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traced frem its crigins in Europe in the seventeenth century and in
the United States normal school schools of the 1820's. These schools
served for practice, as models ot the desired teaching metheods and
fFrcvided cpportunities for student teaching. Even tetore 19G0 the-

function of the
recognized tc

schocls was being deba&ed and the need was}
use them as experimental’ schools to test and:

deponstrate new techniques and materials. The student hody in campug”

schools tended tc be highly selected and inadequate 1n number tg/

et

serve expanding programs of teacher educaticn. In the late 12604 s
much student teaching was transterred tc public schools and the
ccncer#® of teacher education was changed to increase the

ccllatoratior ketween schocls and colleges

with a resultant demand

fcr mcre resgponsibility for, the classrocn teachers in student
teaching and accreditation. The new emphasis is on a joint enterprise
by public schocls, universities and colleges, the ccmmunity, and

related public agencies

The mears ot disseminating.the results of

experimentaticn and research must be improved it canpus schools are

v tc have a useful future, and there mrust be opportunities tor
curriculum develcopment and protessional leadership. There is a need
for flexikle facilities which car be adapted to a variety ot uses,
and laboratory facilities devoted primarily tc inservice education.

. The activities should te defined and limited to thcse which can make
a unigue contribution to the program ot the sponsoring agenciei. (MBM)
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FOREWORD

In times when school personnel preparation is variegated and diffuseqd
--administratively, experientally, geographically, and chronologically--it
isﬁalmost startling to read about laboratory schools as an entity. Once
the typical locus of professional observation and laboratory experiences,
research, and%expérimentation, laboratory schools in recent years have
been severely maligned by many, rejunenated for distinct roles not carried
out in public schools in several places, and defended: as -were -and-are by
few indeed. Dorothy McGeoch provides a sound perSpective‘needed in
thinking through the present and future of luboratory bChOOlS.

Like all aspects of higher education, laboratory schools nust make
unlque contributions and thereby pay their way. But they should not be
subjected to hasty and ill-conceived reconstitution and discontinuation.
Dr. McGeoch's long involvement in professional teacher eduiation has given
her knowledge, ideas, and vision useful in analyzing and interpreting
laboratory schools uniqué‘roles.

This monogréph is useful in itself, and it is a point of departure  »
for people seeking further reading in depth and diversity. The author
extends a challengé'to develop laboratory schocls whose contributions

are research, experimentation, and dissemination. She rejects defensive-

ness, and advocates leadership "in developing a wide variety of new

centers and facilities.'" When she notes the adapt-or-die situation facing

~laboratory schools, she provides a strong éhallenge indeed to the friends

of laboratory schools.

Dr. McGeoch's ideasiﬁresented in ‘this paper, however, are not neces-
sarily those of the Clearinghouse or any of its sponsors--the American _
Association of Colleges for Teacher Lducatlon, the Association of Teacher

Educators, and the National Comn1551on on Teacher Lducation and Profes-

~sional Standards. Neither, as noted on the basic:cover, do points of

view or opinions expressed here neccessarily represent official Office of
Education position or policy.

The references accompanying this paper serve as-a guide to those
desiring to read more deeply. They may be expanded and updated by using

the descriptors (index terms) listed with the abstract of this paper to

“ check recent issues of Rescarch in Education (RIE) and Current Tadex to

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Journals in Education (CIJE). Both RIE and -CLJE usc the samc descriptors.

iid : :3



Another but less satisfactory way to keep alert to specific topics
such as this onc is to learn which clearinghouses are most likely to
process new documents on laboratory schools. Documents in RIE are listed
in blocks according to the clearinghouse code letters which processed "
them, beginning with the ERIC Clearinghouse on Adult Education (AC) and
ending with the ERIC Clearinghouse on Vocational and Technical Education
(VT). Each clearinghouse's code letters, listed at ﬁﬁé beginning of
RIE, apﬁear opposite the ED number at the beginning of each entry. "SP"
(School Personnel) designates documents processed by the ERIC Clearing-
house on Teacher Educatioﬁ. Documents about laboratory schools are most
1iké1y to be processed by this Clearinghouse,

In addition to using the ERIC Thesaurus, RIE, CIJE, and various ERIC
indexes, you will find it helpful to be placed on the mailing list of the
ERIC clearinghouses which are iikely to abstvact and index as wgll as
develop publications pertinent to your needs and interests. The news-
letters are provided on a complimentafy basis on request to the indi-
vidual clearinghouses. )

After becoming efficient in using ERIC searching tools and tech- %
niques you can develop your own specified bibliographiés. The indexing/)
system can refine your search to the point where you read onfy entries'/
that meet your specifications. In many cases, reading the abstracts will
be ‘adequate for your néeds; in othex casges you may wish to use the infor-
mation which ERIC provides to secure documents from either the original
publishers or from fhc ERIC Document Reproduction Service. (See Order-
ing Information).

For readers uncertain how to use‘ERIC capabilities effectively, we
recommend the foilowing which are available in microfiche and hardcopy
through the ERIC Document Reprohuction Service: (a) How To Conduct a
Search Through ERIC, ED 036 499, microfiche, 65¢; hardcopy, $3.29; (b)
Instructional Materials on Educational Resources Information Center
(ERIC). Part Two. Information Sheets on ERIC, ED 043 580, microfiche,

65¢; hardcopy, $3.29. Item "b" is available as a complimentary item,

while the supply lasts, from this Clearinghouse. Instructions for order-

ing ERIC materials arc given in 'Ordering Information'" which follows.

ji
i)

-~Joel L. Burdin

ire i
June 1971 Director

iv
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ABSTRACT
3? | )

The development of the campus' laboratory school is traced fiom its
origins in Europe in the scventeenth century and in the United States
normal schools of the 1820's. These schools SLIVCdeOI practice, as
models of the desired teaching methods and provided”opportunities for
student teaching. Even betore 1900 the function of the schools was being
debated, and the need was recognized to use them as experimental schools
to test and demonstrate new techniques and materials. The student body
in campus schools tended to be highly selccted and inadequate in number
to serve expanding programs of teacher education. In the late 1960's
much student teaching was transferred to public schools and the concept
of teacher .education was changed to increase the collaboration between
schools and colleges, with a resultant .demand for more responsibility
for the classroom teachers in student teaching and -accreditation. The
new emphasis is on a joint enterprise by public schools, universities
and colleges, the community, and related public agencies. The means of
disseminating the results of experimentation and rescarch must be improved
if campus schools are to have a useful future, and there must be oppor-
tunities for curriculum development and professional leadership. There
is a need for flexible facilities which can be adapted to a variety of
uses, and laboratory,facilities devoted primarily to inservice education,
The activities should be defined and limited to those which can make a
unique contribution to the program of the sponsoring agencies. (MBM)

—
ERIC DESCRIPTORS ¢

To expand a bibliography using ERIC, descriptors or search terms
are used. To use a descriptor: (1) Look up the descriptor in the
SUBJECT INDEX of monthly, semi-annual, or annual issuc of Research in
Education (RIE). (2) Beneath the descriptors you will find title(s)
of documents. Decide which title(s) you wish to pursue. (3) Note the
"ED" number beside the title. (4) Look up the YED" number in the
"DOCUMENT RESUME SECTION'" of the appropriate issuec of RIE. With the
number you will find a summary of the document and often the document's
cost in microfiche and/or hard copy: (5) Repeat the above procedure,
if desired, for other issucs of RIE and for other deqcrlptors.‘ (6) For
1nformat10n about how to order ERIC documents, turn to the back pages
of RIE. (7) Indexes and annotations of Journal articles can b% found
in Current Index to Jouinals in LEducation by following the same proce-
dure. Periodical articles cannot be scciired through ERIC,

TOPIC: "The Campus Laboratory Schools: Phoenix or Dodo Bird."
DESCRIPTORS TO USE IN CONTINUING SEARCH OF RIE AND CIJE:

*College School Cooperation
Educational Histcry -
=y Educational Improvement
‘Imservice Teacher Education
*Laboratory Schools
*Student Teaching
*Teacher Education
Teaching Expericnce

@ *Astericks indicate major descriptors.

ERIC

PAruntext provided by eric fe
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ABOUT ERIC

i

The Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) forms a nationwide
information system established by the U.S. Office of Education, designed to
serve and advance American education., .Its basic objective is to provide ideas
and information on significant current documents (e.g., research veports,
articles, theoreticual papers, program descriptions, published or unpublished
conference papers, newsletters, and curriculum guides or studies) and to pub-
licize the availability of such documents. Central ERIC is the term given to
the function of the U.S. Office of Education, which provides policy, coordi-
nation, training, funds, and general services to the 20 clearinghouses in the
information system. Each clearinghouse focuses its activities on a separate
subject-matter arca; acquires, evaluates, abstracts, and indexes documents;
processes many significant documents into the ERIC system; and publicizes

-available idcas and information to the education community through its own
publications, thosc of Central LRIC, and other educational media.

TEACHER EDUCATION AND ERIC

.~ The ERIC Clearinghouse on Teacher Education, established June 20, 1968,
1s\§ponsorcd by three professional groups--the Amerlcan Association oi Colleges
for Teacher Education (fiscal agent); the Association of Teacher Lducators, a
national affiiiate of the National Education Association, and National Commis-
sion on Teacher Education and Professional btandalds of NEA. It is located at .
One Dupont Circle, Washington, D.C. 20036 Ji

SCOPE OF CLEARINGHOUSE ACTIVITIES

Users of this guide are encouraged to send to the ERIC Clearinghouse on
Teaﬁher Education documents related to its scope, a statement of which follows:
/ - .

The Clearinghouse is responsibhle for research reports, curricu-
™ lum descriptions, theoretical papers, addresses, and other mate-
riéls relative to 'the preparation of school personnel (nursery,
elementary, secondary, and supporting school personnel); the -
preparation and development of teacher educators; and the pro-
fession of teaching. The scope includes the preparation and
continuing development of all instructional personnel, their
functions and roles. While the major interest of the Clear-
inghouse is professional preparation and practice in America,
e it also is interested .in international aspects of the field.

The scope also guides the Clearinghouse's Advisory and Policy Council
and staff in decision-making relative to the commissioning of monographs,
bibliographies, and directories. The scope is a flexible guide in the idea
ard information needs of those concerned with pre- and inservice preparation ' ..
of school personnel and the profession of teaching.

.

o
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) ORDERING INFORMATION

Documents cannot be ordered without an "ED" or order number. The "ED" number
is listed with each citation. Once the reader has the "ED" number, he must
order the document directly from the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (LDRS),
P.0. Drawer O, Bethesda, Maryland 20014.

!

/

%o determine the cost of a document, the reader should look at "LDRS Price"

or '"Publisher's Price" in the citation. Information such as "EDRS Price:
MF-$0.65; HC-$3.29" mcans that the document may be obtained from EDRS in
microfiche (MF) for 65 cents or in "hard copy" for $3.29. A micrefiche is

a 4 by 6-inch form containing images of the pages of the documents, as many

as 60 pages per fiche, each image representing a standard-sized sheet of paper.
Microfiche readers, available from many manufacturérs, are required to enlarge
the images for reading purposes. Hardcopy prints are black and white standard-
sized xerox copies.

Payment to EDRS must accompany orders totaling less than $10. A special handling
charge of 50 cents'must be added to all orders. Applicable local state sales
tax should be added to orders or a tax exemption certificate should be submitted.

If an individual or institution would like to subscribe to RIE, a check or 4
money order should be sent to the Superintendent of Documents, Government Print-
ing Office, Washington, D.C. 204G2. The domestic rate is $21 per year; foreign,
$26.25. Single issues sell for $1.75. i IS
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ORDER BLANK
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THE CAMPUS LABORATORY SCHOOL--PHOENIX OR DODO BIRD

The campus laboratory school was established in response to a clear
need. It provided a place in which prospective teachers could observe and
practice prevailing methods, of teaching. It continued and took on addi-

"tional functiens as educational beliefs and programs of teacher training

changed and expanded. Within recent ycars, however, the processes of
adaptation and accommodation have become inadequate. The campus school
now finds itsclf confronted with the possibility of becoming the insti-
tutional counterpart of the dodo bird, scemingly invented for the sole
purpose of becoming extinct.l Still available, however, is the option of
aggressively pursuing a policy of radical change, of almost literally
being consumed in the fires of modern educational revolution to rise again,
like the phoenix, in a variety of new forms and relationships.

The sequence of rise and fall and possible rebirth can best be ex-
plained through a consideration of the various functions which the campus
laboratory school has been called upon to serve and the present status of
those functions. In rougiily chronological order, they may be listed as
student teaching; demonstration, observation, and participation; research
and experimentation; and dissemination or inservice education. These =
functions will be considered in historical perspective.

STUDENT TEACHING

. The establishment of laboratory schools closely followed the recog-
nition of supervised student teaching and may be traced to its European
origin in the seventeenth century.2 By the 1820's normal schools in both
Europe and the United States were providing opportunities for practice in
situations under the control of the teacher preparing institution.

The director of the Primary Normal School in Potsdam, Germany,
wrote: .

\

The annexed school was founded in 1825 . . . for the purpose
of affording more practice to the young masters. The most advanced
class of the students of the Normal ‘School to be employed in the
school for practice, is divided . . . so that each has practical
exercise in all the matters taught. . . . The master of the Normal
School who has prepared the young masters beforehand is present
during the lessons, and afterward communicates his observations and
his opinions of the manner in which the lesson was given.3

/ \'

1Roberf L. Lathrop and Dallas K. Beal, "Current Status of Selected
College-Related Schools,' Campus School to a Research and Dissemination

Center, eds. Paul W, Bixby and lNarold L. Mitzel (University Park:

Pennsylvania State University, 1964), p. 95.

2C. Robert Blackmon (ed.), Laboratory Schools, U.S.A.--Studies and

Readings, Southwestern Studies: lhamanities Series, No. 3 (Lafayette:

University of Southwestern Louisiana, 1970).

3llcnry Barnard, On Normal Schools, II (Hartford: Case, Tiffany and
Co., 1851. Reprinted by Colorado State Teachers College, 1929), pp. 88-89.

1
8




=

When the Reverend Samuel lall opened this first private normal school
in America (March 11, 1823) it is recorded that from the beginning a few
children were admitted to his school for demonstration und practice pur-
poses,4 The first state norimal school in the United States, at Lexington,
Massachusetts, also had a laboratory school. Its principal, Cyrus Pierce,
in a letter to Henry Barnard, on January 1, 1841, wrote:

This school consists of thirty pupils of both sexes, from the age
of six tu ten, inclusive, tuken promiscuously from families in the
various districts of the #own. . . . This school is under the gen-

! eral supervision and inspection of the Principal of the Normal School.
After it was arranged, the gcneral course of instruction and disci-
pline being settled, it was committed to the immcdiate care of the
pupils of the Normal School, one acting as superintendent, and two

as assistants, for one month in rotation, for all who are thought
prepared to take part in its instruction . . . twice every day, the
Principal of the Normal School goes into the model school for gen-
eral observation and direction, spending from one half to .one hour
each visit. In these visits I either sit and watch the general
operations of the school, or listen attentively to a particular
teacher and her class, or take a class myself, and let the teacher

be a listener and observer. After the”exercises have closed, I
comment upon what I have seen and heard before the teachers, telling
them what I deem good, and what faulty, either in their doctrine or
their practice, their theory or their manner. . . . In regard to

the materials of which it is compesed, and the studies attended to,
the model school is as nearly a facsimile of the common district
school as one district school is of another.5

n

The school at Lexington served both as a school for practice and
4lso as 2 model of a well-run school under typical- conditions at the time.
This trend continued for the next twenty -five years with an increasing
number ‘of teacher- tratnlng institution$ establishing laboratory schools.
A resolution adopted without debate by the First Annual Convention of
the American Normal School Assoc;atlon in 1859 stated:

Resolved that this education of teachers should not only be
theoretical, but also practical; and that to’'this end there should
either be a school of observation and practice, in immediate con-
nection with the normal school and under the same Board of Control,
or there should be in other ways equivalent opportunities for obser—
vation and practice.6

3]

4E. I. F. Williams, The Actual and Potential Use of Laboratory Schools

in State Normal Schools and Colleges, Contributions to Lducation, No. 846
(New York: Colwnbia University, Teachers College, Burcau of Publications,
1942), p. 2.

5Ibid., p. 4, citing Arthur D. Norton, The First State Normal School
in America: The Journal of Cyrus Pierce and #ary Swift, 1926, pp. LIII-
LIV. Do
l
6Ibid., p. 10, citing Procecdings of thec Flrst Annual Convention of
the American Normal Association, p. 107. g
ERIC |
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Continued Epnhasis on Student Teaching

Student teaching continued to be the prime function of the campus
school throughout the nincteenth century and well into the twentieth. The
methods practlccd reflected at various times the influence of the Pesta-
lozzian movement as developed by Sheldon at Oswego and the lerbartian
interpretations of De Marco and the McMurrays. Later, the philosophy of
progressive cducation became firmly rooted in the laboratory schools--but
not significantly elsewhere.

\ N ,//
S

Some doubts as to the efficiency of the laboratory-school rose before
the Civil War and from 1860 to 1900, while campus schools increased and
teacher education gained prestige, the proper-function of the laboratory
school was debated. Harper reported, "There seems to have been a general
feeling that practice school conditions should duplicate as closely as
possible those the student would meet in the field. It was also pointed
out that model and experimental schools should be developed to test and

- demonstrate new and better techniques and teaching materials."7
By the 1890's ; "'colleges and universities were coming into the teacher
;education picture in steadily increasing numbers and showing a special
 interest in the training of teachers.'"® However, they did not immediately
. / establish campus schools. In fact, a third of the'twentieth century had
" elapsed before a significant majority of secondary teachers-.engaged in
student teaching and then most often in off-campus schools.

i .The emphasis on student teaching for elementary school teachers did
not diminish during the period that normal schools were rapidly being
transformed into four-year institutions. The American Association of
Teachers Colleges was founded in" 1917 and nine years later the organiza-
tion adopted as one of its standards for accreditation of teacher educa-
tion programs the following statement:

Each' teachers college shall maintain a training school under ]

its own control as a part of its organization, as a laboratory ° o

ﬁschool for purposes of observation, demonstration, and supervised

lteaChing on the part of students. The use of an urban or rural ‘ . 7
school system, under sufficient control and supervision of the

- college to permit carrying out the educational policy of the college
to a sufficient degree for the conduct of effective student teach-
ing, will satlsfy this requirement. (Standard VIIS A)

The ASSOC1at10n reported during the following year that almost 90
percent of its 150 members maintained a training school or af1111ated
urban or“rural schools for student teaching purposes.9 The membership

7Charles A. Harper, A Century of Public Teacher Education (Washington,
"D.C.: American Association of Teachers Colleges, 1939), pp. 118-19.

8Har’“y Hutto% "Historical Background of the Campus School in
Amcrlca," Bixby and Mitzel, op. cit., p. 19. N

‘gH. W. Rockwell, "Report; of the Committce on Accrediting and Classi- '
fication," Yearbook of the American Association of Teachers Colleges,
1027 pp. 118-24. : "3

ERIC | X -
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in the Association was still almost entirely composed of the former normal
schools, however, and by the time other types of institutions began to
join, the emphasis had changed dramatically from student teaching in campus
laboratory schools to the development of cooperative agreements with a
variety of public schocls for that purpose.

Enter the Off-Campus School

E. I. F. Williams, in. the first comprehensive study of laboratory
schools in the 1930's, summarized some of his data as follows:

Both campus and off-campus laboratory scioois are used quite gen-
laboratory school facilities; 68.0 percent of 131 institutions which

reported employ both types. Of the remainder 21,1 percent have
3\ campus schools only, and 9.9 percent, off—campus‘Schools only. . . .

\\\ erally by state normal schools and teachers colleges to prOV1de

The campus laboratory school is employed for observation, par- «
ticipation, demonstration and student teaching. More institutions
(95.4 percent) use it for student teaching than for any other
function. . . .10

Williams' recommendations at the conclusion of his study included the
following statements ccncerning the roles of the campus and off- -campus
schools: : ., g

The campus school should zcrve as a Iaboxator)
participation, class demonstration, and for initis

ing of small groups. . . .

for observation,
11 classroom teach-

The off-campus school should supplement the campus school by pro-
V1d1ng additional fac111t1§s and should complement it by furnlshlng/
~the student teacher additional types of opportuaity to have lab01a—

tory experience under normal public school copdltlons. N '/

should provide the student teacher with his final laboratory eipe-

rience 1n 1espon51b1e roon tcachlng. (Emphasis added)1D i
Influence of Standard VI _ Q§

The emphasis on student teaching experiences in a variety of situa-
tions in both college-controlled and cooperating schools was made ex-
plicit in the revised Standard pertaining to laboratory experiences
in teacher education adopted by the American Association of Teachers
Colleges in 1948, Standard VI was the result of several years of inten-
sive study and became famous as the first attempt in the field to set
qualitative goals rather than to mandate miniwum levels of compliance,
The facilities nceded to implement the program of professional labora-
tory experiences were defined as "sufficiently cxtensive to provide for
each student contact with 'normal' situations, varied enough to provide

10Williams, op. cit., pp. 130;31.

Uibid., pp. 224-25.

11
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contacts with different pupil groups, and different curriculum and
administration organizations, and located for student- convenience and
staff accessibility."

The descriptions of the two types of facilities show clearly the
concern for '"normal' and "representative' situations. The Standard is
considered be be most fully implemented:

1. When one or more college-controlled schools are available fo
laboratory expericnces related to a school and its communit

Iy Control refers to a reasonable influence by the college ove
policies relating to selection of staff and to procedures i
curriculum development. In general,
should be a representatlve school in the sense of haV1n0 a non-

settlng, a staff of ablc teachers qualified to guide proff k
sional laboratory experiences and a program that is dynamlb :
forward looking. The school should be one in which the &t
the administration, and the community are willing to coo

in making the school a situation serving the dual functigi of

cases this will mean a college-owned campus laboratory, scliool,
in others an off-campus school or schools developed cooperatively
by the college and the local school system, in still others a
combination of campus and off-campus facilities. 5

2. When a range of other school situations is available, - "No one
school can provide the needed range of experiences w1th children
of varied socio-economic backgrounds, with different major edu-
cational philosophies, with varied types of instructional mate-
rials, with different patterns of administrative organization.
No one school can provide the suggested range of professional
laboratory experiences for a large student body. Schools or
particular situations within a school should be selected for the
differentiating philosophy, curriculum design, administrative
organization, and community setting presented. Like the college-
controlled situations named in the preceding paragraph, these.
schools should be staffed by teachers qualified to help students
study the particular point of view or organization represented,
see what is involved in its implementation, and analyze criti-
cally its effects upon children, teachers and the community.l3

Detailed specifications such as those above suggest somethlng of the
conditions which prevailed in the campus schools at the beglnnlng of the
second half nf the twentieth century. In general, their student popula-
tions were "special" rather than "representat1ve"14 and qu1te inadequate

12John Flowers and others, School and Comnunity Laboratory Exper-

iences in Teacher Education (Oneonta, New York: American Association
of Teachers Colleges, 1948), p. 330. o7

L1bid., pp. 330-31.

14Wil,liam Van Til, The Laboratory School: Its Rise and Fall? (Terre
Haute: Indiana State University and the Laboratory School Administrators

Association, 1969), pp. 2-3. 5

2 ‘
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in numbers to serve the expanding programs and cnrollments of the insti-
tutions of which they were a part. At times, as many as ten student
teachers might be assigned to a single classroom while even greater numbers
of participants and observers came and went with distracting irregularity.
Laboratory school teachers were overworked, underpaid, sccond-class
citizens who organized their complex little empires with enormous skill

and total inflexibility. Everything had to procced on schedule or
degenerate into total chaos.

A study of 185 campus schools reported in 1952 showed that between
85 and 95 percent of the schools reported as major activities observation,
participation and demonstration as well as student teaching. A little
more than a third even professed to be engaged in some research activities.
At this time the great majority of teacher-preparing institutions were
using both campus and off-campus schools for student teaching and, while
over a third were planning to increase student tcaching in the campus
schools, about a fourth _were also anticipating an increase in the use of /
off-campus facilities.

7

In fact, during the next five years the influence of Standard VI in
promoting a significant increase in.provisions for more observation and

.participation and for increased emphasis on full-time student tcaching

over a longer period became very apparent., Enrollment in programs also
grew, and, with it, the need for laboratory facilities supplied by co-
operating public schools and student teaching centers,

Williams recommended in 1942 that off-campus schools should be close
enough to the campus to allow students to live at college and that tcachers
colleges should enter into written contracts with the off-campus schools
which would assume "sufficient continuous control to inaugurate and main-
tain a consistent program of laboratory experience comparable to that of
the campus school." Ten years later, however, the norm had become the

~cooperating public school or school system which agreed to "take" student

teachers in return for token payments to teachers, tuition-free courses,

~ or other more or less tangible marks of prestige.

Q

Control of off-campus facilities was replaced by the concept of
cooperation as the need for the use of many schools became greater,
Throughout the next fifteen years cooperating schools and ¢ooperating
teachers in those schools assumed responsibility for increasing numbers
of student teachers while circuit-riding college supervisors frantically
tried to maintain some seémblance of contact with students at ever widen-
ing distances from the colleges.

15Winfred R. Rucker, "A Critical Analysis of Current Trends in
Student Teaching" (unpublished Doctor's dissertation, Harvard University,
Graduate School of Education, Cambridge, Massnchusetts,/ﬁ@SZ).
wi11ians, op. cit., pp. 226-27.
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Cooperation and Control

1

Student teaching did not suddenly depart from the campus, however.
During the fifties most institutions which maintained campus schools
favored both a campus and an off-campus experience, particularly for stu-
dents preparing to teach in the elementary school. The campus school

was expected to provide effective supervision and a chance to work in a
superior school program while the off-campus experience represented the
real world and a final preparation for a teaching position.

In a study completed in 1964, student teaching was still rated as of
greatest importance by 63 of 188 campus schools surveyed. One hundred and
two institutions, however, indicated that student tcaching was decreasing
in the campus schorl while 19 had already ceased to assign any student
teachers there. ‘The major reason given for the decrease in student
teaching was the cxpansion of othcr functions and the consequent over-
taxing of facilities.l7

Five years later a national survey of campus laboratory schools
found ample confirmation of the trend toward student teaching in cooper-
ating rather than campus schools. In 1969 approximately 85 percent of
the 190 institutions used public schools for student teaching while less
than half considcred student teaching to be one of the important activi-
ties of the campus/school.l8 But it was not the transfer of student
teaching to publicVYschools which was the most significant influence on
the futurc of the campus school in 1970. Rather it was a radically
changed concept of the role.and=responsiblity of “schools and institutions
of higher education in the education of teachers.

For many years the prevailing pattern was one which involved the use
of the public school for the implementation of a phase of the program of
teacher training administered and controlled by the college or university.
Administrators who accepted students were cxpected to carry out the college
requirements. Manuals for cooperating teachers defined responsibilities
and limitations of their roles:in some detail. For example, school per-
sonnel were encouraged to evaluate the student tecacher but grades were
given by the college supervisor whose authority was thus tacitly affirmed.

Even the student teaching centers which were set up by many institu-
tions were largely under college control. Such centers were described
in the 1955 Yearbook of the Association of Student Teaching as follows:
2
A college selects a school system usually at some distance from
the campus and uses it regularly in the teacher-education program,

17Ivan H. Kelley, College-Controlled Laboratory Schools in the United
States--1964 (Washington, D.C.: American Association of Colleges for
Teacher Education, 1964). ‘

18Curtis M. Howd and Kenneth A. Browne, National Survey of Campus
Laboratory Schools--1969 (Washington, D.C.: American Association of
Colleges for Tcacher Lducation, 1970).
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placing a large number of student teachers in the school system. The
college frequently sets up regular seminar courses to prepare the
public school staff for their part in the program. Sometimes formal
contractual arrangements are made. At other times the arrangements
are less well defined and rest upon nmutual understanding.

Widening Collaboration

To some teacher educators in schools and colleges, however, the neced
for mutual responsibility and authority in cooperative cndeavors became
increasingly clear. Their views were reflected in a new type of student
teaching center in which joint control of policies and procedures was
practiced.

The generalized goal of cooperative centers is improvement in the
quality of the student teaching experierlice. A major assumption in
developing centers is that neither the colleges nor the schools can
do an effective job alone; that, in fact, the best results will
eminate from cooperative effort. Another assumption is that new
patterns of coopecration are needed to bring about desired educational

“change. Such assumptions give rise to the most specific objectives
of cooperative centers: {a) to facilitate communication between the
college and the schools, (b) to broaden the base of responsibility
and decision making, (c) to develop a professional tcam engaged in
teacher preparation, (d) to organize more e¢fficiently to carry out
policies and procedures, (e) to provide in-service education of
supervisory personnel, and (f) to provide a framework in which exper-
imentation and analysis of teaching may take place.20

Among the notable examples of cooperative student teaching centers

~are thoseg developed by-Wayne State University and the Detroit Public
- Schools, 21 by Central Missouri State College and Kansas City Public

Schools,22 by the University of Maryland and Montgomery County Schools23
and by Kanawha County, West Virginia and six cooperating colleges and
universities.

19Alex F. Perrodin (ed.)}, Func tions of Laberatory Schools in Teacher

Education, Thirty-Fourth Yearbook, Association for Student Teaching

(Cedar Falls, Iowa: the Association, 1955), p. 23.

O
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2OE. Brooks Smith and others, Partnership in Teacher Education (Wash-

ington, D.C.: Association for Student Teaching and American Association
of Colleges for Teacher Lducation, 1968), p. 54.

1bid., pp. 64-71. 22

23Roy A. Edelfelt (ed.), Innovative Ideas in Student Teaching

(Baltimore: Maryland State Department of Lducation, t969), pp. 107-8.

Tbid., pp. 72-73.

24Ibid., pp. 128-29,
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Collaboration cannot stop with only schools and teacher preparing
institutions, however. Other groups arc involved as is shown by a
statement in the frame of refcrence of the Guidelines for Professional
Excellence proposed by the Association for Student Teaching in 1970.

The cstablishment of realistic and simulated experimental settings
and the planning of coordinated clinical scssions that examine teach-
ing episodes in terms of educational theory can be arranged only
through regularized ccllaboration where bLoth the insitution of higher
education and the school, with appropriate related organizations
and agencics, arc jointly responsible and accountable for the educa-
tion of teachers. In cooperative teacher education programs, all
collaborating institutions, organizations, and agencies can bring
their total resources to bear wvpon educational problems as they join
together in the mutually beneficial task of the continuing education
of teachers.25 '

In 1971 it is pretty well accepted in theory, though not always in
‘practice, that teacher education is no longer the sole responsibility of
the college. And with shared responsiblity must go shared authority.
Classroom teachers through their professional organizations are negotiating
the conditions under which they will take student teachers and demanding
a strong, if not dominent, voice in setting standards fex admission to
the professiomn,

At a recent mecting of the Classroom Teachers National Study Confer-
ence on the role of the classroom teacher in the student teaching program
it was stated as a belief of the Association "that the responsiblity for
student teaching should be shared by public schoo‘;, the institutions
preparing teachers, and the profession.'29

But it is not only in student teaching that the autonomy of the
institution of higher education is being challenged. The Nationai Com-
mission on Teacher Education and Professional Standards, as a spokesman
for the profession, is demanding a stronger voice in the acecreditation of
programs of teacher education and in certification policies.27 Schools
systems are again, after years of depending on colleges and universities,
becoming involved in teacher preparation programs in which the institu-
tions of higher cducation are invited to participate but not to control.

25E Brooks Smith and other% A Guide to Professional Excellence in

Clinical Experiences in Teacher Educatlon (Washington, D. L.. Association
for Student Teaching, 1970), pp. 1-2. '

26Association of Classroom Teachers, The Classroom Teachers Speak on
the Classroom Teacher in the Student Teaching Program (Washington, D.C.:
Association of Classroom Teachers, National Education Association, 1970).

27A Position Statement on Certification and Accreditation, National
Commission on Teuacher Lducation and P:ofcsblondl Standards, Nat10na1 Edu-
cation Association, May 5, 1969.
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In this climate, there is no place for a college-controlled labora-

tory school as a student teaching facility. 1In fact, it is probable that
student teaching as it is now conceived will change radically through the
collaborative efforts of school and college personnel. Margaret Lindsey
has projected school laboratories which will serve as the teacher educa-

tion centers and in which--

. . . the present notion of student teaching will fade out of cxis-
tence. In its place will be a matrix of experiences concerned with
progression from initial, general, nondiscriminating, and incomplete
contact with teaching to deep and broad conceptualization demanded
of the professional practitioner; from observer and participator in
scientific inquiry to originator and designer of such inquiry; from
insecure, imitating, dependent behavior to confident, creative, and
responsible behavior. Students in the school laboratory will there-
fore be at all levels along these continua. College and school
personnel working with them cannot be confined, therefore, to those
now working with student teaching and internship programs.

" Surely such a school laboratory as is envisioned here is a worthy

successor to the laboratory schoci which figured so prominently in the
* hepes and dreams of tlie teacher educators of the past.

ERIC 10
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2813. Brooks Smith and others, Partnership, p. 294.
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DEMONSTRATION, OBSERVATION, AND PARTICIPATION

Campus schools provided convenient facilities for student teaching.
Prior to limited participation or responsible tcaching, however, students
were cxpected to obscrve the master teacher at work. Both carefully
prepared demonstrations vf desirable practice and more or less structured
obscervations were prescribed as a means of demonstrating to teachers-in-
training specific aspects of a model program. These functions were
clearly evident in the official designation of many facilities as model
or demonstration schools.”

The model schools were likely to be different from the district
schools for they were designed to excmplify ideal conditions in phys-
ical plant, cquipment, instructional materials, methods and disci-
pline. . . . The model school was conceived and developed to
illustrate tcaching procedure through demonstration and observation.
Classes in pedagogy were expected to use teaching and learning
activities in the model school as illustrations of the theories
taught.l

+/ The demonstration function assumed increased importance when new
methods of tcaching were introduced. At Oswego, where the introduction
of the Pestalozzian philosophy under Sheldon became strongly influential
in the second half of the nineteenth century, both a model school and a
practice school were maintained. In the wmodel school high quallty teach-
ing was demonstrated by skilled teachers and nodel object lesSons were
developed. 2

The lerbartians made the demonstration school at Illinois Normal
University the focus of the teacher education program. Students were
required to make a concentrated study of previously prepared master plans,
to obscrve the demonstration teachers as they taught these lessons and
then to teach the same lessons with careful attention to the details of
the prepared plans.” Demonstration schools, modeled on the school at
Normal, were opened in many normal schools in the Midwest as the influ-
ence of the Herbartians spread.

Williams' study in 1934-35 showed that the number of state normal
schools and teachers colleges using campus schools for observation (94.5

1Lois C. Blair and others, The Purposes, Functions and Uniqueness
of the College-Controlled Laboratory School (Lock llaven, Pa.:- Association
for Student Teaching, 1958), p. 4.

2Harry Hutton, "Historical Background of the Campus School in
America," Campus School to a Research and Dissemination Center, eds.
Paul W, Bixby and lHarold E. Mitzel (University Park: Pennsylvania State
University, 1964), pp. 10-13.

3Blair and others, op. cit., p. 6.

‘ 4E P. Cubberley, Public Education in the United States (New York:
Houghton Mifflin, 1939) pp. 454-55.

’

11

18



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

percent) was almost as great as that for student tcaching (95.4 percent),
Four-fifths of the institutions studicd used their schools for partici-
pation and about three-fourths for class demonstration .S

In attempting to provide further information conccrning the demon-
stration function Williams quoted a study by Rugg in 1935 which stated
that more than seven hundred respondents in teachers colleges agreed
"practically without reservation' that there should be mony opportunities
for prospective teachers to observe good teaching and atfirmed their
belief that demonstration plays a valuable role in the professional edu-
cation of teachers. As a result of further study Williams concluded
that "definite plans must be made so that it is possible for supervisors
in the laboratory school and instructors in subject-matter and profes-
sional courses to schedule such teaching convenient%y”6 and that "demon-
strations are less emphasized in laboratory schools than arc other major
functions of the school."7 i

Extension of Direct Experiences

Fifteen years after Williams' study of the function of campus schools,
Standard VI of the American Association of Teachers Colleges was adopted.
One major influence of the new Standard was to increase greatly the extent
and kinds of direct experiences. The emphasis was clearly on a wide
variety of facilities including community agencies of all Kinds as well
as schools. There can be no doubt, however, that the programs of obser-
vation and participation developed in the campus schools in response to
the principle that laboratory expericnces should be an integral part of
each of the four years of college made a distinct contribution to the
quality of the teacher education programs of which they were a part. The
Yearbook of the Association for Student Teaching, published in 1955,
emphasized the role of the coilege controlled laboratory school in pro-
viding obscrvation, participation, and demonstration experiences. Dr.
Paul Grim, in a symposium on the future of laboratory schools, described
the operation cof the campus school in'eachlof these areas:

. . . a laboratory school should . . . provide opportunities for stu-
dents in training to study children at first hand. . . . Individval
pupil case studics and studies of pupil groups are examples of this
use of the campus laboratory school.

. « . the campus lahoratory school should always provide for the
observation of creative teaching. . . . Whether the laboratory school
gives large group demonstrations or provides for small groups to
observe children and actually come into the classroom informally,
still the emphasis should be on superior teaching. Master teachers
can be employed and trained for this work. They should share with

SE. I. F. Williams, The Actual and Potential Usc of Laboratory
Schools in State Normal Schools and Colleges, Contributions to Education
No. 846 (New York: Columbia University, Teachers College, Burcau of
Publications, 1942}, p. 111.

®Ibid., p. 114. 'ibid., p. 116.
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college classes and instructors the planning of their demonstrations.
In some institutions onc-way vision screens facilitate obscrvations
and child study.

And last, the campus laboratory school canh provide convenient
opportunities for students to engage in activities with children as
they study the learning process and plan simple teaching techniques.
This type of professional laboratory expericnce typically comes early
in the students' program and gives him a background for checking
educational theories, hypothescs of learning, and his understanding
of human growth and development. The emphasis during these partici-
pation activities is upon understanding rather than on teaching
techniques.8

There was no doubt that the campus school could, and often did, serve
well in the arcas described by Grim. But the pressure of increasing stu-
dent enrollment again proved a seriously limiting factor. Studies of the
load of campus school tcachers reveal startling statistics. A typical
program may be summarized as follows:

The campus school teacher is responsible for a class of 20 to 25
elementary school pupils and tecaches a methods class in reading or.
arithmetic nine weeks cach year. She works with a full-time or pafté
time student teacher euach quarter and may have two at the same time.
Five junior participants are assigned ofle hour each day to her class-
room and she plans with them one or two periods each week.

Seventy-five to one hundred undergraduate students observe through
the onc-way vision glass cach weck. In addition to the constant
unscheduled observations an average of three demonstration classes
are planned for college students each week. Sometimes the campus
school tecacher meets with the college instructor before .the demon-
stration or attends a class session to answer questions afterwards.
Visitors to the observation room, other than students, average 10
to 15 each week. . . .9

Emphasis on Skills

i,
But it was not only the absurd overload which influenced the obser- :
vation, participation, and demonstration functions of the campus schools.
A ncw emphasis on the development of teaching skills was promoted by the
application of research on teaching and the developument of technological
resources which make that application possible.

The analytical systems supply descriptive fecdback of teaching
behavior along the dimensions of the particular system used and provide

8Alex F. Perrodin (ed.), Functions of Laboratory Schools in Teacher

Education, Thirty-Fourth Ycarbook, Association for Student Teaching (Cedar
Falls, Iou1 the Association, 1955), . 141,

9Dorothy M. McGeoch, Function and Futurc: The Public Campus Labora-
tory Schools in Wisconsin (Minneapolis: Upper Midwest Regional Educa-
tional Laboratory, 1968), p. 25.
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a basis for decisions about alternate behaviors which might be more effec-
tive in terms of the desired goals. Microteaching has combined the
feedback capabilities of the videotape recorder with a focus upon the
mastery of specific teaching skills. Minicourses, [simulation sequences,
and situation analysis techniques also have been d¢veloped to promote
defined competences. ‘

The Elementary Teacher Training ‘odels sponsored by the U.S. Office
of Education were developed to demonstrate the conipetency-based approach
to teacher education and are clearly dependent upon extensive technological
resources for their implementation.

The facilities which are being developed or advocated for the indi-
vidualized performance modules and demonstration of competency include an
instructional laboratory in which microteaching experiences-and multimedia
simulation programs replace.the usual program of observation and partici-
pation. In fact, the new Standards of the National Council for Accred-
itation of Teacher Education specifically state:

Because it is now possible to simulate many of these situations

or to display a selection of real problems electronically--and

because the prospective teachers' efforts can be recorded, viewed

and reviewed--it is now feasible to give much effective c11n1ca1
experience outside the classroom.l0 ;
: ;

For the campus school which considers its priincipal function is "to
serve as a center for observation and demonstration and for the partcici-
pation of college students with children in a preustudent teaching pro-
gram,"1l the new emphasis on skill development presents a distinct
challenge--and a threat. ‘

One conception of the type of facility whichimight serve to provide
the training component for the new teacher education programs is described
by B. O. Smith in Teachers for the Real World. Ille sees a training complex
which is established as a joint enterprise by the public schools, univer-
sities and colleges, the community, and related public agencies. A new
institutional mechanism is needed because 'university personnel and exist-
ing facilities are inadequate" and '"the schools do not have the theoretical
resources and technical knowledge to sustain a program of training,12

1ONational Council for Accreditation of Teocher Education, Standards
for the Accreditation of Teacher Education (Washington, D.C.: the Council,
1970), p. 5. [Also cited in Recommended Standards for Teacher Education,
developed by the American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education and
adopted by the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education.
Published by the Association, 1970. p. 5.]

1Curtis M. Howd and Kenneth A. Browne, National Survey of Campus
Laboratory Schools--1969 (Washington, D.C.: Amerigcan Association of
Colleges for Teacher Education, 1970), p. 3. :

12B. Othanel Smith, Teachers for the keal Wo&ld (Washington, D.C.:
American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education, 1969), p. 95.
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No one can foresce all the functions such a complex will uti-
mately perform, but in its formative period it should serve as a
place for:

--developing, preparing, and storing materials for training (prac-
tice specifications, video recordings of tcachlng, transcrlpts
of classroom discourse, etc.) .
——tralnnno new p10fcss1ond1 teachers in the skllls entailed by
the list of minimal abilities (Sce Chapter 64,
--workshops, institutes, and conferences for tue prepardtlon of
auxiliary teaching pcrsoqncl
--institutes, workshops, and training laboratories for the con-
tinuing education of teachers.
% --courses, seminars, and workshops in subject matter fields
" relevant to the teachers' preparation or to the preparation
of teacher aides and other auxiliary teaching personne1.1°

;\Colleﬁe -controlled campus school to cogperatively- -operated training
chpIC\? It's certainly not likely to be an easy road to rebirth--bui
perhaps it is a neccosary one. P

N

1

0
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1bid., p. 9.
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EXPERIMENTATION AND RESEARCH

There can be no doubt that, in the campus school, experimentation and
research have been mcxre talked about than practiced. There has been no
lack of talking. Ind«ed in recent ycars research has been ardently cmbraced
as the way to salvation for the campus school. The progress made along that
way has not been impressive.

The early campus schools had nc need to be experimental. They
attempted to provide a model of exemplary practice which was then repro-
duced as exactly as possible by the teachers-in-training. In the last
half of the nineteenth century a contlnulng debate concerning the role of
practice and model schools occurred. Sofle felt that they should duplicate
as closely as possible conditions students would meet in the field while
other proposed that experimental schools should be developed to test new
methods and materials. In 1890 Albany State Normal substituted "exper-
imental” for '"model" in the name of its campus school. In the succeeding
years a few genuinely experimental schools were opened--and closed--but
the great majority of campus schools continued to demonstrate approved

- methods and provide practice in acquiring proficiency in them.

As has been said, there were some famous experimental laboratory
schools; the Dewey School in Chicago, Meriam's school at the University
of Missouri, and the Ohio State University School are examples. Probably
the best illustration of the problems;pf the experimental campus school,
however, is the story of the affiliated schools of Teachers College
Columbia University. Horace Mann School was opened the same year as the
college, 1887, and was planned as an experimental school. Its use in
teacher training resulted in a greater emphasis on demonstration and
practice, however, and the Speyer School was founded to experiment with
curriculum adaptations for a gencrally poor urban population. Then, in
1917, Lincoln School was founded with very substantial financial support,
the most modern facilities, and a distinguished staff. Lincoln School,
and its successor, Horace Mann-Lincoln, was intended to be a truly
experimental school, unhampered by the need to provide student tecaching
facilities or to demonstrate current practice.

. S, )

As the years went by, however, there was convincing evidence that
an established school with a continuing faculty and student body carrics
within itself the seeds of its own dissolution as an experimental school.
What had been genuinely experimental became instititionalized in practice
and the new rigidities were no more adaptable than the old, Teachers
College closed its laboratory school in 1949 and Dean Hollis Caswell
explained the decision., "It was our judgment that a school lacking a
normal community setting and with a student body highly selected with

1Harry Hutton, '"Historical Background of the Campus School in Q2
Amecrica," Campus School to a Research and Dissemination Center, eds.
Paul W. Bixby and Harold E., Mitzel (Unxvcrsxty Park: Pcnn:ylvanla
State University, 1964), pp. 17-18.
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regard to intellectual ability, social background, vocational goal, and
probable college attendance, held little promise for experimentation of
wide significance. . . 2

Studies of Campus School Functions

. :
The periodic studies of the functions of campus laboratory schools
give some indication of their aspirations if not always of the significance
of their efforts. E. I. F. Williams in 1934-37 did not specifically study
the cxtent and kind of experimentation in the 131 schools of his sample
but the evidence he had led him to conclude that few laboratory schools

were used for experimental purposes.

Rucker's study in 1952 found research rated in importance below cbser-
vation, student teaching, demonstration, and participation but 37 of the
105 institutions reporting indicated an increase in research activities.4

Studies by Kelley in 19645 and Blackmon in 19670 confirmed the place
of experimentation and research as less important than the teacher educa-
tion functions (demonstration, observation, participation, and student
teaching) but generally more important that inservice training or dis-
semination. Five years later a survey of 194 institutions by Howd and
Browne’ revealed that student teaching was no longer a major function of
most schools but somewhat more than 60 percent listed experimentation as
important or very important and about half made the same judgment con-
ceriring research activities. In spite of this apparent interest, however,
there is little evidence of significant research projects being carried

o

2Hollis L. Caswell, "The Place of the Campus Laboratory School in
the Education of Teachers," Teachers College Record, 50:449; April 1949,
SE. I. F. Williams, The Actual and Potential Use of Laboratory Schools
in State Normal Schools and Colleges, Contributions to Education, No. 846
(New York: Columbia University, Teachers College, Bureau of Publications,
1942), p. 217.

4Winfred R. Rucker, "A Critical Analysis of Current Trends in
Student Teaching" (unpublished Doctor's dissertation, llarvard Univer-
sity, Graduate School of Education, Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1952).

5Ivan 1. Kelley, College Controlled Laboratory Schools in the United

States--1964 (Washington, D.C.: American Association of Colleges for

Teacher Education, 1964). i

6C. Robert Blackmon, "The Research Function in Selccted College-
Controlled Laboratory Schools" (unpublished Doctor's dissertation,
University of Florida, College of Education, 1962).

7Curtis M. Howd and Kenneth A. Browne, National Survey of Campus
Laboratory Schools--1969 (Washington, D.C.: American Association of

Colleges for Teacher Lducation, 1970).
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on in campus schools. Blackmon, in summarizing his study of a group of
campus schools which had indicated that they accepted reseéarch as an
important function, concluded:

The bulk of college-controlled laboratory schools and colleges of

education associated with them have not capitalized sufficiently upon
. their potentials for rescarch. In the face of shortuges of outstand-
ing teachers, the need for college classrooms, scarcities of appro-
priate funds and an' ever-increasing enrollment, failure to do
exceptionally well the thing that those schools can do uniquely

might result in drastic alteration or even elimination of many of

the college controlled laboratory schools.8

Blackmon's point of view concerning the importance of the research
function to the survival of campus schools seems to be shared by many.
Why, then, has not more been done?

7

Lack of Progress

An obvious reason for lack of significant research activity in the
campus school is that too many other functions continuc to be served.
Even with student teaching removed, observalion, participation, and demon-
stration activities, in addition to responsibility for a group of chil-
dren, make up a formidable load for campus school teachers. There is
little time for anything else.

There is also generally little help available. Campus school teachers
have been sclected for teaching performance and ability to work with pre-
service students rather than for skill in research. Faculty members of
the college or university have not used the campus school as a-'basis for
research projects to any great cxtent nor have they worked cooperatively
to set up campus school initiated projects.

Finally, the substantial resources in facilities and speccialized
personnel required to develop authentic centers for research and exper-
imentation have not been available to most campus schools. Instead, the
resources and influence of government agencies and educational foundations
have gone into the development of a maze of new institutions and projects.
The federal network of rescarch and development centers and regional
laboratories have sponsored widespread research activitics in teacher
education. State sponsored projects such as New York's New Design have
made possible cxperimental programs in-many public school systems. In-
fluential experimental schools such as those in Lexington, Massachusetts,
and the Nova Schools in Melborne, Florida, have been largely supported by
foundation funds. An increasing number of colle eges and universities have
followed the earlier example of the Horace Mann-Lincoln Institute for
School Experimentation of Teachers College and have set up coopc1at1v0
research projects with public schoolb.‘

bl

8C. Robert Blackmon, Laboratory Schools U.S.A. -—Stuchs and Read-
ings, Southwestern Studies; Ilumanities Series, No. 3 (Lafayctte:
University of Southwestern Louisiana, 1970), p. 94.
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With the development of projects and research financed by the
national government and foundations and with the shift in curricular
innovation to the public schools, a new type of professor and admin-
istrator in teacher education has come to the fore. The new type
educator is committed to research in his own study or in university
libraries. lis laboratories are the school systems of the land,

The new professors assiduously scek funds from governments, founda-

- tions, and university sources. Proponents of the laboratory school
must face the unpleasant fact that many among the new type of pro-
fessor and administrator in teacher education genuinely believe the
laboratory to be obsolete, passé, and dead duck. Many sincerely
believe that funds now expended for laboratory schools would be better
invested in their own research and projects.®

Potential Developments

But there arc some who believe that there are some forms of research
and cxperimentation which are best carried on in a college-r¢lated school.
Ohm expressed this point of view in an address to the Laboritory School

<

Administrators Association in 1960. et
O
One of the cmerging directions is the concept of the laboratory

school as a center for developmental research. The view suggests
that rigorous research of the type now possible and necessary in edu-
cation and related fields requires a combination of training, skills,
and time not generally available in the staff of a laboratory school,
It also pruposcs that externally derived research results are not
rcadily applicable to .practice. A large area of unexplored territory,
exists between the bright idea or significant conclusions and its -
eventual incorporation into improved practice. The undiscovered prob-
lems of bringing practice in line with present knowledge is the
proper domain of the laboratory schools. The areca requires its own
rationales, techniques, and special resources. Laboratory schools
are uniquely situated to serve as a focus for the resources needed to
do developmental research.l0

Madeline Hunter, pgéncipal of the University Elementary School at the
University of California’, lLos Angeles, speaks for a school noted for its .
commitment to a research function when she says:

Without laboratory schools . . . there remain two major unsolved
problems in education., Onec is the ever-widening gap between know-
ledge generated by educational research and practice in the classroom,
The other problem is the critical need for an cxperimental laboratory
to refine or field test theory in an environment uncontaminated by
the very necessary restrictions imposed on public schools. An

i

1 I . . v .

William Van Til, The Laboratory Scliool: Its Rise and Fall? (Terre
Haute: Indiana State’ University and the Laboratory School Administrators
Association, 1909), p. 14,

10Robcrt Ohm (ed.), The Laboratory School Administrators Newsletter,
2; January 1960.
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installation created for and dedicated to the resolution of these
two problems constitutes the raison d'etre of the laboratory school
of the future.ll

But if the campus-related school is to serve the function described
by Hunter, it must have the means of disseminating the results of its
experimentation and developmental research to schools and teacher-
preparing institutions. The history of the laboratory school as a sig-
nicant influence in promoting innovation and inservice education does
not, however, provide evidence of outstanding accomplishment.

11Madeline Hunter, "Expanding Roles of Laboratory Schools," Phi Delta
Kappan, 52:14; Scptember 1970.
O . 20
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DISSEMINATION

The only function to consistently rank below experimentation and
rescarch in studies of campus school prioritics is that which is variously
called curriculum development, professional leadership, inservice educa-
tion, and production of materials. Whilc some such activities have cer-
tainly been perfovined by most campus schools over the years, therc has
been little discussion of them in the literpture until fairly rccently,
The 1955 Association for Student Teaching Yearbook mentioned some
dissemination activities in case studies of outstanding schools but did
not list them as an 1mportant&funct10n of campus schools in general,

o Description of Activities

The bulletin on the college-controlled laboratory school published
th;ec years later, however, makes specific suggestions concerning several
types of dissemination actlvitics. The laboratory school is seen as a
sourcc of help for teachers-in-service:

The laboratcry school can have many high quality instructional
materials available for teachers-in-service to examine. Before
teachers are ready to try a variety of teaching materials for the
first time, they may want to observe some teaching procedures in
which a variety of materials arc used to gain an understandlnn of
the principles involved. . . . Planned visitations and observations
in the laboratory schools can provide some direction, security and
"know how' for Lcachors desiring to upgrade the quality of education
in the public schools

Visitations by forcign students and intcrvisitations among students
and laboratory school teachers from different teacher-preparing institu-
tions were also recommended. Professional leadership activities of campus
school teachers which arc discussed include leadership in study groups;
writing and publishing; part1c1pﬂtaon in conferences, workshops, and pro-
fessional organizations; and inservice on committees of the faculty. I
relation to publishing, the authors comment: S

Much writing and publishing should be done by laboratory statf = -
members because the very nature of their work keeps them aware of
the many problems facing children, youth, college students, college
teachers, and teachers-in-service. . . . Such writing cannot be
expected, however, unless time is available.d

t

1Alex F. Perrodin (ed.), Functions of Laboratory Schools in Teacher.

Education, Thirty-Fourth Yearbook, Association ifor Student Teaching (Cedar
Falls, Towa: the Association, 1955), p. 33.

2Lois C. Blair and others, The Purposes, Functions and Uniqucness
of the Collcpe-Controlled Laboratory School (Lock Haven, Pa.: Association
for Student Teaching, 1958), p. 33.

- 31bid., p. 30.
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[
It may be assumed that the same limitation might be cxpected to ‘ﬁ{
apply to such activities as serving as a “production center where films, '
slides, maps, charts, graphs, tape recordings, postecrs, murals, rcplicas

and models of various kinds are produced and catalogued;" "exemplifying

a high type public relations program through radio and television for

informed citizenry in its own community;' and '"telecasting by closed

circuit for the benefit of people on campus."4

e

A final recommendation deals with a variety of services to the
schools in the arca and contains the following warning: "if providing
these services is a chosen function of the laboratory school, time and
staff must be made available, remembering, of course, that the laboratory
school teacher must be well informed in the areas of service rendered."S

Leadership in Service Area

The need for the campus school to provide leadership for the service
area of the college was also strongly supported by Barrington. He recom-
mended that colleges and their laboratory schools '"adequately inform
educators in their service areas of the changes which have taken place
in teacher education, in order that teachers and administrators may think
in terms of present-day teacher preparation instead of the program which
they, themselves experienced.'’ Additional recommendations concerned the
expansion of provisions for such services as conferences, workshops, and
consultation service for the cducators in the service area; follow-up of
graduates; and affiliation with or organization of study councils or nation-
wide cooperative organizations of schools. "Such affiliation would provide
access to a nationwide systematic pooling of educational practices dcvc}-
oping in classrooms, schools, and committees throughout the land. . . .

Apparently, there was little response to these calls to develop
dissemination activities. Kelley's study® in 1964 listed inservice edu-
cation as seventh among seven functions and Blackmon's” three years later
also showed it at the bottom of the list of important functions, In
looking ahead to what ought to be in the future, however, Blackmon's
respondents placed inservice education slightly above student teaching
as a desirable function in the future.

4. . o € »
Ibid., pp. 41-42. ‘Ibid., p. 40. i\
6Thomas M. Rarrington, The Introduction of Sclected Lducaticnal Prac-
tices into Teachers Colleges and Their Laboratory Schools (New York:
Columbia University, Teachers Collecge, Bureau ot Publications, 1953,),
p. 93.

"Ibid., p. 93.

8Ivan H. Kelley, College-Controlled Laboratory Schools in the United
States--1964 (Washington, D.C.: American Association of Colleges for
Teacher Education, 1964).

9C. Robert Blackmon, '"The Present and Future Status of College Con-
trolled Laboratory Schools," Laboratory Schools, 1.S.A.--Studies and Rend-
ings, ecdited by C. Robert Blackmon (Lafayctte: University of Southwestern
Louisiana, 1970), pp. 64-85. |
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The Howd and Browne study in 196910 reported the ranking of "leader-
ship in inscrvice education" by 194 campus schools. One hundred and six
indicated that this function was important or very important while only
31 of the 194 schools rcported that they were not used for this purpose.
Howd and Browne also surveyed three types of publications produced during
the five years previous to 1969. No research studies had been published
by about one-fifth of the schools; 18 percent had published more than 5
studies and the remainder (68) had brought out 1 to 5 publications.

In the catcgory of books, text books, and workbooks, the faculty of 40
percent of the colleges and universities reported no published works and
only one institution had morec than ten such publications to its credit,
Articles in professional journals werc a somewhat more common means of
expression by campus school faculty. Only 21 institutions reported no
articles published while 32 had 10 more more articles in professional
journals.

An an influence on its own service area or on education generally,
the campus school presents a picture of modest aspiration and even more
modest accomplishment. Aside from the few famous experimental schools
early in the twentieth century, there have been only isolated instances
of laboratory schools serving significantly to influence education even
within a local service area. Lathrop's and Beal's study of fifteen
campus schools in 1964 summarized their findings in this field:

As an overall judgment it must be said that in most instances
in-service efforts of campus schools have been only marginally devel-
oped. . . . In fairness, however, it must be noted that thec visiting
team did not find any campus school with sufficient facilities to
release large amounts of faculty time to develop and publish materials
on a continuing basis. Several of the schools were duplicating some”
materials that could be distributed to areca public schools and placed
in the hands of tcachers, and a few of the schools provided released
time to teach courses to area teachers, particularly in, scieiice,
mathematics, and English. Typically, however, such efforts were
modest. The campus school has traditionally been regarded by its - 3
collegiate affiliate as parochial in its professional responsibility !\
and has never been equipped to mount extensive in-service education
programs.l1l

Recent Developments

.

Regional -laboratories and research and development centers have recently N
engaged in the type of dissemination activities which might well have been
considered the function of a university-related school. Workshops, insti-
tutes, consultants, instructional systems, demonstration classes, and
pilot schools have been used. to promote inservice education and improved

10Curtis M. Howd and Kenneth A. Browne, National Survey of Cannus,
Laboratory Schools-1969 (Washington, D.C.: American Association of
Colleges for Teacher Education, 1970).

11Paul W. Bixby and Harold B, Mitzel (eds.), Campus School to a
Research and Dissemination Center (University Park: Pennsylvania State
University, 1964), p. 82.
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school practice. An example of a promising innovation is the self-
instructional training units (minicourses) made available to schools for
use in developing critical teaching skills in teachers, "Each minicourse
consists of a self-contained package of the instructional and model films,
handbooks, % aluation forms, orientation schedules, and daily activity
schedules.'""“ For the most part, support and personncl have beca centered
on these new networks rather than on the traditional campus schools.

One notable exception is the University Campus School of the Univer-
sity of California, Los Angeles, and its League of Cooperating Schools.
Jchn Goodlad has described the basic rationale for the collaborative
arrangement.

Ideally, the university faculty sees itself as advancing know-
ledge and, simultaneously, socicty sees the university as performing
service. Translating these concepts into educational terms, the
university should involve itself in real school situations in such
a way that it advances knowledge on one hand and performs service
on the other. The two functions may very well be conceived sepa- f
rately, but the operation is-‘economical and efficient when both
functions are achieved simultaneously with relatively little more
effort than would be required for the fulfillment of one function
alone. By these means, and others like them, the promice of a
breakthrough to faster 1mp1ementat10n of new research-based educa-
tional ideas may be realized.

Another means of relating the service and reszarch functions of the
university in cooperation with the schools is exemplified by the Twelfth
Street School Project of the University of Wisconsin, Milwaukce, and the
City of Milwaukee Public School System.

The project has as its central focus the development of a central
city elementary scliool into a '"center for innovation and rescearch."
Its purposes include curriculum development, intern and student
teacher education, and staff in-service education. When one adds
the fact that the school is eventually to serve as an overall model
for other city elementary schools, the picture is complete; the
surface resemblance to the university-based laboratory school is
striking. . . . In fact, now there is evidence to indicatc that
some oftthe basic ideas that have long served as a rationale for
“the existence of laboratory schools arc being reborn.l4

12Keith Acheson and James L. Olivefbjihﬁdpcational Laboratories and
Teacher Education,' Journal of Teacher Education, 21:330-31;/Ea11 1970.

135. Brooks Smith and others, A Guide to Professional Exceliénce in

Clinical Expericences in Teacher Education (Washington, D.C.: Association
for Student Teaching, 1969), pp. 18-19.
14

Jack N. Fleming, 'The Jointly Sponsored City School System--Univer-
sity Laboratory Schools: Advantages and Problems," Laboratory Schools
U.S.A.--Studies and Readings, ed. C. Robert Bluckmon, Southwestern Studies:
Humanities Series, No. 3 (Lafayette: University of Southwestern Louisiana,
1970), pp. 155-56.

24

31

e AT



PORTENTS FOR THE FUTURE

The campus laboratory school has entered the 70's confronted by many
internal problcms and external threats. Its effort to survive by taking
on additional functions while operating with constantly decreasing re-
sources has obviously failed. In attempting to be all things to all men,
the campus school has lost its effectiveness in those areas where it might
have made a unique contribution. ‘

The analysis of functions has shown that pther agencies have been
developed to perform many of them. Jointly controlled and administered
student teaching centers are now available to unite school and college in
providing practicum experiences. Teacher education laboratories are
increasingly the focus of skill development activities such as simulation
exercises and microteachingéwhich are replacing classrecom observation and
participation. Regional laboratorleq, research and development centers,
and public school systems, supported by government and foundation funds,
are engaged in a wide variety of research, development, and dlssemlnatlon
activities. All of thesc may be considered as replacements for the campus
laboratory school :and gencrally they.represent an 1mproved adaptlon to
the requirements of the.times.

There are still needs to be met, however, and a reconstructed and
< wedirected university-related school may well be the most effective
agency in a particular situation for doing what needs to be done. There
are no definite guidelines for such reconstruction but certainly some
directions are clearly indicated. Among these are definition of function,
relation to university and other educational agencies, and staff and
facilities.

Any laboratory school must serve a clearly defined and valued function
in relation to the purposes and programs of the institution or institutions
to which it is related. Basically, such a school must be considered in.
terms of what it does, and what it does is a reflection of what its parent
institution allows or requires it to do. In practice, however, the close
relationship ‘between institutional purpose and campus school function
has not always been evident.

Some campus schools have developed their own priorities with little
reference to or intcrference from the rest of the institution. Some
colleges of cducation accept passively the status quo or seek alter-
nate ways of supplying needs which they do not perceive as being met
by the campus school. Potentially, the institution has the power to
shape the campus stchool to its own ends. Actually, traditional
loyalties, established practice, and tenured staff members may make
any desired shaping exceedingly difficult.

There is .. . . some indication that for some university faculty
the campus ‘school may occupy a position like that of the valued heir-
loom. It is loved, carefully protected,. and rarely used! Indeed,
for such persons, statements of value scem o be based on long
accepted biases rather than current positive experiences.

1Dorothy M. McGeoch, Function and Future: The Public Campus Labora-
tory Schools in Wisconsin (Minneapolis: Upper Midwest Regional Educational
Laboratory, 1908).
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Lathrop and Beal summarized their reactions to a series of visits
to fifteen contemporary campus laboratory schools as follows:

If the campus school is to survive it must reexamine its objectives
and functions, relating them to the broader purpose of the academic
setting in which it exists. For many 'laboratory schools such a re-
alignment of functions will mean a de-emphais on responsiblity for
the~education of a continuous population of elementary or secondary
school pupils, de-emphais of "1live'" observation for teacher candi-
dates, and substantially greater commitment to experimentation, in-
novation, demonstration, and research. In most schools such a
realignment of purposes will be agonizing, requiring re-establishment
of long dormant relationships, with academic faculty and school per-
sonnel.

But the new university-related school must also relate to the wider
community of schools, professional organizations, and state agencies.
As teacher education becomes a shared responsibility the campus school
becomes a laboratory for the wider community.

To fulfill the commitment of contributing to the wider educational
communty, the expanding role of the laboratory school encompasses
vigorous and purposeful professional interaction with other labora-
tory schools as well as public schools throughout the nation. . The
staff of the labcratory school becomes a pool from which may be:
secured consultant assistance in launching new programs, especially
in the area of teacher in-service (cducation) for those programs.
While, as part of dissemination, it is the responsibility of the
laboratory school to generate exportable products to assist with
new programs, the support of a knowledgeable professional can be

. an essential ingredient.3 -

.F1na11y, organization and financial provisions must be made which W111
enable the campus-related school to serve with distinction the functions
which it is designed to serve. Nothing can be galned by the definition of
unquestionably desirable goals which have little reaction to the realities
of an understaffed, undersupported, two-hundred-and-fifty pupil school.

In many instances, there will bet:no continuing school population.
Rather, flexible facilities which can be adapted to a variety of uses may
be developed. At orc time, the facilities and vejated support services
may be used to demonstrate a particular type of ofganization and program
for a limited group of pupils. The demonstrationiproject would illus-
trate, for a specific period of time, teaching stfategies and instruc-
tional resources developed within a defined concebtual framcwork.

|

2Robert L. Lathrop and Dallas K. Beal, "Currient Status of Selected
College-Related Schools,'" Campus School to a Rescarch and Disscmination
Center, eds. Paul W. Bixby and Harold E. Mitzel (UanCISlty Park:
Pennsylvania State University, 1964), p. 94.

3Madcline Hunter, "Expéhding Roles of Laboratory Schools," Phi Delta
Kappan, 52:18; Scptember 1970.
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At another time, or in other locations, a research oriented facility
with sufficient size, flexibility, and support to carry out controlled
experimentation in a varletv of fields, would be developed. Teachers
.and research specialists would be recruited for a particular project and
employed for thc length of time specified by the research design. The
children or youth in the study would also remain in the experimental
setting only for the duration of the project. Through shared control
and responsibility of a university and community agencies, research
studies appropriate to the situation could be selected and opportunities
for dlssemznatlon of findings developcd .

< There is also a need for laboratory facilities devoted primarily to
inservice ¢ducation with experienced teachers working in the school with
some renular staff members as part of a flexible retraining program.
Staff members would be selected for their ability to work in a team re-
lationship within the school and to serve effectively as leaders of in-
service activities in the field. A staff of sufficient size so that
1nd1V1duaLs could work in both teachingiand consultative roles would be
necessary and coordination with state and local educational aoenc1es {
would, of course, be required. - % : ‘
\
A\

There are many -other possibilitie%. The common element, however, is
the need to define roles and limit activities to those which can make a
unique contribution to the total educational program of the snonsor1ng
agencies and which can be adequately supported with the resepxces avail -
able. - y : . }.

‘ \ A

Bixby and Mitzel, in what is undoubtedly the most signltlcant series
of reports on university-controlled and university-related elementary and
«secondary schools ever compiled, summarize the minimum conditions which
must be met if a cooperative college-public school research, development
and. demonstration center is to gain a position of leadcrshlp in. the
improvement of educational theory and practice:

[}

1. Goals must be restricted and restated so that they fit better
today's challenges both to elementary and secondary education
. and teacher education. )
2. Organizational patterns for combining higher education resources
i ' with those of forward looking public schools must be cooperatively
il " developed in order to enhance the efforts  of both as they carry
; out their separate but closely related and independent missions.
3. .wPrograms must be created and carcfully cevaluated that will again
be models to be studlcd ‘and hopcfully enmulated by public-and
private schools.
% 4, Staff must be recruited who have the ability and the deq1re to
comprchend a "different" apprcach to a college-related research
and development center. i
5. Bullﬂlngs and equipment that ant1c1pate the future, including the
© makxinmum use of newer communication and instructional media, must
be designed and buiit.
6. A rescarch component must be structurcd in such a fashion that it
cannot be pushed: d&lde by the nceds of the daily operation of the

school 4 J
L4 S P }
Q Bixby .and Mitzel, op. cit. . 99-100. C
ERIC A “ ‘ T‘fp i 27
B SR nA - :

. 5 ) ~ )



» The campus laboratory school of the 70's is indeed confronted by many
external threats. Redefinition and reconstruction of function, relation-
ships, and organization can result in new and potentially effective struc-
tures. Various radically new prujects already in existence attest to this
fact. It is probable, however, that the intevnal problems of the present
campus schools are a greater menace than all outside influences. William
Van Til in his wisc and witty analysis of the rise and fall of the campus

. laboratory school expresses his concern about the role of those he calls
; the friends of the laboratory school.

One would think that such friends of the laboratory school would

be thoughtfully engaged . . . in realistically redefining and adapt-
ing the functions and purposes of each individual laboratory school
to contemporary realities. . . . One would think that the friends

of the laboratory school would be identifying the apppropriate
frontiers for the laboratory school today. . . .
i I

But I doubt that many friends of the laboratory schools are so
engaged on behalf of the laboratory school. Even many teachers and
administrators of Yaboratory schools do not seem to be so engaged.
Possibly historians of the yvear 2000 may record that the laboratory
school was not killed but that its friends listened to the death wish
and committed suicide without putting up a fight for life.S

The time for justification and defense is past. Not even the most
devoted partisans can preserve the campus school as it has been, and is,
quite generally, today. Those who value the contriputions which can be
made through collaborative efforts in research, demonstration, and dis-
semination of educational innovations must assume leadership in developing
a wide variety of new centers and facilities. In institutions, as in
nature, to fail to adapt is to die. For the campus laboratory school the
decision cannot be postponed. What shall its model be--the phoenix or the
dodo bird?

’

d/ .

SWilliam Van Til, The Laboratory School: Its Rise and Fall? (Terre
Haute: Indiana State University and the Luboratory School Administrators
Association, 1969), pp. 14-15.
O
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