.

is conducted in a supportive climate of trust, peer support, open
communication and staff commitment to clearly understood institutional goals.

has three major components: a) school climate; b) professional skills; ¢)
professional knowledge. '

is cooperatively developed by those involved in and affected by the programs. -

-emphasizes the use of rewards, such as opportunity, decision making and

" advancement, upon an individual’s successful completion of the district staff

11.

development plan.

is based on the assessed needs of the participants.
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12. is supported by building level administrators through their participation in staff ‘
development activities. '

13. is'supported by district level administrators through their participation in staff
development activities.

14. provides for folloﬁv-up and assistance to educators as they use their new skills
and understanding in the work setting after they have been trained.

II. . My teaching Level is (check one}
- grades k-6

grades 7-12; if so, subject area

Number of years of teaching experience

IIL My school district has an (check one)
elected superinteﬁdent .
appointed superintendent

IV.  Please circle yes or no |

l.yes no Ihave, or know of a peer who has, served on the district or building staff
development committees.

2.yes no Ihave completed a needs assessment for the purpose of developing staff
development plans.

3.yes no Iam asked to evaluate individual staff development training sessions.
4.yes no Ihave, or know of a peer who has, served as a staff development presenter.

5.yes no My building principal allocates the time necessary for the successful
. implementation of staff development activities.

6.yes no My building principal allocates the resources necessary for the successful
implementation of staff development activities.

7.yes no My building principal actively participate in staff development activities that
are designed for all school personnel.
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8.yes no My building principal has served as a staff develobment presenter.

9.yes no My bu11d1ng principal encourages non-administrative personnel to serve as
staff development presenters.

10. yes no In our building, staff development consists of several sess1ons throughout
* the year based on a common theme.

11.yes no Staff development activities in our building are based on the expressed
* goals and objectives of the school. :

12.yes no Staff development training activities in our school include an :
implementation activity whereby the participants are expected to conduct
follow-through activities in the classroom based on the information
presented in the staff development session.
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P.O. Box 1254
Hayesville, NC 28904
February 23, 1999

Cheng-Yu Hsieh
~ 605 Peter Koch Tower
Bozeman, MT 59715

Dear Cheng-Yu Hsieh:

* It is my pleasure to grant you permission to use my doctoral dissertation survey
instrument. Please feel free to modify it in whatever manner suits the need of your study.
Best wishes. ' : -

Sincerely, .

Gail D. Criss
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The Panel of Judges Used to Establish the Validity of the “TAINAN CITY TEACHER

- PERCEPTIONS OF STAFF DEVELOPMENT AS A VEHICLE FOR IMPROVING
TEACHIN G SKILLS SURVEY.”

: Dr Wang, Zong-Tsai: Dean of Graduate School of National Tainan Teachers College.
Tainan City, Taiwan-(also translation reviewer, graduated from

- University of Northern Colorado).

" Dr. Hwang, Tsong-Héiang: Director of the President’s Office of National Tainan
Teachers College. Tainan City, Taiwan (also translation
‘reviewer, graduated from the Ohio State University).

Mr. Shih, Hong-Yan: Assistant Superintendent on Tainan City Department of Educat1on
Tainan City, Taiwan. : -
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TAINAN CITY TEACHER PERCEPTIONS OF STAFF DEVELOPMENT AS A
VEHICLE FOR IMPROVING TEACHING SKILLS SURVEY

In order to prov1de information for holding staff development activities, the purpose of
this instrument is to get your perceptions of staff development as a vehicle for improving
teachers’ teaching skills. There are five sections in this instrument. Section I includes 21
statements. Each statement includes one characteristic of staff development. There is a 6-
point scale on each statement. Please circle the number by the statement that indicates
your level of disagreement or agreement. Section II, III; and IV include questions that are
related to your individual background. Please place a check mark in front of the answers
that best express your individual background. Section V asks you whether you want to
receive an executive summary of the study results or not. If you wish to receive a copy of
the results, please check the YES box.

[Section I]

In the following six-point Likert scale, indicate your level of disagreement or agreement
with each statement. According to your perceptions, do you think staff development
programs that include the noted characteristics will improve your teaching skills? Please
circle the number at the end of each statement. In addition, this section divides staff
development into planning, implementation, supporting, and follow-up areas. According
to your perceptions, please answer the most important and the second most important
characteristics at the end of each area.

1. ISTRONGLY DISAGREE 4. IS SOMEWHAT AGREE
2. I DISAGREE - 5.1AGREE
3. ISOMEWHAT DISAGREE 6.1 STRONGLY AGREE

PLANNING OF STAFF DEVELOPMENT

1. My teaching skills will be improved if teacher representatives are
involved in the planning or decision-making process of staff :
deVelOPMEnt. ..ot 123456

2. My teaching skills will be imﬁroved if staff development programs
focus on preparing teachers to implement the best practices related
to carrying out their job responsibilities............ fn s tnetn e tniatnan s 1 23456

'3. My teaching skills will be improved if staff development programs
are based upon clear, well-understood, speciﬂc goals and objectives
that are congruent with the vision, the mission, and the goals of
Tainan City’s Department of Education. .. e i1 273 4 506
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Do you remember the scale that indicates your level of disagreement or agreement?

1. ISTRONGLY DISAGREE 4. ISSOMEWHAT AGREE
2. IDISAGREE ' 5.1 AGREE
3. ISOMEWHAT DISAGREE 6. 1 STRONGLY AGREE

4. My teaching skills will be improved if staff development programs
are based upon clear, well-understood, specific goals and objectives
~ that are congruent with school goals...................................1 23 45 ¢

5. My teaching skills will be improved if staff development programs
are based upon clear, well-understood, specific goals and objectives

that are congruent with personal goals......................................... 123456

6. My teaching skills will be imp'roved if the staff development
program purveyor considers the limitations such as participants’ :
schedule, transportation, food, and living location in advance.............1 2 3 4 5 6

Among statement 1 to statement 6, which characteristic is the most important?

Among statement 1 to statement 6, which characteristic is the second most important?

IMPLEMENTATION OF STAFF DEVELOPMENT

7. My teaching skills will be improved if staff development programs
are conducted in a supportive, open, collaborative, informal, trustful,
and respectful climate................................o v 1 2 3 45 6

8. My teaching skills will be improved if staff devélopment progr,a.rﬁs
focus on constructivist learning methods such as peer coaching, action :
research, journal writing, small-group problem solving........................... 1 23456

9. My teaching skills will be improved if my school can determine its
own staff development activities rather than having uniform activities

occurring throughout the whole City............cccooooooiioiiiiiiic, 123456

10. My teaching skills will be improved if staff development programs

include a variety of activities designed for adult learners such as the :

use of prior experiences and real world applications................................. 123456
11. My teaching skills will be improved if staff development programs '

focus on enhancing teachers’ repertoire of teaching skills and content
knowledge...........ccoviiiiiiie 1 23 4 5 6




e e Y0 S N — | LU

135
Do you remember the scale that indicates your level of disagreement or égreement?

1. ISTRONGLY DISAGREE 4. ISOMEWHAT AGREE
2. IDISAGREE 5. IAGREE
3. 1 SOMEWHAT DISAGREE 6. I STRONGLY AGREE

12. My teaching skills will be improved if staff development programs
focus on helping teachers develop the understanding of the most :
useful ways of representing the ideas of specific disciplines.................... 1 23 456

13 My teaching skills will be improved if staff development programs -
. focuses on helping teachers understand how to create and maintain
appropriate, orderly teaching and learning environments.......................... 123456

14. My teaching skills will be improved if staff development program :
presenter is knowledgeable in the field he/she is presenting............. .. .1 23 456

15. My teaching skills will be 1mproved if staff development program
presenter can explain the content in clear and concrete, rather than |
abstract and theoretical terms.......................................... s 123456

Among statement 7 to statement 15, which characteristic is the most important?

Among statement 7 to statement 15, which characteristic is the second most
imporitant?

SUPPORTING OF STAFF DEVELOPMENT

16. My teaching skills will be improved if the principal allocates
the time necessary for the successful implementation of staff
development Programs..............cccocooo.vveeiiiiisiniii i1 23 405 6

17. My teaching skills will be improved if the principal allocates the
resources necessary for the successful implementation of staff
development Programs...........cccocoeevriiieieiie e i1 23 45 6

18. My teachmg skills will be improved if the principal actlvely
participates in staff development programs that are designed
for all school personnel........................coooiiiiiii 123456

19. My teaching skills will be 1mproved if the pr1n01pal serves as a staff
development presenter. .. 123 4 5 6
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Do you remember the scale that indicates your level of disagreement or agreement?
1. ISTRONGLY DISAGREE 4.1 SOMEWHAT AGREE

2. IDISAGREE ' S.I AGREE _
3. ISOMEWHAT DISAGREE 6. I STRONGLY AGREE

20. My teaching skills will be improved if ;che pfincipal encourages

teachers to serve as staff development presenters...........................1 2 3 4 § 6
Among statement 16 to statement 20, which characteristic is fhe most important?
Among statement 16 to statement 20, which ch'aractéristi,c 1s the second most

important? |

FOLLOW-UP ACTIVITIES OF STAFF DEVELOPMEI;IT‘

21. My teaching skills.will be improved if the participants have sufficient

time to think, develop, reflect, discuss with peers, and apply what they

learned from staff development programs. In other words, have

follow-up activities and assistance after teachers have been trained.......... 1-2 3 456
IL. Your current educat%onal degrees (please check one) |
___ASSOCIATE

___ BACHELORS

_ MASTERS

II. Number of years of your current teaching experience (check one)

____2-10 YEARS | |

__ 11-20 YEARS |

___BEYOND 21 YEARS

IV. Your gender (check one) c

- FEMALE
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V. Do you want to receive the summary of study results? (check one)

YES

NO
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TAINAN CITY TEACHER PERCEPTIONS OF STAFF DEVELOPMENT AS A
VEHICLE FOR IMPROVING TEACHING SKILLS SURVEY

In order to provide information for holding staff development activities, the purpose of
this instrument is to gét your perceptions of staff development as a vehicle for improving
teachers’ teaching skills. There are five sections in this instrument. Section I includes 25
statements. Each statemerit includes one characteristic of staff development. There is a 6-
point scale on each statement. Please circle the number by the statement that indicates
your level of disagreement or agreement. Section IL, 111, and IV include questions that are
related to your individual background. Please place a check mark in front of the answers
that best express your individual background. Section V asks you whether you want to
receive a executive summary of the study results or not. If you wish to receive a copy of
the results, please check the YES box. ' '

[Section I]

In the following six-point Likert scale, indicate your level of disagreement or agreement
with each statement. According to your perception, do you think staff devélopment ,
programs that include the noted characteristics will improve your teaching skills? Please
circle the number at the end of each statement. In addition, this section divides staff
development into planning, implementation, supporting, and follow-up areas. According
to your perceptions, please answer the most important and the second important '
characteristics at the end of each area. '

1. ISTRONGLY DISAGREE 4. 1 SOMEWHAT AGREE
2. IDISAGREE 5. IAGREE
3. ISOMEWHAT DISAGREE 6.1 STRONGLY AGREE

PLANNING OF STAFF DEVELOPMENT

. SD.D.Sd. Sa. A. SA
1. My teaching skills will be improved if teacher representatives are '

. involved in the planning or decision-making process of staff

development Programs................co.o.ovivevvieeeeeeeeeooooooeoo 1 23 456

2. My teaching skills will be improved if staff developmeht programs
focus on preparing teachers to implement the best practices related
' to carrying out teaching responsibilities........................................ 1 2 3 4 5 6
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SD.D.Sd. Sa. A. SA

3. My teaching skills will be improved if staff development programs
are congruent with the goals of Tainan City’s Department of
BEducation...............ccoooiinn e

4. My te.achjngv skills will be improved if staff development programs .
are congruent with my school goals......................... e 1 23 4 5 6

5. My teaching skills will be improved if staff development programs
are congruent with my personal goals................c.............o 1 2 3 4°'5 6

6. My teaching skills will be improved if the staff development
program purveyor considers the limitations such as participants’
schedule, transportation, food, and living location in advance. ......... .. 1 2 3 4 5 6

Among statement 1 to statement 6, which characteristic is the most important?

Among statement 1 to statement 6, which characteristic is the second most important?

IMPLEMENTATION OF STAFF DEVELOPMENT

7. My teaching skills will be improved if staff development programs _

. are conducted in a supportive and collaborative climate.......... e 1 2 3 4.5 6
8.My teaching skills will be improved if staff development programs

focus on constructivist learning methods such as peer coaching, action

research, journal writing, or small-group problem solving...............1 2 3 4 5 §

9.My teaching skills will be ir'nbroved if my school can determine its .
own staff development activities........................................ SR 1 2 3 4 5 6

10. My teaching skills will be improved if staff development programs
include a variety of activities designed for adult learners such as the
use of prior experiences and real.world applications. il 203 40506

11. My teaching skills will be improved if staff development programs
focus on enhancing teachers’ content knowledge.......................... 123 4 5 6

-12. My teaching skills will be improved if staff development programs
focus on helping teachers develop an understanding of the most’ :
useful ways of representing the ideas of specific disciplines.............1 2 3 4 5 ¢
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SD. D. Sd. Sa. A. SA

13. My teaching skills will be improved if staff development programs
focus on helping teachers understand how to create and maintain .
appropriate, orderly teaching and learning environments..................1 2 3 4 5 6

14. My teaching skills will be improved if the staff development
program presenter is knowledgeable in the field he/she is
‘presenting.......................................7‘.._ ............................... 1 2 3 4 5 6

15. My teaching skills will be improved if the staff development
program presenters use clear and practical terms to describe the
COMICIE. .. ..o e 1 2 3 4 5 6

Among statement 7 to statement 15, which characteristic is the mos? important?

Among statement 7 to statement 15, which characteristic is the second most
important? : :

SUPPORTING OF STAFF DEVELOPMENT .

16. My teaching skills will be improved if the principal allocates the
time necessary for the successful implementation of staff
development Programs....................cooooveooocoreoooeo 1 23 456

17. My teaching skills will be improved if the principal allocates the
resources necessary for the successful implementation of staff
development Programs. ..............co...coov.ouereeroveeooeooeoooooo 1 23 456

18.My teaching skills will be improved.if the principal actively
participates in staff development programs that are designed
for all school personnel.....................cccoovevevrerceen . e, 1 23 456

1

19.My teaching skills will be improvéd if the principal serves as a
staff development presenter....................cococovveeerov oo 1 23 456

20.My teaching skills will be improved if the principal encourages |
teachers to serve as staff development presenters........................... 1 23 45 6

Among statement 16 to statement 20, which characteristic is the most important?

Among statement 16 to statement 20, which characteristic is the second most
important? :
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SD.D. Sd. Sa. A. SA
FOLLOW-UP ACTIVITIES OF STAFF DEVELOPMENT

21.My teaching skills will be improved if T have sufficient time to .
think about what I learned from staff development activities............. 1 2 3 4 5 6-

22. My teaching skills will be improved if I have sufficient time to
apply what I learned from the staff development activities.............. 1 2 34 5 6

23.My teaching skills will be improved if I have sufficient time to
discuss what I learned from staff development activities with other
teachers..................... Y 1 2 3 4 5 6

' 24.My teaching skills will be improved if my school provides
necessary follow-up assistance.......................................... .. 1 2 3 4 5 6

25.My teaching skills will be improved if my school appropriately
evaluates what I learned from the staff development activities.......... 1 2 3 4 5 6

Among statement 21 to statement 25, which characteristic is the most important?
Among statement 21 to statement 25, Whi'ch characteristic is the second most
important?

[Sec.tion ] |
Your current educational degree (please check one) |
_ ASSOCIATE

__BACHELORS
__ MASTERS

[Section IIT]

Including the current year, the total years of your teaching experience (check one)

___ 2-5YEARS,
____6-10 YEARS;"

___ 11-20 YEARS,
___BEYOND 21 YEARS
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_ [Sec'tion 1v]
| Your gender- (check oﬁe) | ‘
| ___MALE
__FEMALE
| . [Section V]

Do you want to receive the executive summary of study results? (check one)
YES
NO

YA B
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Dear Teacher:

The Taiwan Department of Education mandates that elementary and secondary school
teachers have to participate in staff development programs of at least 18 hours each year
or 90 hours within 5 years. This law could greatly affect the quality of teachers’ staff
development and our schools' development. However, few studies have examined
whether teachers perceive staff development as useful for improving teachers’ teaching
skills. Therefore, this study will attempt to determine the degree to which Tainan City
teachers perceive staff development as a vehicle for improving teachers’ teaching skills.

. To gain a city wide educational perspective, you have been selected to participate in this
survey. Please take a few minutes to complete the survey. I hope that the information we -
obtain from this survey will act as a benchmark to guide your own staff development and

" possibly help others in the education profession. -

Of course, your replies will ‘be.held in complete confidence. The sufvey has an
identification number for mailing and follow-up purposes only. All responses will be
reported in group statistics. Your name will never appear in the study.

The results of this study will be made available to the superintendent of Tainan City
Department of Education. You may receive a summary of results by checking the YES .
box of “want to receive the executive summary of study results” on section V of the
survey. ' '

'After finishing the survey, please return it to the representative who gave you this survey
by December 3. 1999. 1 am looking forward to receiving your completed survey and
comments. )

Your cooperation is most important to this étudy and I shall be grateful for your response.
Sincerely,

Cheng-Yu Hsieh
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"~ APPENDIX H

SAMPLE FROM ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS




Sample from Elementary Schools
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() LU

Elementary School

School Mailing Number Useable Return Useable Return Rate
‘ Number
Sheng-Li 10 10 100.00%
Elementary School
Bo-Ai Elementary 3 3 100.00%
Schol
Da-Tong 5 4 80.00%
Elementary School :
Dong-Kuang 12 11 91:67%
__Elementary School _
De-Gao Elementary 9 9 100.00%
School '
Chung-Shiu 12 12 100.00%
Elementary School
Hu-Hsin Elementary 11 11 100.00%
School
Chung-Ming 10 10 100.00% °
Elementary School
Chih-Kai 3 3 100.00%
Elementary School
Hsin-Hsin 3 3 100.00%
Elementary School ]
Zi-Hsin Elementary 11 11 100.00%
School
Yuang-Hwa 11 10 90.91%
Elementary School B
Si-Shu Elementary 2 2 100.00%
School
Hseng-Gong 8 8 100.00%
Elementary School »
Long-Gang 2 2 100.00%
Elementary School
Sai-Jing Elementary 1 1 100.00%
School
Hsin-Nan 9 8 88.89%
Elementary School
Li-Zen Elementary 10 10 100.00%
School
Gong-Yuan 7 7 100.00%
Elementary School
Kai-Yuan 6 5 83.33%
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Elementary School

Continued
School - Mailing Number - |  Useable Return | Useable Return Rate
- ‘ Number ' ‘
Da-Kuang 7 7 100.00%
Elementary School , |
‘ Da-Gang | 11 9 81.82%
Elementary School , '
Chung-Yi 4 4 100.00%
Elementary School : ,
Yuang-Hu 4 4 100.00%
Elementary School ,
Jing-Shih 8 7 87.50%
Elementary School
Si-Men Elementary 3 3 100.00%
School ‘ '
Ann-Ching 7 7 100.00%.
__Elementary School . : '
Ann-Dang 5 3 60.00%
Elementary School '
Hi- Dang 6 5 83.33%
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APPENDIX I

S'AMPLE: FROM JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOLS -




Sample From Junior High Schools
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Useable Return Rate

School Mailing Number Useable Return
Number
Ho-Jia Junior High 12 9 75.00%
School
Chung-Hsiao Junior 7 - 6 85.71%
High School
Hu-Hsin Junior 15 13 86.67%
High School
Da-Chen Junior 15 9 60.00%
High School
Hsin-Hsih Junior 16 13 81.25%
" High School :
. Nan-Ning Junior 5 3 60.00%
High School
Cheng-Kong Junior 4 4 100.00%
High School )
Ming-De Junior 12 11 91.67%
High School
Win-Hsiang Junior 9 9 100.00%
High School
Chung-Hsang Junior 17 16 94.12%
High School
Jeng-Hsin Junior 14 11 - 18.57%
High School
Ann-Ping Junior 10 10 100.00%
High School
Tu-Chen Junior 9 8 88.89%
High School
Ann-Hsuang Junior 13 . 10 76.92% -
High School :
Total 158 132 83.54%
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