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Workshops must grapple
yiththe hard realities of in-
fiencing human behavior.
What makes them work?
What are the ingredients
of an effective workshop?
Which innovations are
Worth developing? What
is the formula for real
success? Here are the
stories of three work-
shops that served as the
catalysts for change.
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The Committee on Teacher Behavior! (CTB) is an
agency of the Physical Educauon Divislon Commission
p of . The CTB explicifly has
been charged with conducting activitics designed to in-
fluence the teaching operations of physical educators in
public schools and colleges. Members of the CTB have
been engaged in the work of identifying alternative styles
teaching b:]mwar and in ll;e development of methods
for these 10 physical
The end result sought through the work of the CTB is
the introduction of new teaching behaviors as well as the
stimulation of concern and systematic thought about the
problems and possibilities of the teaching act.

After preliminary work had been completed, the CTB
met at Rutgers University in the spring of 1969 to plan
a pillot teacher behavior workshop, One surprising fact
immedintely became apparent, The members of the CTR

shared a number of serious doubts concerning the ef-

THE WORKSHOP
THAT WORKED

fectiveness of the short-term workshop as a model for
influencing teacher behavior. Three general problems
were uppermost in their minds: (1) although seme
ideas catch on like wild fire in physical education, teach-
er behavior ftsell remains remarkably resistant to change
on any large scale; (2) although teachers can be inter-
ested, excited, and even convinced in the course of o
two day workshop, inevitably they must return to a work
environment that contains all of the forces that shaped
their preworkshop behavidr—with consequent loss of
motivation to implement new teaching styles; and (3)
although the workshop has been a favorite vehicle by
which professional associations attempt to influence their
members, there unfortunately has been livle eflort de-
voted to measuring the actual impact of workshops on
participant behavior. As a result, there is litle informa-
tion on which to base decisions about the proper design
of effective workshops.

As a consequence of such concerns, the CTB under-
wok o posrulara the problems that seemed most likely
to limit the edl: af short-t I ta
design a “logically appropriste™ response to each prob-
lem. Five problems were identified (operating limitations
necessarily excluded some problems that were not within
the control of the committee) and appropriate responses
were used in the design of the pilot workshop.
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‘The CTB Pilot Workshop was held at Temple Univer-
sty in November 1969, Seventy-eight confirmed reg-
istrants were present—all but a handful staying for the
full two and one-half days. Approximately half of the
perticipants were men; 62% were prolessional teacher
esducators,

Feedback was solicited from participants throughout the
workshop, In the closing session, half of the registered
particly pleted an op d questionnai

it to the p, tentative Jusi
frmed by the CTB stafl were combined with participant
mkgummnﬂ»dmnguWWMﬂunnthebm

Discussion
Groups

A second outcome of the follow-up analysis is the con-
clusion that each of the CTB's responses to the postulated
problem arcas can be reviewed in the light of several
kinds of relevant evaluative information, It already is ap-
parent that some responses succeeded beyond our most
optimistic expectation, while other responses simply fell
flat.

Most of the responses to Problem I (The Credibility
Gap) appeared to be effective, although it was clear that
teachers want even more demonstrations than the de-
sign provided, The learning-cycle pattern, as a response
to Problem IT (Suppression of Talk-Back), was a re-
sounding success, but the plan to segregate some groups

Talk-Back
Group

to be
T’Imail The mail questionnaire inquired into:

is information was

for improving the
tion was obtained through a com&nanm
off spectﬁc rating questions and open-end ques-

1, i
udpunts protuxlmnl responglbﬂ:ry

On January 1, 1970, 69 questionnaires were mailed 1o
the participants in the pi‘Lu: workshop. Through the use
o mailing and follow-up techniques developed by
Saclling? a response of 3% was obtained by the cut-off
?ﬁh:hre'hrulry 1. A second follow-up was carried out

ay.

Detailed information obtained from an analysis of the
-up is now in the hands of the CTB. Several items
this report may be of particular interest to readers

ol JOHPER who are concerned with the desipn of short-
lerm workshops.

The most interesting and encouraging fact is that, to
tbe degree that self-report reflects actual events, the work-
%op had a substantial and diversified influence on the
Pofessional lives of those who atiended; 63% of the par-
“cipants described actual i of change
n kach.l.ng behavior—in the gymnasium and in the class-

Also, 75% of the participants reported other be-
‘“im related to teaching, such as reading books on
hﬂ:hﬁ— behavior, use of workshop ideas in supervision,

g special courses for undergraduate majors, and
“educting their own workshops on teacher behaviar.

Hiree

the par-

e

by role had liwle impact other than to irri-
tate people (most particularly the student group). The
plan to confront Problem IIT (Diffuse Objectives) by
creating a single focus for the workshop received near
unanimous approval from active teachers and near unani-
mous disapproval by state, district, and departmental ad-
ministrators.

The two-part response to Problem IV (Inefficiency)
produced clear-cut results. The high intensity schedule
for workshop activity taxed everyone’s physical and pay-
chological capacity—but not beyond an acceptable point.
Eweryone recovered and few seemed to regret the hard
work involved. The focos on teacher educators apparent-
lypndo&‘handmnﬂyhmnmofﬂ:mmono(mk—
shop materials into mﬂm lramm,g pmgrams The CT‘B

for diffusion t.hmn\gh public school teachers,

Members of the CTB feel that an even better work-
shop can be designed. The CTB has found AAHPER
inclined to support and encourage breaks with tradition
—even when the ideas obviously are controversial. With
this in mind it is certain that future workshops will take
yet other forms, Workshops for the real world must not
focus on vague old goals such as stimulation, refresher
expericnces, the swapping of handy ideas, the sharing of
problems, or even “professional dialogue.” Instead, work-
shops must grapple with the hard realities of attempting
to influence human behavior, Within certain limits, the
CTB is convinced that short-term workshops can be made
to work.
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PROBLEM I (The Credibility Gap)

Short-term workshops suffer from a severe and per-
vasive gap between the idealized behaviors present-
ed and what teachers believe to be practical and
possible in their real world. The most common com-
ment heard at a workshop is: “Sure, an expert can

t up and talk about whnl we should do (or even
5mm|mle i1), but he could never do H—{with my
students), (at my level), (in my school situation),
(in a real gym), etc.

RESPONSE 1

1. Provide emphasis on live demonstrations rather
than talk,

2, Use intact classes in real physical education en-
vironments.

3 ]lwludg a variety of age and grade levels in dem-

4, A\'mrl selecl.lon of particularly well-skilled or
well-behaved classes

5. Avoid any e:l.emhre preparation of students for
demonstrations

PROBLEM Il (Suppression of Talk-Back)

Shert-term frequently create a set of con-
ditions within which the participants acquire an in-
ﬂ'bwnl bﬁ}og of W:wem ah}ﬂ:ﬂom unasked

of this withholdin, process is a gmmug teehna of
alicnation from shop process, personal
frustration, and the inclination to reject the sug-
gested behaviors. The causes for this situation lic
in: (1) the use of groups within which genuine
discussion is wnwi or impossible, (2) lnde at-
tention to provision for critical feedback from
ticipants, and (3) patterns of organization which
force individuals of widely differing status to inter-
act on sensitive matters—without adequate prep-
aration or protection for behaviers that may be
perccived as threatening.

RESPONSE it

1. Di\-'jde the workshop into groups that are de-
ed o be apgupﬂal.e gu ﬁ function in-

v ved. A single cle within the work-
shop will consist of: (I) group lecture to
present a major clement of teacher behavior, (2)

several medium sized groups to demonstrate the

behaviar, (3) many small groups for frank dis-

cussion 1mm=dml.e{y after the demonstration

(each group with a workshop leader), and (4) a

large group g:suun in which the leaders and

with ions and

COMmEnLs tﬂ)m the small discussion grow
Each workshop day would contain a mum
of such learning cycles.

2. Separate public school teachers, teacher edu-
cators, administrators, and students into homo-

eneous groups for all small discussion sections,
her educators will be separated for some
demonstrations,

3. Do not allow workshop leaders who have just
given a presentation demonstration to be pres-
ent in the following small group discussions,

4. Do not allow the total workshop enroliment to
exceed a size that would place more than 20 par-
ticipants in each small discussion group.

PROBLEM 111 (Diffuse Objectives)

Wncubupsn&mmdiﬂmeormuﬂlmu?u 1
th ect to participants e
e S o e e T2
e;lxnem‘.e (one containing a varicty of contents ang
points of view) and fr mag our egalitarian wunujl.
o teach.

ment to the notion that one man’s a)
ing is potentially as good as that of any ather man,

RESPONSE 11l

1. Sclect one way of looklng at and thinking aboy
allemnuw. teaching styles. Use that basic modd

to organize the entire Wlh!ll)p experlenc:

2. Recreit a growp of leaders all of whom unde.
stand the ap; selected well enough to worg
with it in t contact with children and other
teachers—whether or not it is an approach t
teaching that they regularly use or particularly
espouse,

3. Put all of the mechanisms of the workshop and
all of the intellectunl resources of the leaders
at the service of one set of easily identified propo-
sitions and msml the ideas one at a time, in 2
orderly sequen

PROBLEM [V (Inefficiency)

Short-term workshops too often are inefficlent i
their use of time and expert résources and in the
selection of target populations for attendance,

RESPONSE IV

1. Professionals from all levels may be invited but
teacher cducators st ucr:vef; be recrudted.
Teacher edg'cmrs are- lhe appropriate mm

of the potential fur e:pmded pay-ofl.

2. The workshop must make full use of the time
available (2% days in this case), Work days
will average 12 hours. Groups will be formed,
di.ssohed, and moved with minimem loss of

3 Wud:ln the pattern described in 11 above, al
leadership personnel must be engaged in face 10
face contact with participants during the larges!
possible portion of the work day.

PROBLEM V (Feedback and Evaluation)

Workshop procedures cannot intelligently be de-
signed or revised because workshop planning OﬂH
rare!ly includes attention to evaluation of pmess
results.

RESFONSE ¥

1. Provide vehicles for evaluative feedback from
participants during the course of the workshop-

2.7 formal foll by mall
after the workshop, both on short term and 1998
term bases.

3. Focus follow-up quesnons on; (1) obititt

eviden the
or absence of clmnges in :em:lung beM\"W 1,
direct consequence of the workshop, and
soliciting opinions and adviee from partici]
muoemmg the revision of workshop
tion and procedures.
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