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I guess the title of this presentation can be interpreted in more
than one way. There are those who ;ee in the title an historical ques-
tion. That is, "What is the geneélogy ofAthe concept—-Teacher Center?"
On the other han&, some may interpret -the question aslseeking a more con-—
temporaneous perspectivé—chatmiS,‘"What are the motiva;ing forces,.both
general and.specific, which have given rise to .centers ﬁresently in exis-
tence." In the latter interpretation, by "genéral"Omotivating’forces I
mean the field-wide iévements, the popular thrusts, the 1égislative and
political mandates which constitute the\"wﬁgre from" part ofwthe qﬁestion.
By "specific" motivatingrforcés I mean the functions’ of or needs served
) by centers. In.other words, the "why" part of the question.

Some ma& ask, "Why:makeAthe distinction?”Treat both interpreta-
tions." Iheﬂsimple truth of the matter is that if you taik about .centers
outside the United States (British teachers' centers, centers in the
» Netherlands,.or thg education cengers of Japan) an historical treapise is_
rather simple and straightforwgr&. Cénterg in those countries have a
definite beginning, not only iﬁ tiﬁe, but in content area or major educa-
tional fiéld. And they have a somewhat uniform development within each.
pa&ticuiaf coﬁntryrf In facﬁ, when educators in each 0of these countries
-talk to each other about centers, though they may Qse a different term
than we do, they knéw what each is talking about. They'aré talking about
the s;me thing‘to each other. As all of you know, this is not true in .
American edﬁéatioﬁal circlgs; pérticularly regarding the centers concept.
Here, centers have different historical backgroundé, depending on your
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definition of "center."



In England,‘teachers' ceﬁters grew ratheruspontanéously out of
che"fruQCratibns Bgifish teachers were ha;ing in the eaflytl960's with
the‘qufféld Curriculépin math*and science. The Nuffieid Fouqdation{
shortly after the Sputnik launching, funded projects designed to produce
new programs of education to meet the techﬁological”challenge frém the.
East. These new pf;ggams took éhe form of géneral guides to teachers

concerning mathematics and science teaching. As teachers began to com—
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municate to each other their frustrations with the guides, they found
places to;méql over tea and plan together. As théy‘found4them5e1;es

— . o
increasingly successful in solving their teaching probléms this.way,.these
meeting places (Teachers' Centers) became more widespréad“and iﬁégitutibn.

alized. . . . o . .

In Holland, the Dutch version of teacher centers greﬁ out” of an

n
v

attembt to combine the resources of the three educatipn factiong in that
country--Catholié,“Erotestént, and State.  The orgaﬂization wﬁich emerged ;
shortly after World War"II was called the Central Pedagogic Institute, r
.a’ﬁational centef interested primarily in elementary education;. Unfortu-
natély, this central institute was.far removed from the feality of fegionJ
al and local needs;"In the early 1960's, therefore, regional and local
centers were instituted wi;h.national fundg. The regional centers grew
out of a ﬁeed for depositories of curriculum reséurces and for'"help in
developing answers to intractable pedagogié_questions."lh Tﬁe“local ;dvis—
ory bureaus, on the other hand, grew out of widespread interest in achieve~
ment and ability testing. Only recen;ly have they begugwto take on the
curriculum deveiopment thrust most typical of fheiceqééféﬂéf Great Bfitain
and'Japan.

p /-
The Japanese centers, quite like the British counterpart, had a
/ .



grassroots beginning. Thirty or forty yeérs ago (and today also) teachers
(ﬁarticul#fly science teachers) in Japan got together in houses, at school,
or elsewhere in general groups called "studyucircles.“2 "As teachers

needs and technological advapces increased, these small circles needed
moxe formaiized accomodations, complete with laboratories, libraries and
.equipment storage areas. In time, gﬁese formalized "centers"_becéme pop-
ular throughout the country and today every prefecture has an "Education
Center' where research and inservice education is carried on. Although
these centers began as science centers, today many of the ceptets include
work in most curriculum areas.

Quite unlike "centers" in these three countries, teacher centers

in American education‘are not so clearly defined. Consequently, to answer .

the question, "where do they come from?" in an historical perspective is

a monumentally complex task. Depending on your concept of "Teacher(s')/

Teaching Center," its historical antecedents can be traced back twenty-

b4 b
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five years, ten years, five years, three years, , or even one year

ago.8' In addition to the various "legitimate" definitions of centers now
being bandied about (and incidently, I don't know how one determines legi-
timate from non—legitimaﬁe definitions).the teacher center movement has

" otherwise known as

suffered the typically Americaﬁ "Bandwagon Effect;
the "call it whatever is poﬁular, but do your own thing, in your own way"
phenomenon. ’
This phénomenon is supported empirically by a study’which Dr. Sam
| Yarger and I have heen conducting for the past two years.g' By ﬁeans of

a survey of school districts, universities arnd selected organizations

nominated to us as being "centers" we hoped to "get a handle" on the con~

cept. In this way, we thought we might be able to "pin down" the attributes
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of the. concept whi;h would distinguish teaching centers from other pro-
grams and ;ould, incidently, p}ovide for us éﬁ historical perspective on
an overall concept. Much to ouf chagrin, just the opposite ﬁagpened.
The concept could not be narrowed down to a single set of attributes and

the historical antecedents proved to be many and varied. Programs which

seemed to fit our general definition could trace their origins to:

(1) Post-World War II laboratory schools. Several educators

have indicated their belief that some centers are no more than '"lab schools"

N

with a new name. Particularly noted among these'type centers have been
i .

those which deal exclusively or almost exelusively~withvEre—service teacher

- education. These centers often go by the name Teacher Education Centers.

_(2) State and Federal lggislatioﬁ of the 1960's .and early 1970's.

The Kanawha Valley Multi-Institutional Teacher EducationvCeﬁter (MITEC)
is one center, now independent of federal funds pf enactments, which
traces its origins to the Multi-State Teacher Education Project.(MfSTEP)‘
and the Elementary andFSecondary—Edﬁcation Act of 1965, Title V. 1In

New York Séate (and other statés) agencies known as Boards of Cooperative
Educational Services (BOCES) have eminated from }egislation to iﬁpréve.
educational offerings to students within local eduéational agency (LEA)
regions. Recently, centers in tﬁe form ofvconsortia relationships have

been legislatively preséribed in Florida.

{3) Cries of outrage at American Education in both the profes-

sional and popular literature of the 1960's and 1970's. I need not go

into the idﬁg listubf:books, papers, and foundation reports attacking edu-

’ .

.cation and the training of teachers with which we are all too familiar.

oY

Suffice to say that some centers have developed out of the community, with

the assistance of local educators, in an attempt to bring all persons
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concerned with e&qcation (éafents; students, teachers, and other.commanity
folks) into edgcatianal endeavors. Teachers Inc. in New York City, is

but one example of a center which finds its origin principally in coop-

!

‘eration between parents and teachers.

(4) National and State offices of education study groups, com—

/

—eran

missions, and mandates. An example which is "close to home" for me is

New York State. The New York State Board of Régents' mandate for compe-
tency~based teacher education programs carries with it the requirement
that local education agencies,lteacﬁers, and community represantatives_be
involved in deveioping newly approved programs. Man& see in this man&atq
the implication that teacher education and re-education in New York Stata
must be a "caﬂter"—type program.

The Appalachian Training Complex,‘Appalachian State University,
Boone, North Carolina, is an example of a pehter aevelaped in cooperation
with %ask Farce '72 of the U.S. Office of Education. Task Force '72
"spent twelve months bfainatorming'with leading edugafars abput'the needs

of national educatiOnalqleadership."10)

The leading suggestions for res-
olutiqn of our most pressing national problems posed by the Task Fofcav
‘implied the need for cooperationlamong intereated partias in the develop-
ment of education and teacher education programs--in other words, some

kind of "centers" or "consortium” approacﬁ.

(5) And certainl§ not least among these, the professional educat-~

‘;rs"in the field". Either individually or through various professional
oréaﬁiaations, they are taking -(often demanding) tae reaponsibility for
their own personal and professional.growth an& developmen;. In many cases
‘:this "personal.responsibility" approach ta‘education and re-education is

based on teachers teaching each other, much in the tradition of the British
: . j ’ o
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Teachers' Centers. In the Princeton-(N.J.)’Regional School District,

"The Wednesday Program' provides fo;iinsérvicé programs and activities

one afternoon per week (students are sent home early) for the entire staff

S

on a voluntary basis. Another examéle is Uﬁity Maine's Districtl#3 which
. 3 : .
has gone to a féurfday school week %or students, leaving ¥ridays as in-
service days for ééachers. A third example is the Sqarsdale (N.Y.)
Teachest Center thch (contrary to what Dave Selden will talk about in
a few minutes), I understand is a center negotiated into the teéchgrs'
contract by the Scarsdale:Teachers' Association. |

Consequently, when askea the”;uestion "where do teacher/teaching
centers comé from and why?" one must take into_considefation ‘the speci-

fic center or type of center one is talking about. This, of course, poses

another problem. That is, how does one know what kind of center one is

talking about? I would like to conclude my remarks today by describing

a scheme which is being developed to help answer that question.ll: Dr.

Yarger has informed me that he does not intend to "toot his own horn"

about this today, so I will.

As a result of the study which I mentiﬁned earlier, Dr. Yarger
has developed a tentative scheme for classifying centers by (1) organiza—
tional structure and (2)'by function. Our stud& seems to indicate that
organizationally centers can fall_primarily inté one of seven types:

The Independent Teaching Center--characterized by the absence of

any formal ties to an institution. Although program directors and

impiemento ekperience a trémendous amount of freedom and flexibility

‘they also §Wffer from a paucity of funds and fund sources.

The "Almost" Independent Teaching Center--although linked to an

. .
educational institution (either college or school system) the program



directors and implementers experience a high degree of autonomy. Those
of you familiar with centers around the'céuntry might consider the Phil- |,
adelphia Teacher Center under the direction of Donald Rosmussen as

exemplary of this type.

The Single Unit Teaching Center~-probably the most commoﬁ;£§bé

‘of American center is characterized by its association with and adminis-

i

tration by a single educational institution. Typidally, this type of
center is a highly organized, highly sopﬁisticated, and explicitly goal
directed inservice program.

The Professional Organization Teaching Center--which can be of

two types: the ''megotir-ed” teacher association>center mentioned earlier,
and the "subject area' center which often emerges out of concerns of a
pargiculgr-subject—qupsed ofganization such as NCSS or NCTE. These

type centers are cléérly the raresgt of Agericgnﬁcenters.

The Free Partnership Teaching Center—-which is the simplest of

the cohsortium type centers. This center is based on collaborativé

efforts of only two institutions, usually a college or school of education

and a public schobl system.

The Free Consortium Teaching Center-~characterized by three or

. more institutions and/or agencies. Because of the number of involved'

'barties organizational patterns, communications, commitments and policy~ |

\ &

mgking structures are .more complex than in the partnership and program

\

development is more general, as the goals and constraints of each party

‘must be taken into account. Incidently, the term "free'" in these last

two typeé refers to the membersf willingly joiﬁing each other rather than

being "forced" by legislative/political mandates.

The,Legislative/Political'Consortium--characterized by the fact

that its organizétion and constitdency is prescribed either bf legislative

° i
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mandate or by political influence. Most notable among this type of
Center are and will be the Centers emerging out of Florida's

Legislature mandate and New York's Board of Regents competency~based
certification guidelines.

In addition to these atructural types there seems to be,
:-l
basically, four functional types among Centers. (Some centers may

have overlapping functioms; i.e., they may serve more than one of

these functions at the same time). These functional types are:

(1) The Facilitating-Type Teaching Center - deséription of

12,

which is borrowed in part from Bruce Joyce and Marsha Weil "This

type of éenter purports to provide an atmosphere which.will.allow tﬁe
teacher to explore ne& ideaé and téchniques éither'through direct
interaction with other teachers or via 'hands on' experieﬁce with new
curriculum'materials."l3 This type of center is vefy close to the

informal "English" type teachers' centér.

(2) The Advocacy—Iype Teaching Center ~ characterized by visible

commitment to a specific philosophical or programmatic thrust, such as

7/

"open education".

(3) ;ThekResgonsive—Typé Teaching Center - whiéh may be one of
- two éﬁb—;ypes; The first attempts to respoﬁd td'specifig.needé of
individual educators or gEOups of educators. The secoﬁdjis concerned
with meeting institutional needs. 1In either case‘the center promotes

itself as not being dominated by any one philosophical thfust.

(4) The Functionally Unique Teaching;@enter ~ one about which %{
1 still argue with Dr. Yarger. He descrlbes this type center as one

serving a limited, unique function-which mightAinclude materla}s develop~

[
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ment,'pesearch, and/or field testing of availablé materials. It may
have started as a classroom serving a particular type of'sfudcnt need
and then blussomed into a demonstration center. I see only three
distinct tyﬁés of centers along the "functions" continuum and this
fype as one which serves sévgral of the above functions (Facilitative,
Advocacy, Responsive) simultaneously. |

For more'detaiied descriptions of these variops types Jf
centers,‘I recommend the Spring 1974 iséue of the journél of

Teacher Education guest edited by Dr. Allan Schmeider and Dr. Sam Yarger.

Drs. Schmeider and Yarger explain this scheme in greatgr detail in their
lead article.13 lf%ci@entally, tﬁe major the@atic éection oflthis

recent issue of JTE is on the concept of Teaching Centers and represents
probably the firét attempt to publish a §ingle wo;k'devoted to
discussing the concept and the issues édfrouhding the. concept. in

American'Edudation, ‘ }
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