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N INTRODUCTION ~ « ¢

4

" A BACKGROUND

This documepnt reports on the fourth year of evaluation and technical

e ¥ *

N . ~— _—
assistance renderéd by the Evaluation Research Center to the Teacher Center .

R -

program.
w ‘ <

During the secend half of l?fl, under what was then called the Teacher
Center program, the Office of Education funded four pilot projects, one

I -
located i_.n\I’exas, one in Rhode Island, one in the Bay Area of California,

and one in Washington, D.C. From 1971 to the present the-Eval.uation i

. . —
Research Center has provided a variety of evaluaf&)n servjices to these pro-

jects* A list of ERC reports covering. the time period 1971-1974 may be -

\ found in Appendix 2 Lo s ‘ ’
This report is.one of four prepared simultaneoasly concerping ERC's

, work with the pilot projects in 1974-75. .Volume II reports on the Bay Area
. ) \ .

Leéarning Center (BALC), Volume III on the Rhode Island Feacher Center

Mg

4 .
. (RITC), and Volume IV-on the Texas Center for the Improvement of Educa-
) N

tional Systems (TCIES). This volume cuts across the threc currentTeacher '

. Center pilots and offers Some generalizations about the Teacher Center idea )

-
[

based on ERC's association with the Office of .(Educa,tion and the pilots

a

* The Washington, D.C. pilot was discontinued in 1974 and will not be ..
treated in this report. T U \

-

\)‘ . . - T . N i/ii v - p -




;o themselves. ' N v
B. EVENTS LEADING UP TO THIS YEAR'S WORK o :

In August 1974 ERC's evalluators began to plan the\1974-75 external
;ygluation effort for the Teécher Center pilot projects'. The pril;nary'focus
of the work was to identify and ;elect the most promising aspects ‘o‘fleach
project for in-’dept.h stud:y and validation. e .The purpose of this a‘ctivity

~
~

was to develop the basis for an "application model" of Teacher Centers.

A ) Procedures for identification and selection of these projects in-

- _ cluded: (1) a careful review of all internal and external documents available )
. . ° ' ) 3 ’ 5.

s * to the ERC, staff; (2) ansexamination of previously collected evaluation data

(especially thqhimpact survey results); (3) consideration of the input from

the Office of Education and Teacher Center officials; and (4) an analysis
) . . . -
of the three items above. The first two tasks were. straightforward,

though time-consuming, tasks. _ The third activity, consideration of input
' .. from the Office of Education and Teacher Cér_xter officials, involved a

rewarding but more complex process that seems to warrant description.

.- ] As an outcome of a productive meeting of numerous parties, held

in Washington, D.:C. in February 1974, a Teacher Center Consortium A
¢ — . ) . -
was formed. For 1974-75 this consortium included as members:" Teacher

.

] TN L i
G/gnter pilot project dir\ectors; regional Office of Education project officers;

= ERC r'epresentatives; and, as chairmen, the directors of t% University

——

.

.‘ "Validation' is used in this case to describe a verification process
) including review of documents, on-site observation and interviews.
¢ { - . '
o\

[N
v

A} - -~

v -
N N ’

> ‘ -
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N

of South Florida LTI on Education Personnel Development, .
During a series of Teacher Center Consortium-meetings, in
September and November 1974, and Jam;afy 1975, discussioné were held

. N s
about the external evaluation of the Teache? Center pilots. Further, .

.

—

to identify and select promis'}ng aspects of the projects for in-depth study

in 1974-75." First, a list of primary choices of promising aspects was , )

.

drawn up by each project director. These lists specifieg,their gelectio

LY

. ’
activities were carried out that ensured consortium members an opportunity

-
.

criteria#** and indicated the availability and nature of documentation which )
1

would validate their choices. They then presented their.gevaluation' plans,

which called for further study of the following aspects of Teacher Centers

by site:.

e Bay Area Learning Center (BAI_.,C)-- The nature and extent of
tri-distriqt cbllaboral)ion -on staff development program activity
was to be surveyed. -Impact data was aISO'to.be ga;chere‘d he
START Center in Oakland, one_ of the three lochl educat.ion

agency staff development.centers suppoi'ted"-%BALC.

" . N

e Rhode Island Teacher Center (\RIT.C) - Three aspects of the.’

-

project were o he examined: (1) technical assistance to local,
land .
education agencies by generalist consultants; (2) information

-

LY

" x#x Examples of s¢lection criteria were the extent to which an activity or

.

aspect of .the project contributed to the attainment of its goals or was rated

particularly important to Teacher Center client

°
-




service to educators; and (3) staff deyelbp}nent assistance
to locaépeducatio‘n agenc'ies. Also, impaét data about the project's
major components was to be collecte,g and analyzed.

Following discussion and clarification of the evaluation plan fer BALC
. Cs ) ‘ : . .
ard RITC presented by the ERC staff,all (the Teacher Center directors,
Office of Educa'.tion officials and ERC representatives) agreed

above work should be carried out. ; . Lo

[

that the

° Texas Center for the Improvement of Educational Syéter;ls (TCIES) 2
At fix"st, an impact stud:}" ot; two of the s’e'reral TCIES-supported
Teacher Center projects Wus considered. Dallas and Houston
were seleéted as’ represe;rtativeg of an urban lécai education
) . a_gency-bas'ed ‘prc;ject and § university -and cor'npetepcy-basedﬁ

- teacher education (CBTE) effort respectively. Later, however,

» . N

‘- ERC, the Office of Education and TCIES officials agreed upon

a different and broader effort. It was decided to conduet a study

. L
aimed at validating the existence of collaborative educational
activity among local education agencies, institutions of higher

<

'education, state education agencies, e.ducation service centers,

and community representatives\'m Dallas, Fort Worth, Houston,
. € ) U N
. \
" San Antonio and Canyon/Amarillo! .
1 PN -
L : . \ .
C. GENERAL NATURE OF THIS YEAR'S WQRK N

Volumes II and III report on the surve;ys\\done'to determine the impact:

. - \
\

of pron'qi'sfng aspects of the BAL? and RITC prdjects respectively. In the

-
g vi \
‘ % .

o




Bay Area the survey sought to determine the impact of the START Center ~
(4 \ - :

and the. BA.LC teacher in-service offerings, while in Rhode Island it sought

to document the impact of all of the RITC components. _ ¥ D

LJ
-

Volume IV reports on the nature and extent of collaborative activity

4

at the five Teacher Centers in Texas (Dallas Teacher Education Center,

- . - .

Fort Worth Teacher Center, Houston Teacher Center, San Antonio Teacher
I-Jéucatiqn Advisory Center, and West Texas Teacher Center at Canyon/

Amarillo). That work is based on a round of on-site interviews conducted

. ’

in May 1975 by three ERC investigators.  *

" -

o~
*This volume deals with the attempt to construct an "application model" -

of a Teacher Center. The first step was to elicit from project personnel
/ 0. CoeT .
a description of the most promising aspects of their project. Next, these

descriptions were reviewed by ERC, w'hig'h then developed some general

~— functions under which all of the activities could be summarized. The r o
functions chosen seemed naturally to encompass the major thrusts at
. . ~ .Q‘"

‘each of the pilots and the project characteristics or abproaches the Office

-

of T.ducation had encouraged the pilots to develop. *The "application model"

. ~—
» - »

consists of a listing of these functions with a discussion of each which attempts

I

to highlight some of the successes 01: problems encountered by the pilots

: over the years. Hopefully, the_reader interested in the-Teacher Center

-

functions which the pilots d>veloped under that

c.once[')t -an the kinds of

§
name will gain some insights useful to any attempts at creating similar

organizations.

>




D. OUTLINE OF THIS VOLUME ! s -

?The term Teacher Center 1acks defmition. At present it seems to
24 N N . .

be linked with'almost any effort at i’mproving a-teacher's cffectiveness,

[

and in that sense stands in danger of encompassing too much ard thus not

really meaning anything.

4-

L4

Although our primary mterest has not been to defmp the term

L . ’
"Teacher Cent_er, "' we have been intere@ted in finding a practical way of

characterizing the national Teacher Centecr pilots in the Bay Area, Rhode

ve S
Island, and Texas. As interest in such concepts as competency-based

¢

teacher education increases, and as the training of teachers becomes
more directly field-based to include the substantive input of teachérs in-
. . o
v ‘& ¥ . Ll
. the field, professional associations, and other groups, there has been a

\

corresponding increase in understanding what a Teacher, Center is, does,
. - . . P [ \ [

and how one might be qrganized as a field-based training center, since

¥

the Teacher Center, concept is associated with that movement to "externalize"

¥
[ -

the university. Thus, Chapter 1 in this volume traces the evolution of the

pilots by referr‘i/ng to thé context out of which they arose n 19'_7'1'. It alsb

points out the categories of educational or prOJe'C't'activity which, for the
X

’l

purposes of the ' application model" in this report, were translated into

v
L

what are called the Teacher Center Functions. . . B

Appendix 1 gives an overview of the first eighfeen months in the. livées

-
N - v

of BALC, RITC_ and of the first two years of TC]ES, an_d an ove_rYiew of
the results of s€lected components or of certain pro:]'ect characteristics (

&

- N, il e L - «

~
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-

_ and (c) parity.

" tating and carryi_ng d

of the three pilots on

in 1973-74 and 1974-75. The capsule histories of the three pilots outline
) . . ’ .

sevents thought significant’to the Teacher Center functions presented in -
Chapter 2. m_particular, events are chosen for inclus;lon in these accounts

&

for their pertinence to the.topids of (a) the federal role or posture in the
program, (b) program planning and the institutionalization of change, 2 S
All are later discussed under the topic of management

te

in Chapter 2. The project components or characte&'istics whose results .
% -

or nature a‘re br1eﬂ,y i‘ev1ewed (and more fully reported on in Volumes 11,

IiI and IV and in the reports of earlier years) touch on aspects of the Teacher |

]

Center functapns presented in Chapter 2.
'.

.Chapter 2,1 The Applicat1on Model, is based on the not1on that an’

”

entity called a Teacher Center can be de5cr1bed As an organ1zat1on facili-
s i 3

b cegtam funct1ons.

| of the functions and comments on some of their .
resultsiand’ suc cesses as well ag on some of the problems Surrounding thei'rt
genes1s'. Hopefully, both the functions themselves and the discussion about
them will serve as a helpful gu1de :o‘ anyoné about to embark on an adven-

.

~

ture as complex and challengmg as that ﬁn.dertaken by the three ﬁﬂots.

>

s i -

hY

u.s& /'
3

It contrasts the relative emphas1s .
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e CHAPTER 1 C

THE EVOLUTION OF MAJOR PILOT TEACHER CENTER ACTIVITIES

A, INTRdD]L_LCTION AND SUMMARY . ” '

-

This chapter su'rnmarizes the evolution of certain approaches or

L3

solution strategies to problems in teacher education in the form of three

pilot' pro;|ects funded by.the Office oFEzﬁcanon. -
.

\ .

1
Past experience led the Office of Education to 1dent1fy certam local

conditions and interests as ,impgrtant precondit}ons to the ESIabhshment
L] - o ) B [N \ ‘«, \

of large scale programs. Four sites were then located where the%con- .

ditions more or less obtained and these sites were designated as the pilot

-

. projects of the’Teacner Center program. These events are summarized

in Section B of this chapter, ""A Rational Reconstruction of Events Leading
g% 0 v .

v

to ¢he Teacher Cent3 Program. " ‘ .
d

/ <.
The Office of Education had also learned, thrqugh past experience,

-

of the need to abide by certain principles and pro\c’edUres of program  _ .°

operation Although the Office of Education wanted each pilot t6 b‘e left

free to develop in its own ways, it was a1so anxious that they adhere to these

general principles of operation since they represented certain ''lessons

learned.'" These principles, or "Office‘of Education con'ditio’ns, as they

came to be called, gre listed in Section C of this chapter, n " The Pilot

.

Projects and the Office of Education Conditions. "

LSS
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¥ B, A RATIONAL RECONSTRUQTION OF EVENTS LEAD]NG 'I'O’THE )
N : TEACHER CENTER PROGRAMl T R o
4 ‘ v -, - .. " * . '/

Y

- W1thm two to three years of the formation of the\ureau of, Educatmn’
»Profess1ons Development (BEPD) in the U. S Offm.e’ of Educ'atlon m 1968

%'
< .
. - Y " | . /

the peop1e w1th1n that bureau became convinc ed that the effé/cta.veness of

7 -
. . , , / .

~ the bureau suffered because it had corﬂe to cons1st of some th1rteen pro- .
. , “ i ‘ il 7

.grams which seemed to form a set of unrelated}ragments rather than a

, s \ \ -
¢ ’

coherent whole. However, a number of Off1ce of Edut:ahon and other "

progects prov1ded a "body of exper1ence Whlch was suggestwe of steps ‘

to remedy this. problem. For example, apparan‘tly durmg 1969-']0 the
supermtendent of schoo]s in Lou1sv1lle, Kenmcky, managed ﬁ‘o comblne
the agsistance the d1str1ct was rece1v1ng under nuznerous separate federally
. 3 RO

funded. programs 1nto 3 single thrust planned locally and re}ated to locai’.%y

artlculated needs.. Some people w1th1n the bureau and others at the Office

——— e~ =

- — -"

a,‘oj_l;ducauon we_x:e._lmpnessed With the results of thls s1te concentratlon .

. ‘ ‘_
- - “_ .- P - -

1dea, as 1t came to be called Other programs such as Urban Rural

-“.- . PRI
- ' ‘.

o and. TREND operatlonal by 1970-—71 ,also contamed good 1deas about J
"‘/ R .. -, .7 . '\ ; .'-l‘ . 7 .

S 4 s r Id , /
o solvmg program fragmentatlon. . TheSe j:wo) programs were des1gned to "

S 3 . !

o w )"
Fa

) 'I‘he account‘ in thlS sectlon ig based on the followmg sources: (a) ERC'g

Fon 2 -own acquamta.nce w1.th pﬂot rgaltéd events since the fall of 1971 wh19h i

i attendanCe at con:versatlons “and preéentatlons durmg which OE program intents

-,‘" . and. strafe@e’s\ were se;forth (b) m‘ferwews by Andres Steinmetz in March

S A‘Q?thh' five. members .of the OE assoc1ated i n some way with the inc eption

.of the Teacher Center program;, (c) Teachers for the Real World,, B.O. Smlth.
\ Rs Howsam and’ R~ -Houston, Compegenl Baged Teacher Education; .

. _A §qhm¢1der and S. Holowenzak, The, Function of Consortia in Competency-‘
Based. Eaurcation; D Marsh.. An Explitation df the > Ispués surrounding Teacher |
Centers'a_ng Educafion Renewal Sites;, .the first proposals from each of the ot
s1tes'supgliEd to ERC,?by fhe Office of Education, and early, documents des- ;
cribmg ;he Teacher Canter progra‘m, and tdentified as représentlng the pro-
gram 9£'Whieh the’ four Teécher/ Center p 'oieots were Rilots. ; ‘

‘/'.’:’ s .\ . e VY !




o

schools in that joint effort.

»

{ annmg/ The}u in the f’all 'o,f 1970 an act1v1ty

o '-~~—

- ",

. JRS L Yo
formed chargeé w1th 1dentgymg ex1stmg projects
counfry w'hrch seemed to caryy some except1ona1

/; ! °' o' .-’ 5

, . .

1c1pate or deal w1ﬂ1 future problems. Th1s work began

Januar‘y 1971, and in the course of one yea,r, after meetmgs throughout

PR

the counzy. all indications, seemed to be that }he’ Two most promising

movements were the competency—based eff/orts in education and the idea

-
4 /r -

of havmg some kind of mechan1sr/n for more’ effectwely 'installing new

_/
>

(educat1ona1) products" in the. schoo’ls. Fl.nally. fhe ‘concept of the T

7

trammg com&x c;eVeloped ina book called Teachers for the Real World,

2

-

had been operatwhhlly explored in. L96:9 70 and by the time fiscal year

LA
4 . 7"‘. ‘

972 fundmg dee1s1ons were bémg made ten or e1even training complexes

were in place and had attamed a measure of popular1ty. Whereas the

T‘ramers of Teacher 'I‘ramers (TTT), begun in 1967, hae\..%ught the act1ve

4

mvolvement of many un1vers1ty d1sc1p11nes in the preparat1on of teachers.

A - .

the traini.ng complexes now extended that lead to more actively include the
A training complex was to be, among other’

things,, neutral territory where schools and universi;'ties could cooperate

ha
B

A

in teacher training, = . ' S
; g - ' : - ~
The "body of experience' referred to earlier, thep seemed to amount to
: t\ :

the following: Louiévﬂle exemplified gathering different Offi%of Education-

v . .. . . ’
« - -

b

04




) funded projects together into single thrusts. The Drban-Rural and TRENjD
€ . = . a. N . ) N i
programs ehcoufageci system-wide efforts in which schools were to decide

.
14

. their own priorities through planning and needs assessment, and

« , 8chool boards were to del‘égate substantial authority over budget and hiring

.of personnel to representative councils. The TTT program seemed to use

the training complex notion 'w.he,re institutions of higher education worked

.

S

-

cooperatively with local’ education agencies in the training of teachers.

And fmally, performance-based efforts in educat1on, particularly in
gteac&wr training, and the idea that a ''delivery system' was needed to insure ‘

‘ - N . 4

that the results of educational research--the "proven products" and the
i .

"promising practices''~--became available to classrooms, had both been

" °

i&entified as concepts with a high potential for solving educational problems.
As 'fiscal y'éar 1972.approached some Urban-Rural funds rendainged

unspent’and were stiil available. At the same time papers began appéaring
- Lo ‘ Ly v
’ ~ on the British Teacher Centers, and some persons from the Office of

B, &

- Education visited England and returned impressed with what they had seen.

Teacher Centers were reported to be an informal place where teachers

~

* gathered to become acquainted with and try out new materials and methods.

Much of thgiz;"’appar.ent success was ascribed to the self-regulation the |
" Teacher Centers enjoyed: they were operated by teachers and f8r teachers.

The Teacher Center idea appeared a natural one on which to build

. ' ° . H
a new program that would take advantage of past experience and promising

"ideas. The ﬁ'nspent money still available could be used to test such a

"~

‘ ’ * . t
. -

.‘ . .




A . - .
1 - s
»

program on a smdll scale dtiri.ng fiscal year 1972, while at the same time

planning preparatory to starting a large scale program in fiscal year 1973°

.,
. could proceed using knowledge gained from these pilot efforts. However,

time was essential to such™a plan and it was too late to request and review

~

proposals for Teacher Center ni\lo’cs. It was decided that BEPD (which’be-

|

. came the National Center for Improvement of Educational Systems in Nov'-

embyer 1971) would work together on this w1th thé‘N\ional Center for

. %

) @ v

\ Educational Communications, the two bureaus dealing w1th training and

with information retrieval a.nd dissemination and the logical branches

“

under which the new program's emphases would fall. Nforeover, this

\
«

joint involvement of BEPD. (NCIES andsNCEC) provided an adequate basis

fior choosmg pilot sites quickly smce NCEC held approved proposals for

1971~ 72. It thus only remained to q’hoose from among these proposals and ap-

v

proach the sitesinvolvedto (a)test th01r willingness to be funded through NCIES

£

instead of NCEC, (b) test their willingness to become linked to, the infor-

< ~
. -

mation dissemination unit of their locale, and (c) verify their interests
N v

in ghaping the development of a national program under certain

limited constraints imposed by the Office of Education.. The unspent funds

. .
could then be encumbered through a contingency grant for 1971-72 requir=« .

ing only that a small percentage of the total grant be usgd for planning and
. ihe additional money not be touthed until the planning was done.
. . . L
As to the choice of sites, apart from their submission of strong

proposals to NCEC, it was expected that the Office of Education would
o . -~ %
. * . . ®

& -




Jearn most from dissimilar experirhents encompassing a geographical °

‘ . . distributioh and combination of situations representative en’opgh to senve
P ’ ' . : . . ' o
P g as useful input to program planning. Accordingly, proposals from Wash-

i, ingt’on,J D.C., Texas, Rhode Island and the Bay Are& were chosen.

) '\g Washington, D.C. represented a local edication ageney-state education

agency combination, had an active Career Opportunities Program and was

\ ST ' ‘ . ‘ -
f.. . agency model, hada well developed TTT program, capable information '
E ‘ . . ' ©r . M
-dissemination personnel, a.well-established network of education service

+ A }

‘:" Y > . . . ) i

N reputed to have a good information sygtem. Texas, a state education
} t : s . . .

,3‘“ centers, and very advanced competenc:y—'based teaeher educl'ajcion efforts.
= [L a " Rhode Island was a gmall state in which a university-ba%e@ model was to \
_ & y be"‘tried‘., There was aleg\ intex/*est 'f:hei'e 1n information dissemination and ~
. k\g p . in Eperformance-based training. In addition, the state C?mmiSSioan? wais
\;" ) fel\F to have a systems’ manageme.nt orientetion and it was e_xpected?that the
. X' etate and local education agen.cies would work well togeth.er: there. Finally,
va oo \ g
L in the Bay Area, Oakland hed a Carecer Oppoi"tunities Pregra\in, and a
iﬂ; training complex had t;een.estnglishéd in the area. The San Mateo Educa-
% tional R‘eso.urce Cen’{:er was an infermatien/dissemination umt le to .
% se;ve ;che (.)akla[nd, Berkeley, and San Francisco SCh(T)l districfis, and
;i ‘>the Te‘achers Active Learneing Center in San Francisco promise Eo efnbody
ﬂ}* much of what a British Teacher Lenter w;w about-~:n faot, it ‘was thought
ei/ | that the Tea‘chers Actlve’Learnmg Center could becomé a kmd of model for -
b
% ! . the Bay A?ea Teacher ‘Center. The Oakland Public School wes’ named

e /u.,w;\
¢
14




fiscal agent, but the project was to eqﬁally include both the San Francisco
and Berkeley school districts. The four sites which were approached are

reported to have reacted positively to the plan, declaring themselves

willing to submit proposals, and thus the fogr’Teacher Center pilots were

b

born.

C. THE PILOT PROJECTS AND THE OE CONDITIONSZ

" As al.ready 1mp11ed above, the followmg complex mixture of political,”

L
.professional personal and fiscal circumstances led to the selectmn of the

-~ t

pilots: (a) considerable federal funds already existed on site which could

be-better focused for professional staff training; (b) Office of Education

\
&

staff estimates of local staff potential for development wei'e_favorable; and

v

(c) the usual ill~-defined quasi-political foxrcés which always influence

y ot .
government funding decisions were present. Thé YOffice of Education was
i

determined that the pilots develop naturally; that is, that as little direc-
. Rt ) - s

tion'pr pre-determined structure as possible be imposed through funding

requirements. The purpose of the piloté was as much to experiment with

m§t1tut1ona1 development strategles 3s to reform teacher tﬁining The

-

pilots were aimed at finding new ways to increase institutional cooperation

. i
and responsiveness to public school needs in the.training of teachers.

H .

!
Once chosen the four pilots were to provide an opportunity for

. 1

comparative study not only in r(;gara to their development as pilots but

3 ' .
also in the way they organized and used their resources, given their initial

2. The material in this section is based on the documents I 23 OE, I 69 OE,
and I 71 OE; see appendix for complete reference.
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circumstances and their inter&ctions with Office of Education personnel.

The Office of Education insisted only that each pi16t meet certain principles

’

of operat1on or conditions whlch summarized lessons learned from earhc

experiences wi\n the operation “of many different programs. ‘At first,

these conditions were stated by the Office of Education as follows:

e Parity: \There was to be involvement of s.ate departmerfts.

N

~

of education, universities, local school districts, and community

representatives as cooperative and equal parties in the

establishment of teacher training efforts.

° ‘Needs assessment: Initial program planning was to be based

-

on a sy‘stema.ti‘c determination Qf‘client~needs.\
e Planning to meet ideﬁtﬁied.needs: Each pilot'wa; Aéxgect'eq to
addres,é itself programmat:ically to identi.fied needs o_n‘ an
. on{:roing ba/sis.
, «’ )
e Reallocation of resoufces to meet priority needs: Reallogat}on :

of resources was to occur to meet priprity needsgn each of
K

the pilot projects. . ~ A

e

V4 e

e Commitment at highest‘ level of manag em\en_t: Commitment

from the highest level of managenrent in each pilot was to be

) N 3 3 ’
secured and maintained.

é Process evaluation: A problemé#solving approach to project

1 .

development, including process evaluation, was to be a*part

of each pilot. T : toe

N




°

’ ﬂﬁormation/ dissemination‘?sys.tem: An mforrvnéyio'ngsystem tor
(l/ . storage and .retrievél of éduc.atignalltraining practices was to i% “
‘ be linked to each pi{ot and be capable of ;iissemi.nation ;f - AN
Co. ) .relevant "mfbrmation to eroject‘cli-entg. ' ‘ " I

s/

<
E]

'(AE it turned out, ERC attempted, in .1973;’to.conqgare the ﬁilots'on

*

- ‘Hov;/ever, there was considerable ambiguity on the extent to whic

N .

‘these conditions or a subset of them were to.be applied. .There were

-

in nature and scope could be put forth as exarn'ples‘ f any of the conditipn

‘adequate examples of How any pilot Operatisonaliy defined each condition.

v

of il\ntervie%vs at each site and th;[*ough analysis of documentlg. produced '

. [
sa?

.o

-_ .‘ > . . [ 4 . . - s
by each project. The results of the comparison are presented in two ERC

also problems of definiti\on. Clgarly,'rﬁany activities importantly différge%%

* . x ’ B
and detailed local in_vestigation over time would be necessary to provide °

*
.

e e

S

’ ¥ e - » ) W: . )
" their progress relative to each conditionn This was done through a series

R

-

reports, Evalugti’hg the Four Teacher Center Pilots: A Status Report:

—3

March Zé, 1973, Volume I; and Evaluajcj’ng _the'Féur Teacher Center Pilots:

ANl
-

.The Annual,Repor't, June 30, 1973, Volume L )f ; ) .

be interpreted operationally was also left up to cach pilot and the ‘a{i!sis-

Project officers weére to help communicate to
. e <N ’ .
of Education condition® which were to apply. How the tonditions were to

[ ~
. .

-~

- .

tance of its.project officer. By mid~1972 it seemed clear that foos,
L4

I

_adherence to the Offfice. of Education conditions woyld be tolerated by

the Office of Educét.ion and that only, the condition calling for some ort

-

€
g,

.)"9"' ) : . S

’

¢ .
*

-

. ..
their pilots the Office

&




\ Y -

of evaluation might be more rigorously enforced. The pilots themselves

. S
eventually seemed‘to recognize as "the Office of Education conditions"

~ P 4
-

+ only the requirements for parity, needs agsessment, evaluation, and an

information/dissemination system. It is also’'evident in retrosp‘ect\ that

v

*

<’

. - a . . .
each%ilot abided by these conditions with different degrees of rigor and

’emphaéized some more than others. ’

‘ A
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L , CHAPTER 2 t

/ THE APPLICATION MODEL

0
3

'A. INTRODUCTION ; '

S

-

Chapter Ibriefiy,traced tﬁ\e evolution of the pilots and noted the con- . 1

A

* " ditions apf;lied to their development by the Office of Education. This chapter

e
S

is devoted to the presentation of an."application model" and a discussion
" of each of the fupc'tio_ns‘it contains.
In 1974 ERC created a set\of categories of educational activity which A,
were used to classi.'t‘y the opegational characteristiqs of each ot\ the pilo’;s,
. (I950E). The impact surveys of 1973-74 ahd 197477-5 men’g.io.'ned in Appenc%ix 1
were dgsigne?bn the basis of these' categories which are ~listetd below:

S

— ‘e  establishment of program g;oals relevant to real world educa-
tional needs'based on client and practitioner perceptions; «
e establishment of a system that makes knéwledge available. _;&

» .
» -

to prafct@tioners (teaghers and administrators) to meet goals;®
e delivery to bractitioners of products, processes, and seryices
needed to deal with real world goals; , -

) trgining of practitioners to uge programs and services that

AJ

" deal with real world problems; -

° involvemeh:c of practitioners and clients in the creation of
» N

°

programs relevant to real world goals;




e .involvement of practitioners and clients in the governance
. . .\\ . ’ =~
of educational organizations responsive to real worid goals;

\

e increasing resources that exist within the organization's
. ‘ ;

span of control; »

[N
-

SN . ,
e improvement of the institutional health of educational organi-

’ zations; and |, oos , -

> \

e increasing the resources potentially available to an organization

-~ ‘ ..
through the establishment of interinstitutional cooperation.

.~ From these categories, a definition for Teacher Centers emerged:

an eaxcational organization engaged in most or all of the above mentioned-

Pepe,
’ ]

. s , . ’
categories of educatiohal activities. These categories also more or less

encompassed the o'i'iginal Office of Education conditions by which the pilots

‘were supposed to abide or to exhibit. The fugust 1974 summary volume
(I 95 OE) p.rroduced by, the. ERC staff outlined the different components of

>
"each project that fell under the category headings at the time.

This year the samé categories were reconsidered in an attempt to
5 . . .
%
summarize and contrast project activity more comprehensively. This
: e

led to the identification of the following seven functions in terms of which-

»
£

- ' 4

the activities of the pilot projects can be described.
. 1.0 Manage pilots ~ . b
2.0 Establish program goals ., -

. : \
3.0 Develop and provide field-based teacher training
4.0 Mainta'in space for teachers ’

/ .

-

a3
PRI

4
-
$7

ES
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" 5.0 Provide information on current educational research.and practice -
s .. o ’
6.0 Develop and deliver a problemm-solving capacity . N

7:.0 Conduct evaluation o . . '

-

On the following page the same functions are, incorporated into a’

network labeled Qpei'ate Teacher Center. Each. of the numbered functions

. — . s.

has been analyzed into the subactivities that define them. 1 Some obvious, S

and necessar); relationships among the functions are shown by means of

arrows.? This network, then, is the general scheme under which any
of the pilots may be described, ) .
. K . ’\

’ N
t

~
-

1. Volumes II and Illinthis series of ERC reportsdescribe the BALC <
and RITC programs in some detail. ‘ . ) N

2. Technically, the head of the arrow points to the companent that uses
as inpute outputs of the components f m which the arrow originates.
Double-headed arrows show that the g:p}npdnen{s_ipv'i?}'ved use each - ‘.
other's outputs as inputs. - SO A

)

R .
. ' . A

w/
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B. DISCUSSION

I

In this section project events and characteristics will be examined

N

with a view toward differences inm Teacher™ Center functions at the three

\\\ .
pilat sites and the hope that it will provide guidelines and conclusions

~

for any reader involved in similar efforts. Some discussion will be

based oh material presentéd in Chapter 1. - '

. \

a. The,' Fedgral Role

Although details on how the pilots were selected are only

-

~N

partially known to the- ERC staff, it does seem clear that the Office

of Education was eager\ to take advantage of certain promising

local conditions.

In*Rhode Island a new commissioner of education and a plan

to initi?.ie a large scale reorganization in the edueational system
combined@gp provide a setting compatible with the Office -of Education's
N . ’ - ‘
desire to experiment with large-scale teacher training reform.

~ ~
)

In the Bay A\réa‘a hist’?i'y of innovation and previous ilifusions
of federal dollars provide‘d a fertile sét’ting in which, with a little
help, Bomething dramatic migh#shap"p’en. Already in existenc/e{ for
example, were the San Mat;eo E'ducatioﬁal F;esource antei*: \yhi'ch

exemplified the Officé of Education's interest in information disse-

mination systems, and the Teachers Active Learning Center, which

embodied a,variation of the English Teacher Center and the promise

o
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in 1tse1£ +o Just1fy the location of t}le pllot site; many persons have

. * “
Al

mamtamed that the Office of Edux‘,atmn s early formulatlons of

the Teacher Center prog!‘,atn borrOwed hetvily from educational

. v

activity being implemented in the ,Lone Star state. ‘\;.

Y

I ‘has already been noted that the Office of Educat{on'was 'eager‘/’
AN o "~ N4
' + to have the pilots develop programs that would be reSpms.i;'e to focal
R
‘ éonditions and interests. This, however, depended on thé Iprogect
.' officer™ In both the Bay Area and Rhodg Island, the Off1oe"o.i:' Edt;::.a- ]

,, , / \ .. ._7‘ \__.A-. -

tion, through project ofﬁcers, the1r demands and postures, asserted —— .
. . ) \._. . N -

‘\ \ a good deal of influence. The proi'ject officer mi Texas, however,

[

' ) adopted a laissez faire attitude from the beginning, and the federal

. NN :
dollars*\‘exre:mmediately used statewide to further develop ongoing or

«

| already pxan-ed activities. \\
\. - In the Bay ‘P;rea the Office of Education insisted that the Teachers
\“\ \ . . Act%ye Learning Center (T.A\LC), in operation in San Francisco at
\:‘\\\‘\x " the time, become an ingredieht in the tri-district effort. This

v 6:'\" requirernent turned out to be ineffe\ctual at bes}t, \\and at worst injected

a poison into the f1rst year of project activity. The Oakland school

‘\\. . N
\'\-?\ d1str1ct did: n’ot want TALC as an unnegotiable ingredient in the project.
AN £
'.,\ A good deal of f{l/ctlon Wa\% created and emot10na1 energy wasted in °
\.':‘. ) . . N N ~‘ . ’
. \"\‘ . N )
A\ ’ ' . - «
Q K | . -16- ; o
« ,
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-~ " * ﬂ h /
: o a@ministrative maneuvers, as TALC fought to retain funding and remain

.

-

a member of the projec;c and the Oakland school district fought, with
o ‘ N

. _ t
eventual success, to cut it out. ;TALC exemplified the sort of Teacher
Center built up around the charismatic leadership of one individual.

It asser'aed and promoted a definite philosophy and perhaps for that
N : 3 = gt

C e
reason aldne posed a threat to an agency that was to have responsibility

.

over a project but had not.yet forrr;ulg'ggd its own approach. Itis ' -
/ironic. that in thel .summer of 197'4,,vyi’th Office ;)f Education influence
. over such matters gone, the ‘d/irec.t.or of FALC began offering courseé
in BALC summer pxb'c;grams and that in the fall of 1974 TALC physically,
R moved into the START Center of the Oakland school system. By |

that time TALC was receiving BALC funds to operate the "Teacher .
. ) .
Shelter. " g

The San Mateo Educational Resource Center (SMERC) operation

haci"li}s_o a’ttractéd the Office of Edﬁ:cation to the Bay Area, and while
‘ "n.\.. - .

it did not get embroiled in a similar battle, it never became a part

e

of BALC. Pei;hlaps. in this case the Office of Education directions were
\ . . :

a

not sufficient. It was never communicated to the management firm plan-
ning BALC that SMERC was expected to be an essential-ingredient. When

. . . |
the firm did discover that SMERC was supposed to be included the news
. 1y - A}

came as such a surpr':ise»that it vag perceived as another constraint in
a complex undert_akin,c'g that alreédy had too manSr unexpected and unpre- '

' &

»

© . :

dictable variables. The manageinent firm, in fact, took on the job with-

' _ T qo-
e i

R . '.‘ 8.&;} BN

>
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»

" changing winds at the Office of Education while its own internal plan- .

ral
.
.
~

out knowledge of the Office of Education's experiment with the Teacher
» °,

Ceénter pilots and in that sense began the task cut off from history. The

San Mateo center was used a few times during the planning period but it

certainly did not end up as a structural feature.in the Bay Area cénjer.

-~ V3 1

Meanwhile, the early months in the development of RITC were
marked by the shifting posture of the Office of Education. RITC seemed

13

to be constantly rewriting its proposal in order to conform to the

ning and preparation activities seeied to be just a8 much in flux.

‘At a time during which the Bay Area seemed to be forgi.ng/ahead under
thé energeti? ieadership of the project officer assigned by the Office of
Educa‘tion, and in complet;a disregard of the office's own internal turmoil
and .uhcertamty, RITC was aittemptmg to twist and turn with the office's
changing posture. While RITC perceived its project officer's atter;npt.s
at communicating shifts in tﬁe Office of Education's wishes as genuinely

helpful, it nevértheless ended up marking time. S
¢ ) . ] .

QOutside appearances,” however, are decéiving. After a little

-

over a year and about $350, 000 hardly a trace was left of the elaborate

approach attempted in the Bay Area, not so much because it was a

poor one but because it failed to engage the local contexts and interests.
5 R

In retrospect Rhode Island may have found the lengthy exchange over
the proposal & welcome de”lay.; From December 1971 {o June 1972

»

the grand design for reshuffling the sfate'ggency in Rhode Island was

e

P

=18




being formulated and implemented. The delay may have provided

the necessary time to achieve the organization necessary to make use

.

of the Teacher Center funds when théy were received. Once funded,

Rhode Island did provide such things as an information dissemination

a

system, but in general it was guided by its own plans rather than by
’ those of the Office oi Education. Thus,-in the long run, a viable N
~program did indeed take shape, but as part of a large scale strategy

of institutional change. rather thanp as a result .;)f an Office of Education

directive or plan. It can be maintained that the success of the .

4
]

) . - Teacher Center program in Rhode Island is due primarily to local
vision, initiative, and planning. Funds received from the Office of

Education certainly helped the effort along but they might havg come

‘ |

out of any other Office of Education budget. In fact, in sgite of the
half-heartedly imposed conditions, one can m.aintai;n that the most

important thing the office did for the pilots was to supply dollars.

-

One may also argue that those project components that developed
S « »

in seeming relationship to conditions imposed by the Office of

Education would have emerged in due coursé without the office's
half-~hearted p_reséure. In Texa’s and Rhode Island esi)ecialiy' theée
componentjs arose in keeping with directions being set within the

' ’, state rather than as.a result of the goals of the Office of Education

prografn.. It was certainly wise on the pért of the office to select

locations representing in broad outline what had been learned from

13
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past attempts at change and innovation, but the diagnosie did not

P 1

go far enough. Not only was there ambiguity and ambivalence on the

" ‘part of the Office of Education relative to its own goals, but except

for the Bay ‘Ared, no strategy of intervention was devised which

itial diagnosis and took its cues accordiﬁgly. And

¥

although 17 he Bay.Area the pro;ect officer assigned by the Off1ce

extended the }

of Educatmn initiated. a finely erafted set of procedures which probably

exemplified the kind of logical reconstruction of systemic interwvention,

one might find in a text book, it did not mesh s;;vith the existing context

and when the leadership\oﬁfhe%roject officer was removed the app‘roach
, ;-
died almost instantly. u . -

~ .
R

. \ . z . -,
The intervention in the Bay Area promoted a process for which

no local roots existed. , While in principle it may be passible to

stimulate a new development it must be ever-conscioysly remem-

.

bered that an intervention is only that; it is not permanent. An

e
°

intervention that creates dependencies or makes no provision for its
own absence will probably be wasted. This is also true of an inter-

vention that consists of dollars only. It may be critical to tie federal

4

money to local money, as was voluntarily done by RITC and TCIES,

in order to give status to an activity; within the existing structure and

"in order to make institutionalization possible. ‘

In this discussion on the lia‘is‘on between the pilots and the

:_J. .

federal government it should also be noted that in June 1973 the Office
/ ' ’

.

. e

|




of Education's policy of regionalization went iﬁto effect with a

~

' . ‘number of consequence;s for the pﬂéts. The policy required project
officers to reside in the region in which their projects were located.
Regionél commissioners were also relocateq m each region. Each
regian r'eceived a certain amount of money per' year but they alsou received
recommendations for its expenditure from the federal office although the

] N “~

regional commissioners could technically make their own decisions.
This regionalization appeared to be accqmpanied by a lowering

of morale on the part of the projects. BALC and RITC were assigned

¢

new project officers who had not been part of the pilot's develop- .

r.nental years. A new'project cfficer for TCIES, for exan;ple, which

was accustomed to a laissez faire type of leadership, attempted closer

supervision of the proje/ct and was not well receivéd for'‘the effort.
Along with the old projéct officers the pilots also lost their

‘affiliation with the NCIES, which resulted in a decrease in national

[y

visibility and stature. . The pilots were no longer part of an identifi+

ab’le; Office of Education program, and while they may have lost
) N ‘ 5
little in the design of project activity, the struggle for funding became

A
] -

more difficult. It was now necessary to explain the nature of the
program to people uhacquaintedawith_ the circumstances surrounding

the funding of the pilots, and, consequently, harder to find sym-

pat'hetic ear"s. As has already been pointed out, there were no
]

: . . |
» clear guidelines for, Teacher Center fur}dix’& proposals such as those

- T
-
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T for Title I funds, for example. Proposals now had te satisfy a
different c;rop of'project'officers. Nor did the poor communications

which appeared to exiSt between the Office of Education and the region‘al \

- project officers make life for the pilots any easier. L '

- .

The pilots differ in their relationships with agencies’ and insti- ]
tutions other than the Office of Education. TCIES, for example, is -

an umbrella for a network of Teacher Centers which in turn attempt

A <

EY

to coordinate universities, local education agencies, regienal sert
vice centers, and professional associations. BALC coordinates
heome in-service teechei' education activity among the three districts
and facilitates mere effective use of existing reseurces. RITC acts
as liaison between the local_educetion agencies, universities, and the
state department of education and tries to further I{lore releYant
in,-service training' for teadhers. - o

.

b. Planning and Coordmatmg Institutional Change

The success of any pilot act1v1t1es observed can tyltled more to

3

. .. the quality of leadership, often chamsmaue leadersmp, than to
anything else. The qualif,ies Jinvolved are vision or conceptual power,

considerable mterpersonal and strategic sk1lls, and a personal commit- *
ment that goes beyond that expected of anyone assigned to a JOb.
t.
Texas is an excellent example. i—Iere a small group of men with

-

power, a sense of history, and a thorough understanding of political

/

compiexities set a whole new direction for the state. What the.y




L]

Y

o

worked fro‘@, however, was not the kind of plan one might expect given '

-

the current fad for networking and linear system analy;es, hut a

philosophy agd approach that becomes, in retrospect, a most care-

fully worked out daesign. ’

I

-

Much of what has been accomplished by the pilots has depended
1

on the continuing presence of these people. Ir some cases, such as

B -

in the START Center and the Teacher Learning Center in the Bay

Area, the director, of the project personifies the proje(‘i't. . In Rhode

Island, although the top level administrators in the state department

-

who initiated the state reorganization and helped establish the Teacher

*

. - . ° ob
Center were all gone by 1975, the top level RITC managers have

remained. They were centrally involved in all ’feag:her Center activity

from the beginning, are na tive sons, and know how to get the support

they need. - , )
! - '

A theme that has continued throughout the li:i‘e of the pilotsshas

been that of mandated change versus discretionary change. On the
* <

one hand, plans and policy decisions seem," basically, to be deter-

* ¢

. &
mined by the possibility or desirability of mandating change or at |

least planning it systematic'ally.. The proponents of mandated change

hY

nr}ain'tain that cooperation on projecis that have no other incentives--

1 -
A

like Teacher Centers--be legislated by law. Senate Bill 8 atigynpts
' this by incorporating competency-based teacher education into

state certification standards in Texas. Merely providing the

<




" where much clearer constitutional questions are involved, mandated

- » \
the Bay Area and Rhode Island are admirable. In the Bay Area an

" which was to end up with some éoal statements and programmatic

L]

opportunity for the-sort of'codperation that is necessary is not enough

- s

~when one considers the power of vested interests and of existing

A )

. reward systems. Once a mandate enforces a change, many ways may

be found.to make the change attractive. g

- ’

On the other hand, proponents of discf‘etior ary change maintain
that the kindeof changes sought cannot be legislated effectively. They
point out that the state standards rﬁandating coinpetency-pased teacher

education were rescinded and that, even in the case of school integration,

.
he ’

-

change has encountered definite resistance. A variation on this view

is that change through legal means often‘ﬁconsists of {ction that is

e

merely the converse of the proSlem (fight alcoholism by first restrict-;/_/
/ : :

ing then prohibiting-the sale of alcohol) and, eventually, the solution

¢ -

becomes a'problem itself. According to formal problem=-selving para- T s

» ~

digms, the Phase I and Phase II planning strategy employed'lin both

+ <

elaborate strategy was used to select and engage & management

firm to work with a commun#ty group to produce a plan of operation.

<

As already noted above, however, the eventual failure of the Y

strategy was probably due to the'quality 6f leadership exerted by

P

those p.eople still on the scene once the project officer who launched

the experiment was gone. In Rhode Island the analogous process,

Y

'y .
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.
intentions, was compressed into a day-long needs assessment con-

ference. Although all grqups--univgrsity, commuhity, teaching

profession, and schools--were represented, their traditional differences

Wwould make it difficult to hammer out goals for a program acceptable

LY [

to all of them and would involve conflict. One may cenclude, therefore,

L)

that a quiet, amiable one-day conference stayed at a rather general

-

level=-was perhaps a pro forma activity.
In the Bay Area, it is questionable whether the superintendents

ever gave the project their full support. Leadership of the project
‘¢ .

.

changed hands twice before its present director was appointed in
1973, and, by 1975, none of the original three superintendents

remained in office. The elaborate planning period notwithstanding,
it seems, in retrospect, that it, too, was a pro forma activity. It

1
appears how as an elaborate dahce, aimed at involving many different
parties and interests ‘and giving expression to“(‘an ideal problem- .

solving paradigm, but still’choréographed to protect the existing '

]

structure. .7 /

% In Rhode Island there has been more continuity and cooperation.
The person originally named as director of the Teacher Center is

. AN :
still its director and the Teacher Center itself has been firmly ‘

13

installed in the structure of the state education agency. &n}970 a

new commissioner of education took office in Rhode Island and began

a reorganization of the state's department of education. Around the'

, Ph
. . 7
- v -
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o
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same time the chairman of the education depertment at the Univers
sit§ of Rhode Island began reorganizing the schaol's teacher-training
. program. The planning of both reorganizations was compatible and

corresponded to the loose funding guidelines established by the Office

of Education for the Teacher Center program. It was thus possible

~ -

to combine the interests of the state and the university and support

them with Teacher -Center funds.

Since no plan for institutional reform existed, it is quickly

apparent that the Bay Area and Rhode Island differ trémendously
in their methods of handling the problem. Initially Rhode Island

was to represent'‘what the Office of Fducation called a "university

v

model, "' meaning that a uni.veréity (in this case the University of

Rhode Island) would be the grantee to plan and develbp a Teacher Cen-~

Rl

ter in Rhode Island. If one looks at the results, however, one would

~

be more likely to call Rhode Island a "state model" than a university-

P I

model. In fact,- it appears that, at tﬁat;time‘, representatives of
the university and the new commissioner of education had reached
some agreement on the operation of a Teacher Center prior to the

funding of Rhode Island ag a pilot.

It seems less importan:g to decide whetBer RITC is a university
modei or a state model than it is to see what 6§ganizationa1 rt;lattbn-;
ship it bears to the state and the univefsity. During 1970~71 the

state commissioner had gained legislative support for consolidation

]
-

» .
. . .
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of all public educagion organizations undez‘)he supervision of his C\;

~a

office. Urder his plan the divisions of elementary, secondary, and’
t;igher education were essentially consolidated under onia-syst;em\

headed by the commissioner and a board of regents. This_created ’

a decided advantage over a state board of education for elementary arid’
secondary. education and a different board for higher education, the

structure that exists in most states. In it, each board duplicates

N

many services, has its own research unit, its own fiseal offices,
i » .~ . » .
competes for available resources, and obtains essential planning data

from each.other through formal, often not very effective, communi-

14
[

cation channels. 'A Teacher Ceuter located within the division of 1

elementary and secondary education and separated from one for '

M . \

higher education, would find it difficult to accomplish its main

mission--working collaboratively in both areas. . It would find itself

intruding upon different and probably well protected territory in

-
A\

order to deal effectively with either side, As it turned out, RITC

is housed in the state edu'cat’ign agericy although all of its personnel-- »

except the director--are paid through the University of Rhode Island. .

N

The federal funds supporting II\{ITC go.tg, the Univergity of Rhode

‘ , . R . LI
Island and, in that sense, RITC personnel--except for the director--

* 3

are really its employees. . '
N .0 e« 7 . -
The zesult vo—daj is that a considerable change in the posture of *

the Rhode Island state department toward local education agencies
. . L !

v
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\,and‘ problems"i.n education has been accomplished. The same cannot

be said for the school districts in the Bay Area, but then their goals

Ay

were pot aimed at major i.nstitutional change at the school district

level and certainly not'at the state levél, This mayehe due to the

. . . 4
faét'that three differént school districts were involved and a grand

5

design for systemic change was not developed. Efforts to institutionalize

BALC programs seem restricted to the appointment of BALC admini-

o -

strators to adjunct professorships at nearby uaiversities. With .

. one adminigtrator from each school distric,t, it is possible to give
) .

. teachers attending BALC workshops graduate or undergraduate credit,

. and to prov1de in-gervice training that is 'cheap, f1e1d based and

. -

ava11ab1e on evenmgs 'and weekends, depending on teachers' schedules.
b

Both RITC and TCIES promote systemic change. RITC works« s

<°

. with individual schools but treats them as a system; it does not enter

individual classrooms. In coritrast, BALC tries to be directly re-

N - . . m ~
spo_nsive to individual teachérs and the problems they face in their ~

) classrooms. . L
% N ) In Rhode Isiand the staté”department reorganized itself in order
, : ~ : ' : )
to be more responsive to local wecds and RITC encourages institutional

change through the services it'makes available to interested school
<

districts. In that gense RITC may be associated w1th a gtrategy of

discretionary cha.nge. This contrasts with Texas, where leglslation
. F 3 o
was passed'to require t:olla‘porat1on on teacher educatlon by different
Al .

[
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°

“constituéncies. Similarly, the attempt to build competency-based
. . teacher education into the state stan,d,ards'in Texas was an attempt
to mandate some changes in,teacher education. It is interesting to
speculate about the r@lationship between TCIES, competency/-based T

teacher education, and institutional change. Under current procedure,

~ (Y

a college or university submits to the Texas Education Agency an

(Y

-

application for certification for each student it graduates; each
_ graduating student also submits an application. Both are reviewed
\by the Division of Teacher Certification, which is directly under the

\a\ntho\rity \of; the deputy commissioner. The plan may have been to &
\m\gve'TC\IES, which has been responsible for the pupport of the Teacher
~ ~ . N o :
Tl T~ ~_

s \ - S~ ~ . N : :
Center and has been promoting. competency-based teacher education,
~ L A : ~

‘ N intothe?\DiviQion:o\f Teacher Certification. "In thgt way the influence
\-‘\ . \\\f\\ T . ™~ : : -
=", TCIES has been exerting\through tHe Teacher Cerfa'gers and the .

\ o~ ,a:

competency movement woulcf become a recognlzable force in the

- ~

state agency. Presumably the or1entat10n of TCIE$ could then be ¢

<

o -
made to carry more weight, since it ‘could be m a pos1t1on to. approve -
i
. ©or dlsapprove teachmg cert1f1cates as well as teac\her educatmn

% \ \

programs offered by the different colleges and un1vers ies.

. : - L0k -
. Ce Adwsory Boards and Collaboration : é\‘.-}"‘-,’\‘-x N
- ‘ RAY s B
i One conc1u51on that may be drawn from the experlégge\uq Rhci\de N
- « n (\ ’t Y

-

Island and the Bay Area is that the extent to wh1ch the qu&‘hon of “

par1ty becomes an mﬂammato,ry issue depends very much upd{)\the (e “”-\‘
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'/the culture of the settings involved.

.~ N _ . ] B " /
. N J (
cultural pem\lia \1t1es 'of the settmg In the Bay Area dlfferent ethmc
groups lumped togefher under the term "community' created a vocal,

and sometimes militant, presence grom the beginning. As we have

seen, the proper moves were made as far as representation at

’» R /

meetings was concerned, but,” ultimately, control over the fate of

the project seems to have remained in the hands of the original authgpx

.
-~ £

ties-~the established school district officials. :Phe universities and

h .

: Ay 9 :
professional associations to this.day never exercised much pressure
- AS .

for recognition. In Rhode Island; only after repeated insistence on °

\

the part of the Office of “Education was there adequate representation
. p AR «

ot: the community on a Teacher Center board. Tlg conﬂ.icts between
the universitzi)es and the school systems which ere inherent in the
improvem'ent of‘ teacher education must have played themselves out
silently. ',The Rhode Island ,proje’ct did include National Educaticn
Association and American Federation of Teachers representatives on

their board from its inception and appears to have garnered their
v .

%

cooperation and active involvement.

4

It seems an"inescapable conclugion that the troubles one might

f !

Y ’ .
expect from an attempt to4mplement an idea such as parity are, in

_broad outline, predictable, if there is reasonable knowledge about

A S

-~

~ -

Although what parity might mean in the Bay Area was anticipated,

the scope and kind of involvement the community was to have was

never clarified. Ear'ly meetings of the §1annmg groups and the

so~called Group of 24 are shot, through with the notion of broad

~

part1c1pat1on in program planmng The original proposal prepared
N X
_30_ . ot T

.
'
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by the management firm permitted that sort o input by the community

and, it is safe to assume, that same impression was given to the
v, » > U ‘e
Group of 24 who were involved in selecting the final proposal. How-

-

ever, during the final negotiation of that proposal, some cru_gial
< changes in wording resulted that had the effect of weakening the

community‘s input to program planning.  Thus, understanding the
role of the community in program planning and the responsibility for

program planning itself was different on the i)art of the two groups

eventually working together--the management firm and the community.
/

No matter what the final agreement might have said, thie management

» 8 -

O
firm was unable to avoid the spirit of community paz;ticipation which

had been in the air up to that time. Together with the school dis-

. .Y

trict's unwillingness to relinquish its decision-rﬁaking power over

such a major programmatic effort, “it seems likely that this difference

‘

in perception was responsible for the inability of the management

firm to properly specify and execut.e its work.

The power of adwsory boards varies from one Teacher! Center to

another. In'the Bay /Area the BALC board serves only an advisory

- 1

function. It advises the director of BALC who in turn advises the
»

~

superintendents. The RITC board advises the commissioner of

&

oS
- education, who has final authority. TCIES has only an executive %

L . o,
eommittee, which meets reg({larly to advise its director. However,

- e

@ looal ,Teacher Cepters throughout Texas have boards or councils

PR _




", school boards, superintendemnts, and schools of education at u‘i-

whose influence varies greatly; some Have orly weak advisory roles,
others" design and implement programs. In all three pilots the "
Téacher Center concept has been in obvious conflict with other

. traditionally or legally established organizations or individuals--

versities. In none of the Teacher Centers does the community have
a status equal to that of the universities or the schools.

: As board members it is clear that professionals find it difficult

to deal in a straightforward way with each other, to let their hair

<+

. down, to show their weaknesses. This problem becomes magnified

wh_én parents, students or community represgptatives are added to

., a board. A certain amount of lead time is needed for the most power-

. o \\,\ : .. ! » ‘ .
ful existing interests to reach some sort of mutual trust before the
arena is opened.up to other group‘s wﬁa should be involirec'i.

B O

Exactly

how representatwes of dxfferent groups may be brought together

P T

to work produchvely depends on 1he specu’lc lecahty. The long plan-

nmg time that was needed--tweiVe months 1n Rhode Island, eighteen

PN LS
.
o

months m the Bay Area, and langer in Texas--was Que as much to

~

the difficulty of acfnevmg re\asonable collaboration among the dif-

ferent entities involved as it was to any other factor. In Texas,

~

in'at‘least one of,the local TeaE:her Centers, the term parity is being ' ™

avoided; instead, the term "funé‘:f_iona]. involvement" is substituted.
- \( —t ._-.:.':::- . - ) e

By using this term it is hopeQ_that_ Teacher Center councils will realiz

45 - W
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that effective collaboratmn is made possible by recognizing the unique

,

strengths of each cooperating constituency'. .’I‘Bese different strengths

also 1mp1y different respons1b111t1es--somethmg which refutes the

.

@
idea that all 'council partners should contribute equally to all matters |

*_ coming before the council.
R ’ , Y
-~ -- - d;- Exercising fiscal responsibilities - ‘ -

Another problem that has plagued each of the pilots has been

P

who the fiscal agent should be. Should it{ﬁe the agency itself, or

a federal agency? On the one hand, it is difficult to use existing

resources to support efforts at systeniic\ change; on 'éhe other hand, while
federal funds are needed for experimentation, the organizational and
administrative ar’ra.ngements involved must be such that the funds are
safeguarded and can be used w1th/\;\;iax1mum flexibility. These latter ‘ )

4

requirements sometimes conflict with each other yet new organizational
structures must have the opportunity to eventually becor;e institu-
tionalized.

The problems involved are as much a function of ex;stmg conditions
as of the strategy used. In the Bay Are;\‘no system1c change was
envisioned and, in this respect, the problem was reduced to obtainir\xg\ '
agreement from the three school distric:ts on who the fiscal aéent |
would be. In Texas the education. serv1ce center located in Austin
was made the fiscal agent for TCIES. TCIES has, by des1gn, main-

¢ 2 v
tained a posture of low visibility, employmg at most two, and now

s

P




ong, full time staff members, yet preparing the way for sfstemic
. .

change at the state levél. Although the funds used by TCIES come
through a local education service center, an implicit agreement
" makes the service center a mere conduit and ‘p.e.rmits TCIES total

control over the funds. The problem is further cc.)nr-lplioated in that |

v

v

evidence,of achievement and, hence, continuation of federal funds,

is considered to be the "institutionalization,of change.' Thus,
{

during 1974-175 the Office of Education has pressed to have TCIES

housed within the state agency. Officials in Texas, however, have

resisted that move pending state agency reorganization and the
- : - (

. . . , .
results of the recent attorney general's opinion on competency-
- * ¢ . .

~

based teacher education. In their view it is necessary to wait before

- f

placing TCIES within the state agency in order to eénsure that the

“changes sought Have a reasonable chance of materializing.

The strateéy in Rhode Island involved state agency reorganization

+
[

from the begmmng, but/¢41e may assume that that move was not with-

- v

out its own con.fhcts and considerable problems. RITC had tq be-, ,

protected,from vested interests and trad1t1ona1'1deas, but, at the
\ , . . -

- -

- - 'same time, it had to relate to these interests in order to assert itself
- N ' ( *
—~ : - N o :

and maﬁe an impac.t. In Rﬁode Island a central purpose ;nade

explicit in early 1972 was to change the role of the sta te education

“’&:

agency from a regulatory to é service umt; The traditional;role of
' N 2

- e
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" - 1\. A

the state agency had been to direct and regui:: te school districts;

the new or revolutionary role called for the state to provide service

- .

. . . , .v‘ . -
. and assistance to the school districts. One may suppose that placing

fupds for the Teacher Center, which spearheaded the basic change

*

" in purpose, with the University of Rhode Island, was a w_é}y’ of safe-

*

guarding them.

o —

-,
~

(4 0

2.0 Establish Program Goals

~

One of the conditions set forth by the Office of Education when the pilots

——
_——
—

?

‘ . -4
were first funded was that they conduct formal needs dssessment surveys
and develop their progf‘ammatic activity from these assessijents. Both
Texas and Rhode Island made visible efforts and progress in designing and

using needs assessment procedures. There is another category of goals,

.however, which is implicit and expresses a point of view, philosoph)'f‘,‘ "

rl -

or approac‘h, rather than a design or program. In Rhode Island thej:?asic

aim of the state reorganization was to cha\g\e tt}e posture of the state from

a controlling and regulatory agen% to one tha@;@d fbcal school districts. .
This new interest, which they are carrying out, was to };)uild up the local

problem-solving capacity, to provide service to local school districts,

.jf -

and to leave school disfricts alone to work out their own p‘i*oblems. Texas

shares the aim of improving'the,,p'roblem-éolving capacity of the school

districts, but it exerts a good deal more leadership-in direEting, controlling,

-
.

. and managing change. For example, in 19.70-71‘ fivg sites weré ;'ici{ed by

TCIES to develop c'ofnpetency-baéed teac;ﬁer education progr_ams.- In the

¢
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following year, new sites and new thrusts weré added. Needs assessment

components were developed at Houston and El Paso and the delivery of

-

"proven products' was stressed in all cases. Again TCIES picked the
thrust and the sites: funding went to sites that were in sympathy with
certain strategies and programmatic directions. .

In Rhode Island the approach is less coiltrolled: services are offered,

.

made known, and used by organizations if fhey so desire. While competency-
K b\ased teacher edugation became a vehicle for change in Texas, in

RAode Island it became an idea to study: a group examined di.ff'eren; com-
pet'ency-based brograms throughout the nation, launched a two-ye:ar study

to determine the consequences if competency-based programs were adopted,

and issued a report. The report recommended.slowing down competency-

based gctivity; this recommendation was followed, even though two uni-
v ~ »
versities had, in the meantime, received funds to pilot some competency-

]
—

based modules.

. te .
N

R W

"

Thus there is a way in which leaders at the state level in Texas and

. . .
Rhode Island set goals or a basic direction. These goals, although perhaps

~influenced by political consid~erations, re'ﬁresented the application'of cer- !

~

t%i.n ideqlogies or beliefs in education.

| “"Probably most programs todéy are asked to justify their goals and
‘activities, e;.nd more is meant by this than to prox'rid;e a rationale. The hope

" is that'needs can be objectively established and defined‘éﬁ;d: in trucjé‘ |

linear systems-analysis‘f.ashion, a program can be designed whose output

airectly_ alleviates the need. Such an apprdach seems to assume that a

( ' -36- v ) ¥
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comprehensive madel for a socjety exists, that it can be constructed, that

o

all will agree to it, that cause and effect relationships are known, and that

¢

arrows can show how everything is connected to everything else. Not oniy

v

is such a picture not available, it may not be desirable. In any event it

would seem that the approach involved calls for some sort of political ratifi-
. ) - .
t ” o [}

. . hid . .
All this aside, attempts at local needs assessment--especially in

cation.

<
LY

Texas-:haw; had a hard time of it. Models were developed at Houston and

at El Paso in 1971-73, but in the summer of 1973 a technical review '

-

recommended that the El Paso effort bg,discontinued. . The Houston Needs

Assessment Model, addressing students' and teachers' needs, was made

<

part of five pilots. It was not free of problems, however, and, during
1974-75, funds’ were to be allbcated to refine the model., ‘These funds were
not released by the Office of Education, however, and no further develop-

ment of that model has taken placé. Each of the five local pilots '

— A ¢
~Bs

developed an operational plan based on needs assessment, but whether or
. { ° 0

*.not the pilots function in accordance with that operational plaon has not been

[4

. - { A
fully established. The imjpact survey form in 1973-74 showed @ﬁit“only \ ,

about 25 percent of those people surveyed were able toarticylate what the needs
) * e .
S -
assessment had yielded. Needs assessment activities continued'to be

time consuming, cumbersome,.out of phase with existing schedules, and ~

.
! Y

hard to trélnslate into pro.gram plans., ‘

RITC has also invested in needs assessment procedures. Teacher
e , 3

i v - .
LA S . -
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. strategy to influence district-wide curriculum

’,

needs assessment at the state level serves to identify the general training
needs of teachers and administrators across the state. The information

-

gathered from this activity helps a committee identify in-service training

pa‘ckages which will be made available through the Alternate Learning i

Center of RITC. In addition to this activity at the state level a "how to"

>

packége exists which RITC consu}(ants make available to districts so that
they can carry out their own needs agg_gssment activities. Here too, as

in Texas, it is di.ffiéult to say that the objectives of the RITC components
: . ‘ Yo
directly correspond to the results of the statewide needs assessment results.’

[

In the Bay Area formal needs assessment strategy seems to be ~
s ¢

considered irrelevant. No advantage is seen in creating sophisticated ways

-~ ’

td collect data on needs as pé,rceived by students, teachers or others. -

.

Instead, BAﬁE? lists skills and asks teachers to ,chejk those that they feel

-

should become the basis for in-service training. This is done quarterly,
- ) ‘ i

or semi-annually, using a simple one or two-page format. The results
obtained are tallied, priorities are set, and workshops are offered if

resources are available. In that sense BALC responds directly to school

personnel with very specific and limited kinds of training or other services.
L ] ( .

~ s

. Services are directed at individual teachers, bj?é is no plélnned .

arrangement that I‘néy.

be due to the cultural variety of the Bay Area.

i
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3.0 Develop and provide field-based teacher training

a.  Developing CBTE capability

Of all the Teaqher Centers, Texas has demonstrated the greatest

enthusiasm for coinpetency-based teacher education. In the Bay 5

» -

Area the topic never seems to have been consfdered; in Rhode Island

it was studied, tried on a limited basis, and de-emphasized.

.

In 1972 a state mandate in Texas demanded that by 1977
« ° 2 N
certification be competency-based, but in 1975 this mandate was .

, rescinded. The state attorney's opinion was that this mandate con-
tradicted a 1905 law) which decreed that graduates of teachers

- Vad - .
colleges were entitled to a certificate. This development has brought

-~ T

into question the state agency's ability to mandate anything pertaining

to teacher certification and has created a sort of vacuum. It is not
é a
yet clear what influence the attorney general's opinion will have on

the momentum built up by competency-based teacher education, p'ut

- [ W, -

« B ¥ v . ,
it is doubtful that the tide can be turned back.entirely. It is interest-

ing to 'speculate, however, on what might have ha;fﬂned if the .

competency specification requirement had been extended dnly to ; .
schools of education. - Much of the furor, afte: all, came from othér
_disciplines, with little or no acquaintance with problems in education

and certainly no familiarity with the competency-based approach

and the language it entails. Had the reqﬁirement been extended only

3
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: to educators, not nearly so much resistance might+have been created.,

¢ ~ )
One interesting developmerft is that data are being gathered on

-~

the first graduates of a competency-based teacher education program.
{

By 1974 the University of Houston had graduated two different classeé,

each of which had gone through a two-year competency-based

program. A follow-up study is being done to determine what results

may be ascribed to their competency-based training.

b. In-service and preservice training

In Rhode Island teacher training aetivity has been limited to

L3

in-service training except for two competency-based modules, one
piloted at the University of Rhode Island, and‘the other at Rhode

Island College. Texas emphasizes both in-service and preservice
v ) ' )
activity, and the Bay Area mostly in-service.

As already mentioned BALC responded directly to school per-

- ’.sonnel with very specific and limited kinds of training. 'I:he overall

( goal of BALC is to make as effective use as possible of existing

[ !

resources 1n the Bay Area. In that sense their goal does not extend 1
to major institutional change at the school district level and certainly
not at the state level. BALC's func tiO;IS, therefore, are restricted
to creating awareness of existing ;éryices and to planning new

- . servmes. As coordmatgr and source of information on serv1ces, ‘
BALC has been associafed W1t~h projects not directly under 1ts control,

often making it difficult to tell'whether a certain project is4

&
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deliberate part of BALC éctivity or is simply channeled through it
for administrative conveniehce. When new services are planned,

however, representatives from each of the three school districts

©
s participate: - -0 >
. . .
L g}

In general, a Teacher Center offering field-based teacher train-
ing, whether in-service or pre’ser?zice, presents a clear threat to

Pd . -
the universities, who have traditionally monopolized both functions. @ .

B , . . 8
A studx of collaborative effort in 'fexas (Volume IV in,this serie®)

discusses some of the difficulties ehcountered when Teacher Centers

encroach on the traditional turf of the university. Thejr con{\cern is not
limited to a Teacher Center's interest in preservice education. Ins

service training, anA'area traditionally disfegarded by universities,

‘

also influences student teachers through the supervising teachers,

thus, it too, contributes to the shape of a preservice ,progra;n:

4.0 Maintain Space for Teachers

. : " One of thelbasic tenets of the lﬁritish Teacher Centers is the provisign
- of a spéée se;c aside exclusively for teachers whé!:f they can gather and sha}refr
ideas and ta[.lk‘i.nformally.‘ The four pilots however differ markzdly in the -

: . ‘ -
kind.and amount of sﬁace they make available to teagchers. "RITC, for
examble, <~i.oes‘ not itgelf provide any space at all. It is not )
“one of its objectives to facilitate interaction among teaichers in this way.

\%cead, RITC deals with schools thems‘elves,, and helps teachers at individual

scHools work together either to identify what they need or to desigp and’

- - . -
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. :

implement new programs.

. The Teacher Centers for which BALC is an umbrella do provide space

]
¢ -

where’teachers can come together to share ideas and review materials. In

- v

fact the Teachers Learning Center in San Francisco has accumulated a collec-

\ tion of materials worth aggro.ximately\$400, 000, which it keeps on consign-

o

a -
[N

ment from various publishers and agencies and. makes available to teachers.

’ ] ‘"

The START center also has a large space consisting of six to twelve rooms

. and a eurriculum library. Both START and the Teachers Learning Center

have facilities readily recognizable by residents of San Fré.ncisco and Oakland.
In Texa's?/TCI:ES does not deal directly with teachers, but the many

local Teacher Cefiters throughout the state do. Their space allocations range

from large and well stocked facilities to no space whatever. A consistent
Y ,

_ response in the 1973-74 survey, perti.r’lent to those Teacher Centers in Texas

L

P4

containing separate facilities, was that teachers appreciated fhe opportunity |
. . N
M ) . y ) i -
to meet each other and to hear new ideas which the Teacher Center meeting

ground provided. The survey work in 1973-74 in the Bay Area also showed

v,

that teachers appre'ciated having a place din whieh to pre.paf_'e théir own

materials. \
¢ 4 . . -
In many ways a separate facility for-teachers would seem to have

| some potential.. Such a place could become a léboratory, supporting the

‘

- .

teachers' attempts at building curriculum or study problems in their own

;ggchools.ana classrooms.. It would seem important that-teachers become

s
- » .

involved in the scientific study of their own activity ard, although Teacher

I re
’ 2 f
b v
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Centers have not yet formally encouraged it, they probably will in the futurc.
. 3

Education would certainly benefit from serious and systematic study by its

own practitioners, a task now performed entirely by universities. Moving

-

-

in this direction would also affect the present teacher surfalus, for, in
. M
order to study their own work, teachers W£u1d have to devote a certain

amount of their time to it routinely and a greater number of teachers would

be needed to éarry on present teaching respbnsib'ilitiés. On the other ﬁand,
~ : : 7
it can be argued that many of the materials now produced are intended to .

s

be teacher proof, refuting the need for space and study, but that certainly must
be a hopeless approach to problems in education. The emphasis might better .

" be on i:aproving teachers' skills and involving them in the constfuction of

-
- S,

_ the solutions to their own prob}ems. L /'

Y
- . -

5.0 Provide information on current educational research practice. =~

s -

One of the ideas that the Office of Education wanted to encourage in~ ~
) g .

““the Teacher Center program was the establishment of an infgrniation dis-

-
-

seminatiop system at the national level. In Texas, of course, the network

of edﬁcation service centers served precisely that function on a stéteWide

L

basis; teacher centers were located near service centers to take advantage

of it. There was also the Texas Information Services Project (TISP) which

.
-

. lriad been set up in 1971 af:o;nd the time of the funding of the Texas Educa-

\‘
>

tional &ngwal Celﬁr (TERC), but it was never effectively integrated with

—

TCIES 'I‘C’IES also Iaunched the dw.ssemma’;mn of "proven products. "

EY °,. pL /

'}\_\_p/{he' Bay A;ea there was the San Mateo Educational Resource

- T « .
- f -

.
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C,en/ier (SMERC), said to be part of the rea‘son the Bay Area was chosen as

V)
,/ . ¢
a pilot site. SMERC seems to be a self-sufficient activity, serving many

different clients in Alameda County, but it has no connection with BAILC,
START, the BALC Teacher Center in Oakland, is served by SMERC, but .

’

that ¥s because START is located in Alameda County and not because of any
interaction between BALC and SMERC. ,

BALC never showed an interest in what were called "f)réven products. "

A
- Vb

If there is any emphasis, it has been on teachers-producing their own

materials. Proven products and many other'ﬁnaterials are simply not

A

considered relevant to the cultural mix of the éi::“t_lools. Again, perhaps due

k9

to the cultural variety of the Bay Area, the idea seems to have grown that
. ‘ T :
for teachers to be told what to do or how to do’it is absurd. In one sense
3 M . . .

\
\ A

this makes for a vary provincial cliquishness,- but, in another, it may be
just the sort of atinosphere that could nourish the idea of teacher as researcher,
and could actively involve teachers in the study of their own discipline and

La .

in the formal development of curriculum materials. W

The B.ay Area 'appfomwies some implication for the tech-

nology offgeeds assessment. ' As noted in the ERC report of June 1973,
it has yet to be determined whether teachers would not be better s/e‘rved

through sustained intimate prpjecf activity at the building level, or whether

v

parents and students might make their needs better known and understood

through face to face discussion ra’cher‘than through questionnaires, or

By

whether teacher training,. particularly preser_vicé education, might not be
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more effective if student teachers, instéad of serving as reactors to predesigned

systems and experiences, were made participants. 3 &

v

There was no information disseminatior; system'in Rhode Island

so it was constructed as a part of RITC. The system was built so that
i

RITC consultants could have prifx1ary access to it, and this strategy seems to have

[
- " 2

had the effect of personalizing the information retrieval process and making )

)

it .j;ruly useful to practitioners. The storage an"d retrieval problems are

-

such that only somebody intimately familiar with the system can use it

pi'ofitably, theref‘ore a number §T consultants have been trained to pfovide

a human link between the system and teachers in the field. A school or a

.
-~ a* .

teacher may call a consultant to investigate a problem; then, if necessary,

the_consultant turns to the information system and retrieves and reviews

-

whatever information seems pertin ent. The consultant then Ilniakes this
information available to the inquirer in whaté_ver form is applicable to the
problem. Finally, _tlhe RITC system does not restrict itself to handling
certain '"proven products, " rather, it involves representaf:ives: from the

- "

univer_sities, teachers, the co}nmunity, and the state in deciding what
.
should be included in the in-service training offéred through the ALC. '
In these ways the Rhode Island syatem differs considerably from the &
{nformation dissemination system supported by TCIES. TCIES does not
have, nor does it support, the manpower nécessary to carry oeut the sort of«.

cdnsulting activities done by th{Rhode Island 8ystem, Both RITC and TCIES,
¢ .

however, schedule what are called "awareness conferences' at which )

N T *




teachers can become exposed to new materials.

620 Develop and deliver problem-solving capacity
This function refers to the need for increased capacity on the part

of schools afd teachers to respond comstructively to instructional probléms.

~

Two different strategies were employed for this, as exémplified by Texas
and Rhode Island. _
> RITC has available about seven consultants who help individual

schoois and school systems formulate their problems, obtain pertinent

information, and design and carry out solutions. They also act as advocates
!

for the schools in negotiating their proposals with the state. RITC seems

more interested in helping schools and school systems develop’the capacity

rs [

to solve their own problems than to solve the problems for ,thEm.'

- The general a‘pproach in Texas was to find a way to increase the
number of teacher centers on the premise' that ':he ceaters, exemplifying
national problem solving, would themse%ves be‘come problem-solving
mechanisms. In 1970 a ¢hange agent training scheme was started in order

.

to encourage the deveiopment of additional teacher centers across the

— ’ -

state. Individuals were selegted to attend year-long training sessions’at
\ .

e :
established sites with the understanding that they would return to their own

localities as catalysts for setting up teacher centers. In Dallas one example

of what centers can provide is found where staff members from each of

the four Area Teacher Centers respond to calls for service or assistance

T

from schools in their areé. They will also tackle a large variety of prob-

Al -
. N .

t
T
t
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lems such as designing and implementing teacher wo::kshops:,’ gencrating

[y

curriculum ideas, or referring schools or teachers to pertinent informa-

tion sources.

AN
<

Thus while in Rhode Island the strategy appears to have been specific, .
aimed at solving discrete problems identified by practitioners or enhancing

g

theirvexisting problem-solving capacity, in Texas the approach was t't‘g“

establish more teacher centers with the built-in capagity of meeting local

problems. The Bay Area, in comparison, has no formally developed

problem-solving strategy, although the San Francisco Teachers Learning
(.‘eni.,e'r has individuals available to offer technical assistance across a
broad range of problems. .

One of the often-cited criticisms of ‘education is the failure of

practitioners to make,full use of the so-called scientific knowledge avail-

~
¥

able, such as research, To meet that criticism, many of the teacher
centers in Texas empha&:,ized the use of what were called proven products.
In both Texas and R-hode.Island information‘systéms beéan ‘Fo inventory
resources and informatiop on w;ich practitioners might araw. The Office
of IMducation was Ec_s/el'f.'resp(;nding to the n:)’gion that a gap existed betvs;een
knowledge and practice when it established the pilots and formulated infor-
mation or delivery syster_ns. Curiously enough, the Office of Edu'cation did

not heed its own advice, for ‘the dgsigri of the Teacher Center Prograin

itself, at one tir.ne‘ identified with the notion of educational Izenewal, failed

to take advantage of available knowledge on how such a prbgram might be

PR
4
.
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.organized. The design of the program paid little attention to pertinent work

2

in the area of knowledge production and utilization, for example, or to
r’nany other pertinent aypeas in applied behavioral science. Further, the
kind of assistance offered the pilots through the Officé of Education during
their eayly years was probably irrelevant to their most pressing problems.
It may be argued that had the assistance needed by the pilots been thouéht
through more dispassionately, and the field of applied behavioral sciencé
been more carefully exafnined, more pertinent assis:ance might have been
provided: - |

Another issue’assogiated with developing a problem-solving capacity
is an "illusion of readiness" phénomenor;. In Texas, for example, people

.

were sent to be trained as change agents in existing teacher centers in 1972,

_ yet only ndw are some of thesé teacher centers begirning to grapple with *

the fundamental issues of collaboration essential to getting a cooper?.tivé
effort underway. After time spent wrestling with problems like establishing

guidelines for admissioh to the teacher center, writing criteria for the

>
«

placement of student teachers, writing agree}nents governing the work to be

done by supervising teachers in the schools and university professors,

-

defining roles for the different partners.in a teacher center, and learning

to understand and respect the different points of view and cultures that a

. cooperative effort such as a teacher center must encompass, it should be

-

possible to mount much more powerful training programs. At least one

~y



teaoher center in Texas is devoting some effort to designingr a training pro-
gram which would aksist a locality in establishing a teacher center. Perhaps

“ TCIES could now realize an even larger payoff with a return to its ohange
agent strategy.

) | = -

7.0 Conduct evaluation -

The three. pilots differ widely in their application of the eyaluation

function., BALC does virtlially no formal internal e'valuation, and has avail-

able primarily the data .oollected by the E\;aluation Research Center. TCIES
collects a variety of information on a regular basis from the Teacher Cen-
ters it supports and malses full use of it for mmaée}nent purposes in screen-
ing and funding proposals, and has a lot of data available. Only.fU.\"I‘C,

. however, has an evaluat1on design which, based on the discrepancy model,
- s - . .z
enables it to relate performance information to predefmed standards. ’

Evaluat1on, of course, was one of the tonditions 1mposed on the
pilots by the Office of Eduoat1on. Durmg the fall of 1971, when tlée ERC
staff first began work with the Teacher Centerr.program, the Office of

Educat1on made clear to the pilots that an mescapable condition for the1r

® + s -
N ~

funding was to be their evaluation by ERC. The rationale for the office'st
‘position was that a unified evaluation’ of ‘_the pllots wagcnecessary in order

to extract useful information for the development of a national programs.

I

Again, under an otherwise 'supposedly nonprescr1pt1ve program, the COntract

' -

for ‘evaluation with ERC was to be a constramt attached to the expenditure

~ -
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of funds at each site.

The initial involvement of ERC proved unsatisfactory for a number of

. r

reasons. - During the first twelve months some of the pilots reacted nega-
f' tively to the impositi;)n of ERC as the organization conducting thé internal
e\;aluation. Rhode Island was slow .in contracting with ERC due to lengthy
\‘ negotiations over its proposal. ELP_K—C felt compelled to lend some technical
assistance, but as the ERC approach then in existence considered evaluation
to be dependent upon the project's own implementation decisions, little
could be accomplished, except for.some assistance in proposal preparation.
In the Bay Area, ERC was phased in slowly and deliberately bu'E its role
remained inconsistently defined and led to a pfeakdown in the relationship.
v In part, the kind of as{i’stance ERC was Iexpected to provide was not
the assistange needed Ly the pilots. _A program that entails the reshuffling
of local or,gani'zations and institutions necessarily creates conflicts among
local vested interest groups. The assistance the ERC staff provided, how-v

ever, was in no way designed to facilitate or be responsive to the essentially’

political negotiations and decisions that ha¢’to be made at different leyels

A\

-

of hierar.chical organizatibn. It was not even designed to inc}udg a’thorough
" study of the developmen;cal pro'cesses‘undergone by each pilot. More in order
would have been assistance in facilitating’ clal"i.fication of values and goals',
role negotiation, organization development, task analysis and networlginé

“techniques. Or, if no direct assistance was to be given, the whole

%




experiment might have been studied in order to better understand such’

.

variables as agency interests in survi\é,al,— the role of persofal ambition in
the design of programs, the logic of public dispute, etc. Had the Office of

Education put forth their conditions with more resqlve, more systematic
-

-

and detailed procedures might have been devised to monitor adherence to

them or to assist projects in meeting them.
At the time the most meaningful application of the Discrepancy

Evaluation Model depended upon the existence of a fairly specific plan of

operation. The Office of Education, in its insistence on systematic plan-

"ning, apparently 'expected that the pilots might unfold according to thl rational

stages in the life cycle of a program on which the approach of the DEM
was based. It was hoped that the rational planning procedures emphasized .’
by ERC's zi\pproach would complement if not instill the same in the pilots.

. Nevertheless, in emphasizing the importance of the pilots to the pré’gra’m,
tﬁe'pffice maintained that the developmentel process rollowed by the pilots’
was even more important to its own planning at the national level than was

o

the programmat1c act1v1ty of each p110t. In their view the value of the

\ R .
\ <, S

pro;.ects as pﬂots could be fully reahzed only if their exper1ences were

» \

made accesslble to the O£f1ce of Educatmn in a form useful to the corceptual-

@ion and piann'u'xg of theAprograirn. However, under existirig guidelines,

* BEPD'was not able to contraect directly with ERC for such work. Therefore,

ERC's r‘elatlonsmp to each p110t was specified in a separate, md1v1dua1 h

- -

subcontract which covered evaluation service fo the pilots only, the

1
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necessary funds coming outi of each projéct's graht, While the early sub-

—

contracts covered ERC's project level work and essentially referred to

?

evaluation services ohly, it was ex‘g\g:ted that ERC would somehow simul-
taneously collect program level ,infor:mation. This ali added up to much
confusion over roles and e)tpectations. The pilots resented bemg forced
to accept DRC the service ERC was to provide was 1ncons1stent1y and

- vaguely defined, and it was questionable whether the service was appro - .

priate to the problem. L o
LY

.o Even had all other conditions been acceptable, at the beginning, the
designated organiz'ation was not. In Rhode Island evaluators mucking

around during the difficult organizational period were hardly welcome in
i t

aA e N N .~

the first place; at 1east they could\ have come from an onganizaticr{ or uni-
& v )

versity within the state. In the Bay Area, ERC was rejected from the start.

Its affilia;;_i_gn with the University of Virginia elicited direct charges of N

N [

_racism and as'scoh"as'i't:,w’as :discovered that ERC's small staff consisted

only of whites, the charges \'Nvere‘ conside;ed proven. The planning groups

- kept ERC at arm's length, even custing it from a meeting that was to have %“?"

been devoted to evaluatioh planning“ Paradoxically, the planning group (
found itgelf adoptmg the most racist of postures in chargmg that ERC was

racist on the grounds that its members were white and part of, the University

of Virginia. Only in Texas did ERC seem to be accepted. '5‘ ®

8

. .In addition to all of these difficulties, the numerous attempts aimed

at making the funding of each project contingent on a viable contract with ')

™. .
W , . . ,n
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ERC never worked out. In August 1972, within a year of the start of the

program and with no resolution of the unsatisfactory working conditions in

sight,, ERC recommended to the Office of Education that its internal

. . A
evaluation role be discontinued in Rhode Island and the Bay Area and that
, . ]

it restrict itself to an audit or external evaluation. The distinction between

©

internal and external evaluation was also supposed to help acknowledge

more directly the work aimed' at;collect‘ing informaticn useful to program

s

. : o
planning at the national level. Only in the case of Texas did the continua-

tion of the internal work seem feasible. The Office of Education, however,
. ’ L 1 . v
wished ERC/to continue both internal and external evaluatioyﬁn all pilots

or else discontinue work altogether. ERC then received and accepted

3 contracts with Texas and the Bay Area,

As work in Texas proceeded, in October 1972 the Oakland schools

?

-

asked ERC to delay operat1ons pending an expected Office of Educatmn de-
cision on the evaluation requirement. The followinz month the office re-
moved the engagement of ERG as a condition for funding, thus freeing the
pilo:cs to make the{r own eheice for the internal evaluation. By. this time,
"it also appeared that funding decisions would not t;e contingent on the other
office congiitio‘n_s' either. The office resolved the issue by spem.fymg that

ERC should continue in an external evalua'ﬁ)n role in all of the pilots, but

that each pilot could work with an evaluation group of its own choosing in

internal evaluation. Ten percent of its funde were to be set aside for thié
i 0

‘ purpose. With.this freedom of choice, Texas, Washington, and Rhode




.
5

technical assistance in internal evaluation,

problem was not so much with the conditions themselves as with the strategy.

employed in imposing them.

I3

A few othér comments on evaluation ‘seem pertinent. “There is
always a shortage of financial resources, and the need for evaluation is
usually only grudgingly considered. Projects themselves are prone to

look first at budget lines earmarked for evaluation when in need of funis

- -

for other pyrposes.. As for evaluation itself, the data actually collected

and the conclusions drawn hardly ever meet the results expected. Com-

parable data across projects are hardly ever obtained, but this does not

ktop people from using these figures to support conflicting points of view. /

»

The different roles evaluation may play in a projé"gt are rarely well under-

stood or consistently applied. The result usually is that too many different

&

and conflicting roles are assumed, none is properly carried out, and every-
one is disappointed. Ironically, just as the three pilots have finally found

_independent ev%luatidn to be useful, the support for such.evaluation will be

*

removed.

People, like the directors of the pilots, who agre on the front lines

of significant change efforts, are vulnerable. They need somebady to, exc't‘fange.

Al

ideas with, somebody who is disinterested or at least trustworthy with whdm




)
they Tan reéview their strategies. They also need, in the investigatory sense

of the tert, intelligence. In ordcr to remain effective B3 need to know who

madc certain decisions, what decisions are being contermplated by state and

federal officials, what funds will be’allocated to certain budgets or ;?rograme,

A}

and so on. They also need to talk to each pther: "it's damn lonely out there. "

&

Formative evaluation must include those needs. Yet evaluations are '
4

often directed by public relations pui‘poses because they can help legitimize
an activity. They are ofien used to’ help justify the existence and continuation
of a pro;eot. And they do “that best when they pay lip service to textbook
problem-solving procedures and pretend that the project is being co‘nducted
in a ration?al and systematic manner. |

In fact, the project ‘directors work out of their guts not their textbooks.
The probiems encountered are messy, their consequences usually unpre-
dictabie. Jobs and r(eputa}tions are (continually on the lihe--all-is fai1:' in

7

love and war, as the saying goes. The state of the pelitical and economic

v

important to gettmg Something done than is having the r1ght componen'ts"
m‘your project, yet-it is expected that evaluations act as though bhnd to
thosc influences. It is as though an unspoken norm e};iots that’prevents_ the
actuzl lives of the pr.ojecﬁt's from he,ing studied. It is hard to understand ﬂ
how the projects ce.n be helped, k?owevez\, when reality is denied.

The cm‘cumstancee surroundmg the fundmg of evaluat1on often en-

courage --perhaps even end up requ1r1ng---such denial. For that reason

evaluations must be fmanc1a11y m’dependent But eval\ors also have the1r

s N “

.
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feliing, of course.

own methodology to blame for the narrowness and conservative nature of

their approach. Fox the-most part they have acquired a pat‘hoiogical attach-

ment for certain tools and procedures that preivents‘ them from evaluat\ing
education on its merits as a social activity. Evaluators attempt to impose
the }ogic of their own procedures on a given activity and to make the adoption

of these procedures a prerequisite for evaluation. After ‘a117 neat and
gon'clusive data may be'obtained if an activity is know: and predictable in

\

all its conseduences, and hence the tendency is to encourage' the standardiza<
tion of program and procedure for the sake of evaluation rather than the
i)roduct itself. ) . ’

The logic associated with an idealized scientific rationality is com-
) k!

There is a great appeal in neatly representing events

. o ' .
as if they had actually followed the reconstructed logic, a strong tendency

to strive for the ability to make them unfold in that way in actuality. But

the attempt to provide information for program improvement must take |
v ) .
into account more than what a rational reconstruction encompasses. For,

by definition, the logical reconstruction itself does not include the actual

planning of fhe original construction. If a program's intention is to achieve
a state in which the conduct of daily life is governed by certain rational

broperties of action, then the responsibility of the evaluator would still

N . , - N * r
only extend to monitoring the transition from one attitude to the other without

’ 3;

implicitly, prescribing the "how" of the transition.

3. For a discussion of how the evaluator's tgols influence the design of an
activity, see A. Steinmetz, "The ideology of evaluation” in Educational

~ Technology Volume XV, No. 5, May 1975. ) -

N ' . > .

. £, £
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If on the other hand the intention is to employ a planning model that

seeks an awareness or ordering.of attitudes that govern the conduct of every-
day life and that shape influences on the formulation of a program withéut

regard to the particular rationality they embody, then the prot.)le_m for the
evaluation function is of yet another sort. Either way, some of the limits

»

inherent in the evaluation schémes presently used, and in the conditions

necessary to their application as techniques, require review. " Pérhaps what

L3

is required is an ethnography of the planning act.
Failing resolution of many of these issues, whether or not the goal

is a particulap/Ta jonality, according to which all events related to program

planning are to beforganized and conducted, or whether a particular rationality
is being aspired to and all those events and circumstances which unravel
. }accordmg to a different rationality shall be pmitted from consgideration and

planning, or whether no partrcular rat1ona11ty is sought adherence to and the

effort to be made is to develop planning procedures which take into account

-

a variety of forces each governed byl its own set of more or less explicit
ruIes of relationship--failing then, to elarify any of this, there is little else
that would be useful to say at this_point save to raise a number of questions.
. AWhy is-a program's nistory, if presented at all, presented as a coherent
whole ihstead of reflecting all the diffe;'ent aspects of its life-~births,
truncated growths, deaths, and burials of . its many contributing projects?

L ]

What balance is struckin decis on . making between data on the point-

for-point accomplishment of gertain objectives and personal experience
. ‘ -’

. ]

G
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filtered through personal value structures and political currents? What

kind of planning will properly complemeént the rationality inherent to the
° AN
interplay among forces competing for the allocation of power both within

and without the Office of Education? If the promfse of a systematic technique

~

‘that will cause events to unfold as they are represented by a certain recon-
"ftructed logic is the source of energy and ins;;iration to a planning effort,
‘;hen what kind of culture is it that seeks to organi;e large parts of its
material and human resources according to such a vision? What is it

.impelled by ‘such‘a vision so obviously different from the rationality of its

. -+ daily social context?

What is to be made out of the use of terms or phrases such as

1

1" "ot

site concentration, "' "delivery sy'§tem, impact, "

-

"accountability,

"targeting of resources, '’ "educational product, "."component installation, "

" "ultimate consumers, " (i. e. children) etc. in

. "educational engineering,
which eduéqtioﬁél plans are fortnulated ? What values, what idéology lie
back of suchh t,err‘nsf? Do they repre—sen; a new technological imperative ?
They sound a disturbing mixture of the language of the épage\shot, the

advertising firm, aﬁd the finapcial ledger. Do they represent.an appeal

to raw and rampant technical power? Who or what is being serv&d?




APPENDIX 1

A

INTRODUCTION

«

What follows in subsection 1 below is an account of some events

important to the interpretation given the Office of Education conditions by

’

the pildts. The material presented is drawn upon in the discussion section

of Chapter 2, particularly in the case of the management function and topics

‘such as (a) the federal role in the program, (b) program planning and the
N

institutionalization of ‘change, .and (c\) parity.

With regardto—EUbsection 1, and the capsule histories of the

&~ -

projects presented; it should be remembered thatjthe accounts do not

(Additio\nal information is

~

claim to be comprehensive or compléte.

contained in Occasional Reports #1-6, theYeports of March and June 1973,

N

and of June 1974 produced by ERC.) In part, of course, Bome omissions

ES

are due to incomplete information available to ERC. But in part, what is

The choice represents an attempt

W
\

pre§ented here is presented by design.

at h1gh11ght1ng certam factors and circumstances thought 1mportQt to

hY

the estabhshment of complex efforts of this kind. The h0pe 1s that '§Jhat

: - AR .
.is presented here and discussed in Chapter 2 will at least gj.ve pause to .
Ny RENY
« 1\ “' y :2‘ \"..
others embarki.ng on Similar attempts. . : -‘\,' !
. " \: LA .

,a

Subsections 2 and 3 provide information on the effects of certam

A A

prOJeCt act‘iv1t1es or characteristics in 1973 74 and 1974-75 respectively.

!

The categor1es used by ERC at that time to orgamze project act1v1ty
were translated for the purpose of this volume into a set of functions which

compr1se the "'application model" descr1bed in Chapter 2..

!".u

S
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x. ’
1. Capsule Histories of BALC, RITC a"nd TCIES, 1971-73

Bay Area Learning Center3

June 1971 Although the first formal document associated with the

genesis of the Bay Area Cooperative Teacher Center is'the EPDA Teacher

Center proposal of June 11, there were prior meetings and discussions at

the Offiee of Education thet led to the selection of thLis site for one of the

A

four pilot Teacher Centers. For example, it is clear that the presence

@

of the Active Learning Center in San Francisco was a strong factor in the
site selection decision. In.addition the successful establishment of the
Oakland Center for Professional Development under the Federal Education
Professions Development Act of 1967 and the California Profess'ion~a1
Development and Program Imprm;'ement Act of 1968 indicated a strong
professional base for a Teacher Center in the region.

On June 9, 1971 an Office ef Education project officer met with
the superintendents of the Berkeley, San Francisco and Oakland school dis-
tricts and infermed. them that a Teacher Center program for the Bay Area
coulji be funded for the coming fiscal yea}i',i but that a plan of operation,
with a bﬁdget, would have to be submitted to the Office of Education within
forty—eiéht heurs. The project officer and the three supermtendent?\worked

out the terms of the original proposal at that meeting, and the actual docu-

£

ment was dated June 11, 1971~--within the forty—eighjc hour time constraint.

ek

3. This account of BALC is based onl 65 OE ‘1 65a OE, I 69 OE 154 OD
and I 54a OE. -




R The proposgd center Yvas to serve all three communities, but the
Oakland school district was deéignated as the local education agency and |
.th;e proposal was submitted over the signature of the superi.ntendént of the
Oakland Unifi‘ed Slqhool District. The initial submission was very brief, \
consisting of two and one half pages of text and a one page budget. A total
of $350,000-was requested, with 10%, or $35, QOO to be used for Phase I
.. (planning ) which was to be completed in 120 days. The end product of
Phase I was to be a detailed plan of operation aéceptable to the school dis-
tricts' concerned, the California State Departme;lt of Education, and the
U.' S. Officé of Education; .
, That proposal was accompanied by an amendment requesti.ﬁg $30, 000
for a program called"lfeachers.Active Learning Center, already operating
in San Franciscg. Th;t amount was also split i.n;co tw.o pieces, :$;10, 000
for planning and $20, 000 for implementation. |
July 1971 On July 2, 1971, representatives of the thiee school

districts, San Francisco, Berkeley, and Oakland, met with foice of

IZducation personnel to discuss their strategy for the pre-planning phase

' -
e

of the Teacher Center project. At that meeting, Office of Education rep-
. Tesentatives announced that a Teacher Center, grant of $430, 000 had been
~ \ ) .
made to the Bay Area school districts by the Office of Education for the

~ ~
~

. . J ) i . -
fiscal year 1972. Other terms of the proposal and conditions were outlined:

a. Ten percent of the.total sum, or ,$§3, 000, was to be used

for a 120 day initial planning phase (called Phase I). Of this

. (-.'_.




planning money, the Teachers Active Learning Center was to

receive $10, 000.

i .

\ 'b. The major activity of the planning group was to be the '
. preparation of a Request for Proposal (RFP) to be sﬁbmitted

to several management consultant firms. This RFP, which
y ' ‘
. /\\ . would invite proposals for assistance in program development,

-

would present a clear outline of the center,as concéived by the

planning groups and thus require in its preparation a considerable

r

~ amount of definition of goals and purposes. The preparation of

gk T T

a satisfactory RFP within the 120 day planning phase would
constitute the conclusion of that phase,

c. The Teachers Aétivé Learning Center would be part of the

s
g ¥

Teacher Center. It was also mentioned t%t the presence of
- ‘ .

the San Mateo Education Resource Center had been a strong
' N .

3 . factor in the selection of the Bay Area as a site. '

Tiame 54 29

i T

d. The Evaluation Research Center of the University of Virginia

-
-

would l;e allocated $20, 000 for the evaluation of the project.

e. The center wo.uld deal with both pre:service andiin-service
. traini'ng and would therefore linkkwith the colleges and universities.
By this time‘Office of Education personne‘l_had variously deécribeé

the Tacher Center as a "facilitating agency to get all institutions involved
in teacher preparation.and training...a nerve center as gpposed to a place..."

. It was also represented as not so much a new departure from accepted

”

'
v ’
A)

I it
PRI
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concepts as a linkage or umbrella for the training prograins and other

. teacher improvement efforts presently existing.

*

The representatives that came to the first meeting in July became

s . ©

o known as the first planning group. With some changes in personnel this
group met a total of nine {times from July through December. The result

~ of these meetings was a series of decisions defining the terms of the RI'P

}

which would event ually be submitted to outside consulting firms. Also,

L *

)/a certam copsulting f1rm was selected to prepare a draft of an RFP by m1d-

® "'.

July 1971, A P

.

It should be noted, that during the subsequent meetings, some rep-

o : )
resentatives expressed strong sentiments and opinions with respect to the

education of @ority members and the economically disadvantaged. A

typical example was the reaction to the announcement that ''parity' s then
. - .

. conéeived, includéd the representation of the institutions of higher education.

Certain members of the group did not feel that the colleges a.nd un1versit1es

were entitled to be represented unt11 they, in turn, could show that they
" e

S
.

were representat1ve of minority and d1sadva:ntaged groups.
A

Ajust, September, October 1971 I.n October, 1971 it Was expected

" that an RFP would be submitted to ma.nagement consultant f1rms to gain
* '

. assistance in program development. The draft proposal, ‘written by the

consultant firm 'and passed along to the Office of Education by the OaKland

-

schoolwd'istrict, was found to be inadequate and therefore refused by the




\ . 4
Off'ice of Education project officer. Concurrently, the Berkeley represen-
tatives prepared their own version of the RFP. The Berkeley document
gave .such emphasis to some minority groups that it was thought possible
that implementation of a program such as the one outlined in their RFP
would be in violation of civil rights legislation and this draft was therefore
not accepted. The7p§'0ject officer ggain revised the RFP that had originally’
been submitted and this version was submitted for final approval at the™
O\ctober 21 meeting of the planning group 't@;o an\d one half months after
the initial draft' was prepared. At this me(etipgthe planning group gave
final approval to the.RFP pendir.lg a few minor :revisions.y The RFP was
finally distributed to fifty co.nsultant firms in November, with p;'oposals
due on December 1, one month later. s
During the months of September and October a considerable amount
of friction- was generated by the unwillingness of the local representatives
t'c;> fund t'he‘ Teachers Active Learning Center at the level requested by the
_ Office of Educgtion. Local educ;eltors were somewhat s¢eptical concerning

the mandated participation of the Teachers Active I.earning Center in the °

Teacher Center. Persistent pressure from the Office of Education was

-~

required to get the project funded at all. Eighty thousand dohi‘la]rs was
4

- granted TALC for 1971-72, but in the view of the director of TALC these

funds were only, sufficient.to retain TALé's office staff; ‘the center was

not fully operational throughout the year. ' v




[

November, December 1971, January 1972 During these months

the proposals for management consultant support were reviewed and a
?

consortium of firms was scilected. In NoV’ember,an(_i [ﬂ)e;cember a proposal

+

evaluation committee was set up which was to consist of ten members from

-

each of the school districts. Since there were only twenty-four members
. . : !

,

- present during the two cruc'ial pro;;osal selection meetings in January, th'is
' ' \

planning group became known as \t\lﬁ Group ‘of 24. To achieve parity,

the commit{ée was to be made 'lip of p}arent\s,_ students, teachers, and

paraprofessionéis‘; it was.stipulated that 51 percent of the committee be

members of minority groups. .

-

The selection of the Managemént Support Groug (MSG) as it came

to be®known, was a complicatéd task and the Office of Education project ' |

» . -

officer suggested that consultants be hired to'facilitate the process. Several

-
-

candidates for the role of facilitator were considered. Eventually a local

consulting firm was selected and they attended tﬁe-Grbup of 24 meetings

»
.

in December, January, and a contract negbtiation meeting on February 10,

1972. e

. Gﬁ'
Meetings on January 15 and 22 wereheld to ‘selectffi.nal bidder

from among the fifteen firms that submitted px:oposals’. For the screening

of the fifteen proposals submitted, the Group of 24 decided to divide into
D . Al - i
three group’si Each group retained ethnic and sckeol district representa-

[N .

tion and Was asked to review five different propos‘bﬁé‘i: Each proﬁosal was
to be assigned to one of ‘three categories: acceptable, potentially acceptable,

v *
A
- ~ - ,M(J
[
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@

and unacceptable. At least three sets of criteria were developed for this
& ’ W »

screening process: (1) criteria bearing on the lists of tasks to be per-
formed by t?le MSG and the characteristigs‘z\/ISG Etself should possess;

(2) criteria gencrated by the Group of 24 as a whole during their January 24
meeting; and (3) criteria developed in the subgr:oups. Most of the c;iteri
used were not very clearly defined or articulated. The tppics of sensiti\}ity

r

to. minority and éommunity needs and also the past experience of the firms

received heavy emphasis at the meetings. However, the choices made )

- by the subgroups were also clearly influenced by such unanticipated items
\_ . N

-as writing styles and budget amounts. |

- ) 3 . N
After their initial review of the proposals, the Group of 24 agreed

to reconvene in order to consider a technical analysis of the proposals

prepared by ERC. The RFP c¢ontained c‘ertgin‘requirements,_\and ERC

—

_ designed a grid which permitted each of these requirements to be classi-

fied according tq‘ whether it was addreésed or not addyessed by each

¢+

.{ .
proposgal, or whether it was unclear that the proposal addressed a par-
;cicular RFP requirement. The grid also provided page references to each

. ‘ 1)
proposal relative, to each RFP requirement. By the end of that meeting
. . i
9 .
four firms had been selected as semifinalists. Selection from among

# o : ’ . . . v e
these firms was t6 be made on the basis of interviews with firm represen-

tatives, ) -’ " .-
: - i . - ) . s ~ . :
On January 22 the Group of 24 met again to conduct the final interviews.

. . R . M . .
Representatives of what were called special interest groups met concurrently




N -

to also interview the four MSG teams. The special \injce'rest groups included:
the San Mateo Center, the Teachers Active Learning Center, the State

Department of Education, the University of California, Califorhia State

v -

Univefsity at Hayward, .College of Holy Names, San Francisco State College,
the University of San Francisco, l;errailté College, Mills College, and Long

Beach State College. The special interest groﬁps:gave the highest rating to

a firm different from the one finally selected.

L]

. . N :
After the interviews the final discussion of the.impression made by
each candidate resulted in the unanimous selection by th¢ Group of 24 of .

one firm which was actually a consortium of three different companies.

. ‘ ’ v .
It was decided that the firm's budget should be renegoptiated.
Before ending t‘heeir involvement in the BALC effort, _the Group of 24

. recommended to the superintendent of the Oakland Public Schools that two.

-

scparate groups be formed; a negotiating committee and a monitoring
committee ocoinposed of a broad selection of representatives from the com-

munity. Members of the Groﬁp of 24. were to be included in eagh group.
. The negotiating committee was to participate in the MSG budget negotiation

~

meetir'lg‘on February 10, and the mbnitqring committee was to implement

a system of checks and balances to be developed during the negotiations in

A} + ’
process., .

" ! February 1972 On February 10 a meeting was held to negotiate the

financial terms of the contract between the MSG and the‘f',Oakland schbol dis-

” »

trict. Attending that meeting were: representatives from the MSG, -

’
loia
RS
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.-observer from ERC, the Office of Education project monitor, a(nd rep-

ment b1nd1ng MSG and the Oakland school district, dated February 22.

\
o

¢
3

representatives of the Group of 24, the firm hired as facilitators, an

resentatives from the Oakland Unifiﬁd School District. , . .

In the course of the meéting it was decided that redefinition of tasks

¥

an;:i a negotiation of the budget would be considered. After abou

confinuous hours of deliberation it was ag
b=

»

the fundifig to $170, 000.

~——— ‘

~ N S ’
The meeting resulted in a revision of the MSC proposal dated Feb-

ruary 11, 1972, Th1s revised proposal was the basis fo%‘the formal agree-

Two resuylts are noteworthy at this point: First the MSG proposal

of February 11 contained a m‘ajor deviation from its original plans: Instead

of assessingsneeds and translating these needs into specific programs to

4

be developed and undertaken by the center, the MSG and planning advisory

L

committee (which would be formed) would devise a methodology for assess-

-

ing needs and would establish 'the manner in which needs are to be trans=

lated by the center into specific programs... " Second, the Group of 24

had insisted that a system of checks and balances be devised. The spirit ‘,‘ .
of that system was to insure active and c.ont\inuousrpartici.pat.ion |

by the "community." However, the development of such a systerr;, to be
imp_lement;d by the monitoring c'ommittee of community rep‘t.'ese_ntatives “

@

previously named, was not carried out. ‘ T

e
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March 1972 A considerable number of n ings were held during ;
this month aimed at- ing the MSG oriented and started in their work., ’

Dur1ng this time it became clear that the MSG had been unaware, when they

N R

signed _the contract, of the various copd1tlons imposed on the project by

the Office of Education. For example, they were unaware that ERC was
. 0 N
to be involved in the evaluation of the entire project. Also, they had no

prior knowledge of the need on their patrt to work with several other con-

2

tractors who were involved in the project (such as the San Mateo Center, | .

the TALC, and possibly even the conoulting firm which had acted as a -
facilitator to the Group of 24). ' * . -
& .

- °

-On March 16 a special meeting'was held ih order to define the role
of ERC relative to the MSG. Working from the tenets of-the_Discrepancy

Evaluation Model ERC expressed a need to receive more deta11ed and

N

clearly defined information about the MSG work plans. WNith some reluc-

v

tance MSG distributed copies of their study plan. However, the attempt to

work with the MSG on the clarification of their study plan was not very

fruitfgl; the MSG expressed strong distaste fer the working style and

gpproach that appeared to be demanded by the Discrepancy Model. The-

MSG members stated their approach was intuitive and hased 6p *past‘
- ; - \ B ” "" .

exper“ien&e. Moreover, they felt that there was not sufficient time avail-

L]

able to work according to the detailéd ménner suggestéd by ERC. After

-

the conflict in working styles surfaced, ERC agreed to experiment with \

the MSG in what they called their-'action oriented.approach " by providing

( [y
H

Y

NN
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. « an on-site observer who wou]“d‘be on-, call at the request of the MSG to help
. . . - toa
/ : in different ways as they saw necessary. ’ '

-

To rev1gw, from June 1971 through March 1942 wh}n/the MSG.began

-

its work the majon activities seemed to have been: (a)_early plannmg ’
meetmgé, (b) the de:cision to 'engag&e a. manage'rnent fitm {o assist the
preparation of the~p1an of operation for BAI'JC, (,cfthe writing of an RFP-,
G e . : : ,
,. (d) the pxﬂ'ocess of séiec_ting a management iirm, and (e) the first orien-

tation activities of the management firm., ‘

-

A 3

March.- August, 1972 The MSG began their @ork toward the end

of February 1972 and were scheduled to complete it hy the end of June 1972.
A time extensmn wds required and gr£ted andja draft of the final repegt .
produced was ready by the end of Juiy 1972
~ A . .
During that time ERC restricted itself to sucH activities as monitoring
_and critiquing some of thelmanagement firm activities, assisting in the |
N ) preparation of the \/ISG's weelzly report§ to the Oalzland school system,

< . .

.

LA

préparing evaluation des1gn materials, and providing cr1tiques of activ1ty
“,- Aand program plans contamed in the plan of dperation eventually submitted )

by the MSG. In addition, throughout most, of t‘his time, ERC also éupplied
X - ; .- d

the Inanagement_firfn with a part-;time, on\-jsite‘therver to assist the MSG

as they found useful. This observer helped plan meetings, observed and

- * .
. .

critiqued nieetings, dra.fted action plans, occasionally served as.liaison

* v

between the management firm, the Office of Education, and, the Oakland ‘

- (& .
% 2 0 . - 2
school system, helped«se_t mterim‘and long~-term objectives t‘or the work
. ) . . [

Ly g e -
o . A~ i
' i~ D
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of the management firm, and lubricated the relationship between the BALC
. [ 4 - !

®

coordinator and’the MSG.

, ERC prepared a careful examination of the plan of operation produced

r

by the MSG. This work appeared as Occational Report #6 (I54a OE) in
August 1972, and contrasted the RFP issued by BALC, the technical
‘proposal submitted by MéG in response to the RFP, and the final draft

which completed thé work done by the management‘firm.

~

. ' . Q- +
In August 1972 the superintendénts from the three school districts met’

with the representatives of the MSG to discuss 'the draft of the plan of
operation and to r_eci)rmmend changes. By that time the school district had

“ ; . oo
prevailed and TALC was no longer involved in BALC.

Septemﬁ,er 1972 - March 1973 Late in the summer- of 1972 the

~ ¢

relationship between ERC and BALCSground to a halt. It was not ‘renevx;ed

in mutually agreeably terms until January 1973.

- v

During this time the BALC coordinator and other r_'epresentatlives

from the three school districts met with a nu*Pnber of different orgamza- .

: . s .
t1ons to 1dent1fy and-discuss potent1a1\n servme ﬂeacher trammg programs.

- \

These d1scuss1ons resulted inh a number of BALC programs. In October
. Z t A
1972 the supermtendents of the tEree ‘school d1st.r1cts accepted. the final

]
AN ~

draft of the plan of opera:tlon pr.epared by the manangent firm. The

.

following plan errgerged: BALC was to consist of a central administrative
. ° » . b ‘

unit with three satellite staff development centers, one in each school

£ -

~» . ’ -

.. . [dlStrl.C't. A management semmﬁor other activities aimed at improving

- <
i

A




.’i‘eacher Center. -

the<competency of Oakland school administrators was to be devel&)ed and the

-,

BALC coordinator was to.design and implement a procedure for,sellecting

the BALC director. A series of subcontracts were negotiatec:i leading to =
some in-service workshops and management training seminars. In

<

December 1972 the selection process for_the BALC director was begun;
it ended on March 20, 1973 with the selection of its present director. No

evidence is available that the plan of operation prepared by the manz;gement
’ ’ . .

-

firm was ever used. Nevertheless, BALC sdon started operation. .

\

Rﬁode Island Teacher Center4

.

.

Junc 1971 In late June 1971 the Office’ of Education notified .

-

Commissioner F. G. Burke that Rhode Island had been selected‘as Qne of

four sites to pilot the development of the Teacbpr‘(?@.ter program. The

.

receipt of the grant prompted Commissioner Burke to appoint a teacher

—

education council with the initial responsibility for the develop’rpenf of the

September - November 1971 During this time period RITC held a

needs assessment conference to determine broad areas of need, to
establish both program and nonprogram components, and to draw up a

proposal to be submitted to the Office of Education for funding during

" Phase II (Phase I was a planning period) and meet with ERC in order to

~

D

e

* 4, This.account of RITC is bas:g'd upon I 13a RI, I13 RI, 134 RI, 139 I,

and M 71 OE.

~
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&

" . delineate principal short-term and long-terrri objectives.
- I )

4, .

A number of different needs assessment studies completed in 1969-70-

71 allireported a need for better preserﬁcé:élﬁd in-service programs for

'

: X . Y
teachers. In September 1971 a day long ne—;eds assessment conference was

-

held, attended by over fift); people representing the locieduc'atioﬁ agency,

colleges and unjversities, the cbmmunity and the teachin

a

14 ’ [ .
“profession.

.Participants were divided into four teams and asked to generate ideas for
: \ .

inclusion in the structure and future activities of the RITC. Nine areas

of concern were identified: (1) performance-bésed teacher training and

certiffcation, (2) human relations training, (3) use of curriculum resources,

*(4) experimentation, (5) coordination of existiflg and proposed teacHer trains
ing efforts, (6) accountability skills training, (7) needs ‘assessmé'nt,

L

(8) researc\h‘ in teacher effectiven®ss, and (9) short-term learning exper-
, RN A :
iences for in-Service teachers. As a result of this.conference the board
. ASNEY . A}

of directors (see below) chose the two program conipdonénts which would,
\s Ly
N

" in fhg begirning, comprise RITC. These were a performance-based teacher

v

.\':%.néining\and certit.'i'c\altipp. program and an alternate lea,rfling centgf. ‘The
N ) .
_per:for;ma'nqe-based training component was seen as a vehicle for re- ‘
structufing p;eservic'e teacher education and integrating preserv:ice and
m-'sﬁervice.training. The alternate learning center component was to
' fuli:xéti.oh as the major i:n-service training unit concentrating on implemeﬁting

. proven practices "and appi‘oaches in those areas of need previously identified.

¥

) . ' " £6




.".Dur' g this time period the following organizational structure emerge'd:,

.
.

RHODE ISLAND TEACHER CENTER

[COMMISSIONER OF EDUCATION| -

[BOARD OF DIRECTORS |
T A 4
MANAGEMENT COMPONENT > .
L { »
Director )
. Assistant Director
- ~ .
" EVALUATION COMPONENT NEEDS ASSESSMENT COMPONENT
» "" » ! * .'“‘ »
Evaluation Research Center . Administered by Management Component |
University of Virginia
= . RESOURCE COMPONENT -
J: . . T ! £ o s 3
. 4 Information Specialist '
PERFORMANCE BASED TEACHER TRAINING
AND CERTIFICATION COMPONENT ¢ . 1
B ’ 4 . ALTERNATE LEARNING COMPONENT
Advisory Committee , e
, . st . : ‘Advisory Committee
Component Administrator ] sxee
R ’ 2 . Coniponent Administrator
- i .
. . . ‘ .
. L . ‘ -
. : ot
.‘ ) b . . .
. . ‘ S
.
. ’ }
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The pollicy making body for RITC was to be a board of directors, directly ,
reeponsible to the commissioner of education of the Rhode Island state

department of education. It consisted of twelve members-~~three from

higher education, three local education agency administrators, three

(teachers, two repre$enta_tives of the community, and,a state education

agency representative. Provision was made to increase the number of

~

_representatives as needed. Decisions by consensus were hoped for, but

in thg(:ase of a dead.lock a two-thirds majority r.equiring the vote of at

‘ . . " s AN ' Z . \

least dne representat;ve from each group was to rule. A '
- P . . N | . . %
The resource component was to serve both the alternate 1earn1ng

v -~

center'and the performance based training component, and the evaluation

' component-was to serve the ent1re progec:f The needs assessment com— ‘
ponent was to identify the 1n-serV1ce trammg needs as perce1ved by teachers
and to pro;ect future demande .for educational personnel By the end of .
November 197’1 RITC had appomted a board of directors and a pro;ect i
dtrector. . | ' / ’ . ‘ T )

. December 1971 - June 1972 This time period culminates with the fund-

A A ’. .
ing of the.RITC propbsal by the Office of Education in June 1972. It °.
involved a compIicated 'se;:“ies of tré.nsactions in which RITC attempted to

ascertain whether 'the O£f1ce of Educat1on would fund Teacher Centefs or

renewal s1tes or both. RITC rev1sed its proposal several tunesan response_

to cués from the Office of Educatlon, first by moymg away from the . )

original concept of af Teacher ‘Center to a combination teacher center-renewal




- { , . .
:; R / R -
’ site structure, and later by moving back again to a teacher center form

that was funded by the Office of Education and which seemed to leave open
the possibility of eventually fitting in with renewal concepts.

The Phase I activities which began in late June 1971 continued up

\ through March 1972. During this pre-planning phase the basic Structure

.. . . . .

. and program components of RITC were delineated. In February RITC
submitted a proposal to the Office of Education responsive to the belief

¢ ‘ .
then current that Teacher Centers should incorporate educational renewal

centers in their structure. The Office of Education, however, required

A}

lg certain changes in that proposal. In March RITC submitted a new pro-
posal reflectlng the latest thinking of the. Offlce of Educatlon, n&mely,
that renewal sites were desired by the off1ce. That. proposal was funded

but within a few days the prOJect off1cer communicated to RLTC that the

3

"renewal 1dea was dead for 1972 and that RITC should resubm1t 1ts pro-

posal for fiscal year 1972 and address the notion of teacher centers

instead. RITC accepted this request and submitted a new proposal dated

Apr11 5, 1972. This® proposal was apparently substantlally the same as

/

the or1g1na1 one it had submitted in October 1971, and was fmally funded

"

L " in June 1972. . ‘

P

: o
July 1972 - March 1973. During' July and August 1972 the negotiations

K

’ N -

,of the fiscal year 1972 subcontract between ERC an\dJ{I"IiC gradually came

‘. .to a standstill. Late in August it was mutually agregd tordiscontinue

negotiations and from September 1972 to January 1973 there was virtually '
'y ’ ‘ oA !




»

u%derway. Questionnaire results were analyzed, awareness conferences

]

no contact between ERC and RITC. However, in January, a subcontract |,
between the two parties was agreed uporl and ERC began work irhmediately

by recording a program design for RITC. Iéy the end of March the
: AN

program design was complete and had been reviewed and judged acceptable »

by a panel of outside experts. -

-

~ i

During the period July 1972 to March 1973, a firm foundation was .
laid for RITC. Office spaoe was secured and equipped, and new staff
members were interviewed and ée‘lected. Needs assessm.ent .activities
were initiated and detailed planning of the di.fferent RtTC compcnents: was
were ptanhed, advisory committees identi.fied, and so on.

Important shifts took plagce also at the state level.. Plané.' for the

reorga.mzahon of the Rhode Island state department of educatlon were 1a1d

out in October 1972 and the new orgamzatlon was pr%emeﬁoﬂeeuper-\

—

intendents of -scho,ol districts i the statg in January 1973. Essentially 7

f
RI'I‘C became part of the Bureau of Progra:z Devellopment and le.’ms1on

which in turn was respon51b1e to the Divisiof of Academ1c'Serv10es. The
other bureau re:ponsible for that,samsa division v;/a'sA the Bureau of Federal

an‘g State Graht P_rogra_ms. The olivision itself reported d‘irectly torthe ‘
_commissioner: At the time th'e director: of I'QITCNW'as also the head of the
Bureau of Program Development and Dl.ffus1on (BPDD) o -

.

. Dec1s1ons on the fundmg and approval of new programs were made

//

-

a program revTéw _committee-. This committee met once a week and &dnsisted

¢ t -

). t
00 |



of the directors of the two bureaus, and the director of the divi‘s'ion of;

academic services. However, according to RITC plans, the process for .

N N . L.

<

program development was to begin in a school or school district with a

1]

reqﬁest for the assistance of a consultant (extension agent). The agent

assigned to that area by the BPDD would be aware of*all the resources
. ’ ‘ ’ =)

available through the state educ ation agency ancLWould‘be able to bring

~

these resources to bear on.a problem. This was seen’as an improvement

~ . ° .
s . ’

over conditiof in the past where pressure groupsformed, came to the

state education agency, and asked for a program to meet their needs. In

most cases the state agency would call on a consultant specialist who
\\would more often mollify thé group. than get involved in program develop-

ment. New, the extension agent would be responsible' for assisting such

. - N v .
LY

groups in the identification of resources and preparation of proposals,

although he would not necessarily directly consult on con.tent areas.
. . 7 | ’ kY
The following staffing pattern was also developed during-this time

period. The state was divided up into three service areas and two or three

‘
+

. . . : N .
extension agents were assigned to each of them. ‘Each service area was -

- . ~

headed by a coordinator, two of whom alé,qo doubled as director"_(')f the

17 N
EciucatiOnal Information Center and Alternate Learnmjrienter. Other
7 .
. . staff members included.the director of RITC, an assistant director, and
- i . .
a needs assessment specialist. 3

T - A working relationship with institutions of higher education was

develz)ped_. ' RITC chose to work w;i’ch, ;cwo colleges: . the -Univeréity. of Rhode

2.
- P
.-

- . B ¢ f‘;-'}
A

3
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Island, which traing approximately 20 oercent‘ of Rhode Island's teacher

-

force, and Rhode Island College, which trains approximately 60 percent .

» " of the state's teachers. However, other institutions of higher education can
s .. ‘
and do'participate in RITC activities. The goal of RITC in this relationship

was to change the mode of teacher t.rammg by linking the personnel and
offermgs of colleges or universities more closely w1th the schools. The

way in which the state education agency reorganized itself was also designed

&

v
[l

to try to facﬂitate this goal.

-
e

Fmally, it is worth notmg\tha‘t the UniverS1ty of Rhode Island

handled all fiscal matters for RITC.

¢

. . February 19-73 - June 1973 ~F~urther development and‘implementation
' ! - \
of prograrn components conti.nued, durmg this time period. An evaluatioh

’

’ B ’ ’ A\ : . .
- design was prepared by ERC in cogperation with RITC management and

- ) ) K . . I . .
staff,—and baseline data regardirig the impact of RITC during fiscal year
1973 were gathered. . : - < ‘

»oL

1Y & o

"The project was ass1gned a new proJect officer, 1ts third, for FY 74
{

<

| but the Office of Education did not place any new Qrogrammatic or admini-

.

o strative conditions en RITC for FY 74, o

Plans pvere fmalized to.add two community members 10 the RITC

»

- board of directors. Half of the Teacher Center hoard were due tQ end their
first terms in JuLy 1973 and, w1tr11\one exception, were expeci:ed to be

- -

reappomted for. another full term. At that time the RITC director mdicated

, that the board was cbneerned about the addition of’ potentially milit

*

e

L -
a

N o 12 3
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" passed by the stite legislature.

-~ . ' .t

»
A4

- . . .~
A / .
. A . AN >
- , - . . ..

lay, minority representatives '50 the 'RIT\('?bbeé”_I;d because the professional

-

educators wanted to manage and _qirect RITC and ’did not want to relinquish
decision-making power over the project to the lay community. Y
P . N . . - ’

A new board of regents was selected and a new regents act was

This suggested that the state education

agency might undergo some changes which might affect the operation of RITC.

Nevertheless, RITC seemed well established and was op jts way.

- Texas Center for the ImErovement of Educational Sys’cems5

The Texas Center for the Improvement of Educational Systems (TCIES)

is a facilitating agency intended to improve teacher education in Texas. It

-

evolved from a series of develoiimer;tal efforts that began in 1961, with the

A% . - * N . . N toT

Texas _Sf:udent Teacher Projact. This early project was supported by the

o~y
I50rd Foundation in order to test the notion tha”mpx;ovefnents in teacher

. edycation.

’ - » A %
education could be made through broéd scale involvement of professional
educators, student teachers and citizens, and under its auspices a geries

~

of meettmgs was held throughout Texas to discuss needed changes in teacher

Erom those meetings came a clear indjcation that ''large scale

change would require new kinds of ins utional cooperation, revised
2
~ ‘ » * R ¢
teacher standards, and additional legislative and financial suppo rt at the\
¢ , . .
state level." o ' ‘ . .

L]
.

-

the. Texas Teacher Center, Evaluating the Four Teacher Center Pilots:
The Annual Report, June 30 1973 by Dr. John B. Peper. (I 80 Tex)

, N
v . -

. - h .
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" -
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5. Mﬁch of the material presented in {h1s section.is excerpted from Volume v,
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In 1967, the Education Professions Development Act was passed

specifically to provide assistance to state departments of education, the -
: a

tegching profession, and universities and school districts in developing
- ,
" models of teacher education improvement pfograms. In the first opera-

v

tional year of the act, four reglonally-based Trame;s of Teacher Irainers

’ .t

. (TTT) projects were approved including one at Southeastern Oklahoma
- *

‘State University. The OklahomasTexas project funded the Dallas Indepen-

dent School Dlstr1ct Teacher ’I‘ralmng Complex. This complex was in
operatlon a full year before Texas, as a state, subnutted a multlk-mst1-
tutional proposal for'funding of a series ef lighthouse Teacher Center ,

projects. .

f .. .

Included in this 1970-71 Texas.performance-based TTT project were
proposals fromgthe University of Houston, Tekas Christian University at

——F—W—m—“W‘ESt—TEXES‘Sm‘UmVﬂS‘&y—&t—Canyon, the University of

°

Texas at El Paso, and the "Dallas Independeﬁt School D1strlct. In 1971 72

¢

it was envisioned that each pilot site would develop an educational coopera-

tive as well as a performance-based system of preservi’ce education
3 . )

.

within the university in‘cooperation with the service center and the local ’
school district. The project design also included a statewide coordination

function to be ad.ministered within the Texas Education Agency. Although
’ 1
_the statewide coordmatldn was desn'able, it soon became ev1dent that
/ I L ‘ .
ex1stmg mtra agency staff and facgl1t1es wouId need to be augmented by

add1t1ona1 I\'esourc\es in mi:‘der to make the efforts of this project conform
. '3 “ I \ ‘ € ,.,1 ," . - v

b .’A'“ ) : . . . 4
"/f/ ; s < ’ .




@ ‘ *

to the requirements being mandated simultaneously by the state legislature.
What is now called the Texas Center for the Improvement of Educa-

tional Systems was createq‘in response to this need for statewide coordina-
A}
tion. However, before outlining the role of TCIES, it is necessary to note

some important legislative changes occurring in Texas which affected both
4

preservice and in-service teacher education programs, One of the direct
o byproducts of the personnel training conference sponsored by the Texas

- State Teacher Pr'oject with funds supplied by the Ford Foundation in 1961 was

g

————a set of education bills passed in the Texas legislature in 1969. Senate Bill 8,

“

known as the Texas Student Teaching Act, was written specifically to make

-

responsibility for teacher education in the glinical sefting a joint respon-

sibility of the local school district and the university. House Bill 240, ~

-

though not a direct outgrowth of SB 8 made funding a provision in the

{

I

—J

basic salary guide for ten days of in-service training for every teacher in
. - -

the state each year.. ' Co %

] Under SB 8, approved programs were to be gresented by local Teacher

Education Centers ’to the Teﬁ_el*g Education Agency for certification approval.

' ] ” .

The state agency, with the assistance of colleges, universities and public / )

rd
B .

- school personnel, ‘was directed to establish stanidards for approval of those

- public school districts which would serve as Student Teacher Centers, and .

- -~

to éefine the eooperative relationship between the college or'university and .
, i AR .
ber ‘ ’ .

. . . & . ]
! the public school tpat serves the.student-teaching program.

* ‘ ERLY
‘ ¢
\ . '
B
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el L - ] .
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Both the public school district serving as a student teacher center and

- {
]

. » k&4 .
the college or university using the. Teacher Centen facilities were to share
" - B .b

Joint responsibility for sele?jgion and approval of supervising teachers. _
. F] B

o

Employees ;)f the. di§trict were to serve in the program, and trfey w;ere i
required' to‘agree updn and adopt conti‘nuing in-service {mprovementi})ro-
. < ‘e M .
gramg for the super‘v‘ising teéch:e\r‘s. Fiscal sﬁppqrt‘d&‘ the program was"'’
provideld <in the amount of $250"per student teacher.
LI . -
3 It was apparent t\k‘lat a éystemif imprdve;{lent. proce_sé had been man-

»

s» ‘The legislation required, first,

dated by legislative .authorities in Te

that pr?-sef'vice teacher educationAvas to become a multi-institutional

+

, responsibility with cooperatio'n. etween local districtd, universities and the

- <

Texas Education Agency. Second, an organi.zation‘known as a local Teacher

. - ,
Education Center was required. And third, ten days of in-service training

AN

were required. PerrTa;ps of greatest significance was the requirement for .
the establishment of local Teacher Centers to provide an organizational

imperative for cooperative preservice program development.

In order to enhance the statewide coordination of the TTT Program, '

% -

and to link the perforrriance/é:o‘mpetenc(y—based educational program develop-

Es

ment to statewide educational legislation reform movements) the Texas

. - . K
s /

Educational Renewal Center (TERC) was established in 1971, ‘Its director

Q§ -~ - Q A

> . . A .
/Ead formerly been the architect and director pf(the Dallas Independent

‘School District's %eaqher Training Complex. In 1973, TERCnbecame the

<

’.\Texa's Centei' for the Improvement of Educational Systems (TCIES).

‘a
-
.




In'.funding_TERC the Office of Education was promoting events in

14

Texas which promised to have great influence on teacher education. SB 8
and HR 240 were in effett at the time and they certainly promised commit-
ment at the highest leveloof‘ma‘nagement; one of the "Office of Education

conditions' carried by Teacher Centér funds provided by the Office of ' -

.

}u‘dti_c‘atio‘n. Also in Texas there were t‘ive TTT sites where competency- ..
. based teacher education was being established. Parity was .a conditiopn of

their existehce; which corresponded nicely with another ene of the "Office T
’ of Education, conditions"' of the Teacher Center program. ' '

-
v
L]

L ) In addition to parity and competency-based teacher education, TERC

also established and encouraged needs assessment activities, the imple-
» / *

mentation of 'proven products, " information dissemination activities,

B.l[d evaluat1on in those Teacher Centers which it su,pported financially. .

: .
Houston and El Paso received money to develop needs assessment models,

1 *.and other sites were required to get needs assessment activity underway '

. ir grder to quahfy for TFRC funds. TERC 'held ""awareness conferences

~

- e

I
i
* throughout the state and then offered technical assistance to those s1tes - '; ;
. ] b
willing to im.plement prbven products. In many cases their use was evalua- '

"3

ted through assistance from TERC. Meanwhile TERC began the training

. ) of persons referred to as change agents as part of its information dis-
! ¢ . .o g 1 *

semmatlon scheme. Partl.cnp,a.tmg lﬁstrtutlons sent representat1ves to an '

v (94 ' -

already estab’hshed Teae-her C'enter for ,trainmg whe epul_d_ then return and

/
o T e——

fac111tate the growth of a local Teacher .C,’enter. - TERC .also attempt;zd to TIEEs L

" e -
t -~ —_—,
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- +

link the five or1g1nal Tg s1tes with the Texas Information System Project,

*

an 1nformatxon dissemination pro;ect separately funded by the National In-

°

stitute of Education. ) , . -
- . > Y

v
The staff of TERC i_pcluded only two full time profession-als -and

. was deliberately kept small in order to serve as a facilitating and organizing
'reso.ﬁrce rathet' than as a large direction and control agency. Also, through-

out this early .'p.é‘riod, the project officer. assigned by the Office of Education
Iy . s . A o .
maintained d laissez faire attitude toward the pilot Teacher Centers in

Texas.

An important development in 1972 was the new standards for teacher
s ' ’ - )
and -school district certification issued by the Texas Education Agency which _
. - / [
sought to make competency-based teacher education mandatory. The

- -
e

.- state board of education passed six new certification standards in 1972 -

t . - K p— —

. and new accreditation standards for publie schools all calhng for per-

——
“ - 3

' formance'-'b.ased criteria and all to be phased in over a fi,ve year periobd.

’f‘his move, on the part of the Texas Education Agency was linked with the .
.- o
e work of TERC in a _systemic approach to change in teacher education,

-, - .

. .

E SR . elait T
- a et

-

- .HOWever, the certification standards w{\_re ¢hanged in 1974-75 as the result

» e
"-

", .7 of &n opinion issued by thé Texas attorney general to the effect that per-'
e e ) .

-ﬁoﬁxﬁah7e or competency-based teacher education/certification could not

e be.the sole, mandated"c'riteria for certification. Bothﬁ‘@RC and later TCIES
47 .. ."_'./1'/' . : : -
* encouraged competency -“based teacher educat1on and many of the performance-

4

\\




. had been achieved. '

Q

the attorney generalls opinion notwithstanding. . ' . ”

PUEERN

By the spring of 1972 the sarhe kind of broad 'representation was

achieved on ttie state level as the parity boards and later the advisory -

>

* councils had achieved at the local level. It was decided that each of the

twenty-one Teacher Centers in the state elect nine members to serve on

'

: an'asse'rhbljl which eventually grew to about two hundred members. A

-

sieering committee was then fomgned consisting of thirty-three individuals

’ v * . : .
elected by the assembly from its membership. Eight or nine persons from
13 t - - )
the steering committee were then drawn to make up an executive committee.

The furiction of the executive committee 'was tohandle the ongoing

-

concerns Qf TCIES and to advise the stée;ing committee on goal setting

-

and TCIES management. The assembly was to react to and ratify policy.

However, by 1973 anly the executive committee was meeting regularly.
It was ’clea;r that the organizationaLl structure was cumbergome. The size ‘
of the different groups and f'manc}al and lofistical constraints_.grevented
effective cooperation e'ven though ethnic and institutional representation

*  During 1972-73 the TCIES project waé composed ot:-'se\;'er} maLj.or
components (area's of .act;vity or functions). They were: (1) mahagemént,
(2) Teacher C.e!hter development, (3) proven products instali;tio;x,_ (4)
evaluation, (5) national linkages, (6) change agent support, an.d (7) infor- .

mation services. These components seemed to be highly interactive and,

at times, indistinguishahje in operhtion. In 1972 ERC assigned a full-time
. i ) : .

[ ! . -

‘\ Y ¢
. .,

-
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‘evaluator to work with TCIES, an arranggnent that continued well into 1973.

In1973 all.:)f the Tealcher Center pilots ‘were funded at a lower level

' than they had been since 1971. Funds foriITCI.E,S dropped to about one-

.

fourth of what they had been. There weré\_oj;lhé'r changes as well. A review

’
»

of the two needs.assessment models produéed in Houston and El Paso

L

recommended that work on the El1 Paso mpdél cease. .The Teachér anter

. R .
in Houston wanted to make some revisions to its model and go through a
A R *

second field test but never recgéived the funds to do s0. Nevertheless, other

_ Teacher Centers in Texas condinued to use the r_nodel.,.Oné major criticism
(\) : i (0 ' : . : -
suff@ied by the models was that the information on perceived needs gathered

12

from students, pafénts, and teachers often conflicted yet no way of resolving

& ‘ e

v

L

these conflicts and setting priorities existed.
_ ! " ,
There was also a decrease in the emphasis on implernenting "proven
¢ ¥ . i ‘
products'’ in the schools and Teacher Centers were permitted to use TCIES

‘funding to support other curriculum efforts as well. i In June 1973 the ,

“+

professional staff of TCIES was reduced from two t,(?'bne, leavihg onl);

t

the director of the project:

1

-

In 1973-74 the TCIES project continued the sg%me efforts it had been

associated with the p?evious year except that it ce@sed to train additional
RS i .
N N . t; ! N s 2'
%hange agents. By that time there was a total of twenty-one Teacher

Cenfers at various ,‘léyvels of deve\l,opment operatiné with TCIES support

. "

3

~ throughout Texas.,,,/ ‘Some were more like holding c;d:énpanies, not having
N ’7, "¢ s . : ,




4“ N h' ¢
a physical location and only approving teacher preparation programs of

local colleges and universities to meet the minimal conditions establishéd
by SB 8. Others operated their own facilities and designed and implemente'd

" in-Service programs for teachers. Each of them represented a coopcrative

of educational instititions aimed at improving teacher education within their

‘

éeographic regions.
v & 4 .
2. Overview of the Inipact of Selected Pilot Components by June 19746

In February 1974 the-Teacher Center program was two and one-half )

-~
@

AN )

years old. Cognizant of the Office of Educatipn's interest in the design
and implerqentatioﬁ of programs directed toward the resolution of educa~-

tional problemis, the ERC staff decided to gather summative data about

- =

Teacher Center impact by determining the extént to which the pilotg

J

prdvided problém-,solving services to their clients. The following categories

of project activity were seléected_: N
o. establishment of program*;goéls ;
v
e establishment of information systems;.
e the delivery of products, processés and services; - .
) the création of new programs;
e the increase of interi'nstituti()nal growth; °

e the improvement of organizational health. .

On the basis of .these categories, ERC staff developed several instruments

. .

2

6. The materijal in this section is excerpted from the ERC report of
August 31 1974, Volume I (I85 OE) .

!

. - gs.. ¥
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Which were used in structured interviews to assess the impact of projeof

~

¥

. . </
. components representing some. of the categories. The following

sumymary, of the extent to which the local projects prdvided services within

S

- 'the six catetories.of educationil activity that were ide%ltified. 7

First, did the Teacher Centérs help local edncation agencies\establish

2
-

their program "goals ? The imgact survey det.ermi%ied that the pro;]’ec‘ts
implemented a formal ndeds assessment,.‘one of the components in the
category of establishing program goals. These data do not, however
indicate fnar}y sp;ecific oufcomes of the activi’;y.u The limited nurpber of ’

answers suggests that either the Teacher Center clients did not understand

the-needs assessment requesf or they did not recognize the outcomes.

. . . " W
Second, did the Teacher Centers disseminate needed information

about research and current practices in education?. Two components that ful-

! -

« filled this need--information dissemination systems’ and awareness con- '

) I

ferenc€s--were included inthe survey. Information dissemination systems
X : . N

provide local edugators with a formal mechanism for obtaining reviews of

research data on educational innpvations. Results from Rhode Island and

’

Texas indicate that their information dissemination systems did provide

' educators with informa’gioh about educational programs and that the infor- L

* w
N e

mation was used pbth for developing new programs within schools and

7. Although components may have the same name at different projects,
their.aqtivities may differ in e, context, and intensity of effort.

Also, there are limitations to the sample and the methodology employed
at each site which make comparisons among the pjlots hazardous. These
-are discussed in the ERC reports of 1974 on each of the pilots.

A
¢
° . RIEEYA E
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o . v
for assisting in the location of other available resources for local program

»
development. ¢

Another componeny)in this category was the awareness conferences

-

provided in Rhode Island'and Texas. This gervice was designed to acquaint
local edicators with a selected number of proven' educational products or

practices that could be adopted readily in their local schools.. Data from
the two projects sho.w that many educators became aware of proven\products
<
and practices at.these conferences. At both sites, a'larger percentage
paog

of administrators became aware of these services than teachers. -

Third, did the Teacher Genters deliver products ‘and sefvices to their

-

LY

clients? Three 'components in this category were investigated across all
/ three pilot sites in the impact surgey: the use of educational extension,

“agents, assistance in competency-t;ased teacher edugation training, and

provision for in-service training. .

-~

Educational ext.ension agents, or consultants (known as progr‘:am
development consultants), were,available to loc-al education agéncies‘in ‘
RITC. Th.e data show th;t these congultants.z assisted bot.h teachers and

y .
" administrators in obtaining the solution of their individual, school or
N

[ 4

school district problems. -

v

Assistanceé in competency-based teacher education was provided by

-

the Rhode Island and Texas projects in different forms. In Rhode Island

the major-focus. wag in dgvefoping“a plan for éompetency-basea teacher

]

éducation at the state department of educgt‘id’n and then hold‘mg\a conference

LY

?, N He
- , .
PSS ]
e g ) “ )
"% . ,




.

.

so local education agencies could beconie awére of the plan. A small

percentage of educators did become aware of competency-based teacher

education by attending the conference. In Texas, the emphasis was on

developing local education agencies' capacity for use of competency-based

teacher education._' Data show that approximately one-fourth of the

educators surveyed were implementing competency-f;ased education practices

\-
_in some form. The majority of these respondents were from Houston.*

=

Each of the three sites supported or provided teagh'e'r training as
~ I4
its major service. . The data clearly show that, although this type of train-
Y ) ﬂ’-

ing varied widely in content across the sites, most users felt the t;'aining

addressed their needs, achieved its objective@ and was effective. Further-

.

- < N < > . . R
more; the educators surveyed expressed a desire for mere training in

the future.

Fourth, did the Teacher Centers directfy create new programs?
) . ' ‘

-~ ]

This activity was not surveyed in the three pilots.

Fifth, did the Teacher Centers affect the governance of educational

-

se

¢ . B
institutions? No'data was gathered pertinent to this category.

Finally, did the Tedcher-Centers improve institutional health? - The

only aspett of health surveyed was that of institutfonal coopération. Data

from RITC show that local administrators cooperated with both institutions
- \ L4 — \ .

of highér education and state depar‘éments by conducting preservice and .

in-service teacher training and by planning school programs.

J

3

‘\‘
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3. Overview of the Status of Selected Progect Characteristics R

by June 19758 .
? L

a, BALC and RITC

~

Again, as in 1973-74, ERC designed a set of survey instruments

.
: . ¢ —

which were used to interview pertinent personnel at each pilot. The
following is an overview‘ of the extent to which BALC and RITC prei)ided
service to thei'r constituents within four categories of activity: estabfishi'ng
brogra‘.m‘goals, dissemniinating ’information, providing training, and"pr(;‘vidin’g
problem"-selving assistance through the use of consﬁl’gants. 9 oo
~First, did the Teacher Centers assist, local education agencies in
* establishing their progra‘m goals? The irnpaet Sur‘veys s’pow that needs
’1 assessmen\t activities were carried out in both Rhode Isle.nd and the Bay
Area. The data in both cases shd’w' that this type of service is ’éhe least

used’by both groups of clients, although the data from Rhode Island indicate -
more use of /both‘ student and teacher needs assess‘rnent.in FY 75 than FY 74.

As in the past, specific outcomes of this service were identified by the users.

the Teacher Centers diss~eminé.te needed information‘about

Second, di

research and current practlceé in educatlon" Two vehicles for dissemination

. -
e Teacher Center
entioned here in

9. Although compOnents may\have the same name at different prOJects, their
act1v1t1es may dlffer in scope, content and intensity of effort. Also, there




awareness conferences. Use of the Education Information Center increased
.in EY 75 and a large number of users reported that they had used informa-
» .

tion from the information center to identify and develop new programs within
’ ’ R . .

their districts/schools/classrooms. . ' .

Use of the awareness conferénces was approximately the same as

last year in Rhode Island. These data indicate that RITC is continuing its

.

efforts to make educators across the state aware of its in-ser vice training
in proven products'and practices. As reported in last year's data s'urpmary,
a larger percentage of administrators than teachers used both Educational

Information Center services and attended awareness conferences offered

by RITC. ' - :

e s

BALC does not have\a formal, comparable information dissemination /
system.

Third, didl the Teacher Centers provide training? In Rhode Island
the datasshow.an increase over last yéar.in the use of ‘in-s.ervi.ce training

offered by the Teacher Center. Educators who had partici’pa.ted in the >
training rated its quality at the same high level as they have in the past. ‘
Data from the Bay Area show that BALC training is being well received,

4

that it addressed perc;ei\;ed needs, and that.it achieved ifs objectives.

Qaté from both sites indicate that_educatdrs desire more training g

* N o
)

in the future. . ‘ @&

Y

' ) 14}
Fourth, .did the Teacher Centers provide problem solving assistance

tq educators through the use of consultants? Both BALC and RITC
2 . ‘ - .
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respondents used educational consultants. In RITC, the use was greater

in FY 75 than in FY 74, and more outcomes of the use were cited by

educators from both centers.

Fifth, did Teacher Centers provide formal spaée for teachers t\o hold
meetings, 'crea’te materials, and review curriculum materials " The
data show that BALC provides these services in the foy/n@o_t_both the -
START center in Oakland.and the Teacher Learniﬁg Center 1n éan Francisco.

Educators from the respective centers made considerable use of both

A

these facilities.

\

RITC does not provide such space for teachers.’
‘b, TCIES _ e
( The work in Texas in 1975 was to sfudy the nature and extent

of collaborative activity at five T'eacher Centers (San Antonio, ‘Dallas,

Houston, West Texas, and Fort Worth). This was done through on-site

intérviews by a team of three investigaters.

- The topic of collaboration was of, barticular interest to TCIES since
the concept of a local cooperative Teacher Education Cénter is based on

s . Y . . .. s 7e
the ability of diverse constituencies--such as colléges and universities,
school districts, professional associations, regional education service

P} . . ) . ‘
centers and the community--ta work together toward the improvement

of teacher education.

»

A\‘Qu\r}:lber of factors were identified as playing an important role in
3 W N
1

the collatgora{ti\f,e efforts at the five gsites. They are grouped below under ’

-94- . - v
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four different headings and indicate thémes current at the sites studied.

General Factors . o

Y

e  Many people are convinced that teacher éducation is no longer

.

and teachers must jointly design and conduct teacher education.
B ! ' .

“, ’ ' . :
e Legislation exists which requires colleges or universities,

3

. . school distriets a.nd,jthe state to share responsi}:)iiity for . .
. teacher education. "This provides a strorg incentive for '
- collaboration.

e Most Teacher. Center bylaws permit member organizations to )
decide independently on*the extent to which they are bound by,

Teacher Center actione or resolutions. This may teﬁti_ to
i . ‘ R * Y .
weaken the commitment of each party, and may adversgly

affect collaborative efforts. .

e It is not always enough to identify a digcrepéf{cy between-

‘ ... desired and actual council beéhavior. -’i‘h.e timing with which
thie aiscfepancy is confronted fha'y be crucial fo the members’
ability to do~something abeut it 5ointly. Some problems are |
better tack‘led)ater in the orgamzatmn s life than earher.

‘e Co,llaborat1}1 is h,'ard to defme——a.nd hard to d1stmgu1s’n from

coexistence. . Individuals may often collaborate to prevent
. ¥

1. o, -

P

-basic dlfferences on values a.nd goals from aurfacmg

! o\ Conﬂigt amohg members is unavoidable.i.n a,gollaborative'-

4

. X *g5- _

~¢.
L
-

. the prerogative of,any single institution- -that school's,‘ colleges,”

‘ y ™ J
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effort. It,is better to diétinguish between productiye and
ved ) .. ’

. destructive conflict.

.
.

. ’ ' g }
Factors Related to the Mission of the Teacher Center ,

®

.. .'Defiﬁin{’g the'mission of a Teacher Center tends to be an

evolutionary process; and members' expeotatfbns need to

be adjusted accordingly. ' s
" e Asthe purpo'ses of a -Teacher Center change, its needs for B
N . ., W ) T
funds and -other kinds of support change as well. However, -

.

."" it is not always recognized by all of the actors involved that E

D

. _changes in -Teacher Cehtexj purpose and needs have taken place.

' 1 ‘ L » ' ] -
. “‘%gyce, individual Teacher Center members may act out of -dif-
. ' e . ", . "
» ¢ . ferent niental frameworks. .
e "The aiithority of a Teacher, Center ad'irisory cai neil may

e '

‘threaten, cégﬂict, overlap or complement the authority of

“other legally ‘established bodies. Thérefore, the Teacher
: - ) N

, - ‘Center role and relationship to other entities must be examined"

e . and, clar'i_fied S0 thalf_ it can work productively with oth=r agencies.

o, IS ’ ¢

; 1
e The idea of parity may be simplistic. It may be hetter to
. b ' ¢

- - determine what contributions each méember constituency is

. . ) . 14
’ best equipped to make. Collaboration need not'mean equal - *

Cas® . 4 T
decision-making authority-in all circumstances. . y
* J
[ ] . » . 1,? »

e The worl% done by individual Tea;;;h,er Center members must be.

¢
& " / >
) ~ matched by apprppriate rewards. Collaboration is made - -

{

. =96~ - 3100 . U= -
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next to impossible, if it is not rewarded, or if an individual's

time is best spent pursuing other activities which are rcwarded.

[y

e Tecacher Center activitics must be well defined and carried out '

*

_according to a continuously re-examined set of priorities.

Tasks must be realistic and sensitive to existing constraints,

otherwise members will easily become discouraged.

e In order to experience real success, collaborative groups .

must eventually be willing«tqmove from a,bs)tract discussions
\\ - /
of programs to actual mplemenfanon of a prOJeCt

N
et . .. \\

Factors Relatécl toDrgamza‘t&onal Structu“ré\

.

- N \h\\_,\ \ \.
. e The bas1c orga.mzatmnal untt of a Teacher Cente‘r*has not

~W o~

»

ey e . v ~ ) PRIl RN ~ -

yet.,been deterimined. - CTem g LTt

- el

. —— .

. & Teacher Centers must be strategically located within the state. I,

Their local plééement and structure must be such that they >

ccomodate the legislative mandates applicable to Teacher

_Centers in Texasi. . -, o .
' RS L e -~ - ,J." ./.‘:;...",‘ ’ ",:
e A large cornplex struc"ure may comp'l1cate‘dec1smn’ making - .., "
ALY ¢ -, ;,’:
to the point where dec1s1ons are made cover'tlx, or ccntrary . ‘ 3
. ] . . Y N o, L.
to procetures. This creates distrist. ' : e NG

e A large advisory council may ensure broadly based represen- ‘

. .
tation but at the expense of-meaningful participation and _

v

collaboration. -

e It may be best to write bylaws incrementally, in keeping with

- \)4 - . - R . /,t"":.97- . ’ Y J
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\ .
. the stage ot’ development of the Teacher C?ente'r. This helps
' - .. :'-' ,‘4 ; ' .‘ - . a ‘./
., ensure relevance and a productwé tensmn befween actual
. o '. . M 1.!"-' . "‘: ?
pract1ce and 'the rules govermngL it. - L o '
/ St . AP .
. . ,_ .o. . b .' B N /. ] , -’ .
. In order to stay respons1ve to a changing. env1ronrrient and
1 Y . s . ‘ ' / '/ o '.. -~

take advantage o£ opportun1t1es as t’hey appear, a ﬂex1ble o o

K " n ’ ‘
structure is advantageous. ,However, /excesswe flex1b111ty .

. )
~ ‘\ \ A P .

may alsd prevent a Teacher Center from crysta,lhzmg around

’u

a Set of goals and thus\ create frustraiuon or charjg“es of e R
. N _:\I .. " .‘,.,- . ,.:', :.' Sy -,
opportunism. -’ R LY e

. An organ1zat1ona1 structure or procechif'e whlch obwates the ’ :Z .

" . S

. need for personal mtegrj’ty m deols1on makmg pro’bably does

. P not ex1st 'I‘rust mus.t bé bu11t and earned
’ ) : Coete, . . , . O .
_ Factors Related to Co rhunrcatlon Among Memb ers
TD take as an mdex of r'oilabonatxon an adv1sorv counc11 with

———— e — _.:_...____
P - v L
. - T . ,. Lo ', XY

N S e ]

etk Y smg.le vo1ce1s probab‘ly an unreahstlc and undes:.rable

f S 7 ean

. - v S ',_ ¢ ¢ . .‘

oblect1ve.. . Lﬁ seems better to t;*y td f d ways of harmon1zmg
. _diffe;‘ent VQ1ces. X r,~//. : ‘\ ; -_J'. A oo f
. " ' l .' ‘,T_ /,‘1. . o L .-:._ , v . "." . P .
g Some councﬂ,.mefanrS wﬂI have more eas1];)r d1scern1b1e 2
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’ const1tuen01ee\‘ 'than others, . NeVertheless 1t 1s probably hever

~" - I '

ob,mous who Will bes”c represent a g1ven const1tuency. ’ -""_ !
A e ] v 4 / ' . ’
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"f 'oohey makmg‘aﬁd' pr\ogram des1gn. How.ever, it must a&So '
. \ K v \ Ay e
""" I \ ’D ‘ N ’ .
Eé' ble to commuhgcate 1ts act1v1t1es effec’hvely to the dlfferent
! * : o ..~., “ K “
I3 T . i
L e !
l -\k‘ii; - SN p
LI N o ., .
\ ot =% ' .t
CRL N :
B q,_L ; \ » T ' ‘ i




. ‘. L r ‘;’o."u .
. - . A " .
constituencies Lt’ represen%s. - ;;_-;-,'.—-.: o
. '/'.’.j. BT e .
e E€ouncil, members me(y ke able-to partlc_pate more or less
) - /”' -

v1gorous1y d,ependmg uﬁon the,authomty w11:h wh1ch they may

‘ P -

comm1t the,organrzatxons .they represegt. Invisible strings

'
., .. .

-may prevent md1’v1d‘ual members from cooperatmg fully.

’ - ,, .t
-~ . - e

o Erfectlveness of‘meetmgs is reduced if the logistics of meeting

: s Rt EoR
e, § -, attendance are comphcated or expenswe and 1f agendas and
- - . . /"

’ mmutes are not prop )viy and 1mpart1a11y recorded

;
3

° There are certam skllls wh1ch council members can léarn

'. -

Ve
whmh w111 make them more effecuve partunpants in any

. . s co‘lla&oratlve effort,' : \,“", ) - T
o ' ‘/‘/ / S 4 ' ’
..o It is usefuI for .council members to mteract informally, and be-
A o e
) o come a quainf’ed as persorls« In that way they can eventually

. ". o ‘ . . . ,- R4

L7 dind it ’eésier- to understand each other. )
T [ Com"icil'm\empersnwith interinstitutional experience are more L

) N " ! -
likely to make better participants. Their varied experience
] 13 ’ ” ' . LS

SRR ' makes them more credible to other members of the council. -
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