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[ FOREWORD

Paul S. Pilcher echoed “&_question that has literally been heard across

America in his January 1974 af}écle for Ph1 Delta Kappan, 'Teacher Centers:
\ Can They Work Here?" 3

This question identifies teacher centers both as a
H concept important in educationa\ thinking today and a concept that in execution
inevitably produces practical p%

oblems and logistical concerns regarding a
center's purpose, organization, 'and governance.

The Clearinghouse has approached this SCIP on current issues concerning
teacher centers, with special emphasis on governance, in a manner in keeping
\ with the complexities pf the 1ssues. Each of the four papers 1in the SCIP is
from a director or representative of a teacher center who is, therefore,
something of an authority on the topic. But .he papers are each written
from a different perspective and deal with a different aspect of teacher

centers. We hope through th:is approach to 1llustrate some issues concerning
\teacher centers, as seen by people involved.

\
i

1

4

1

\

4
i

——The first 'paper, by Edward L. Dambruch of the Rhode Island Teacher

a %enter Project, discusses issues concerning the governance of teacher cen-

ers; specific topics dealt with are collaboration, affiliation, and parity.
g:. Dambruch writes from the perspective of a representative of a federally
unded ‘teacher tenter.

i \

| The second paper, by Charles K. FQan:én, also deals with governance
byt from the perspective of the Atlanta; Area Teacher Education Service
(AATES), whose teacher center operates \hrough a consortium. Dr. Franzén
trapces the activaties of AATES from 1ts

creation in 1945 to its model
tepcher center program an 1970 to its 19V4 feasibility study for the

establishment of a teacher cénter to serie TWetropolitan Atlanta.
i ‘

«

I
The third paper, by Richard Meder, furnishes an example of the kinds

of iprogram which can cxist under school-dilstrict governance, The history,
anization, and projects of the San Frantisco Unified School District Teacher
ledrning Center are described.

Or§

: \
4 \

The fourth paper presents still ancthey perspective in that 1t 1s an
actual proposal for a teacher|center by the 'Des Moines Education Association
(DMEA) Instruction and Professional Developmgnt Committee. In contrast to
the other papers which discusd rssues or desqribe programs, this paper serves
as |a blueprint for s teacher center that does) not yet exist; it is an example
of jhow a teacher center 15 1nitially concelved. An epilogue describes the

rent status of this proposell center, which \1s part of the National Education
ocration (NEA) pilot ccntcrifor teacher-centered professional development.

cuy
Asg

i

i

The Clearinghouse 1s 1nde$tcd to the duthérs for providing their time
» argd 1insight into this very current topic. |
) [
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ISSUES IN TEACHER CENTER GOVERNANCE

Edward L. Dambruch
Rhode Island Teacher Center Project

Teacher centers function through an appropriate collaboration

of people who are from, and may represent, formally or informally:
universities, colle?es, LEAs, schools, community, educational
agencies, teachers.

Collaboration 1s the central issue regarding the governance of teacher
centers, because 1t determines the planning, development, and operation of
a center. ¥

EHVIRONMENTAL INFLUENCES SHAI ING GOVERNANCE ISSUES

Prior to examining specific issues*involved in governance, 1t is
important to examine the environment that shapes the governance structure.
This environment forms the contextual framework within which the center
develops and its governance structure operates.

Some examples of environmental influences affecting governance issues
are the following: )

Oragin of Development - From what individual, group, agency, or
institution does the original idea for development of a teacher center
flow? What are the aff:liations, related philosophies, goals, etc. of
the developing agents? Who are the clientele - 1n terms of affiliation,

- .roles, and geographic or political boundaries?

Needs - What are the expressed or underlying needs identified which
the development of a teacner center will address?

Goals - To what primary end would the development of the teacher
center be directed? What changes are sought?

Financing - What is the source of financing? What "strings” are
attached to the financing - 1.e., how much control does~the funding
source have over the operation? What are the restrictions or barriers
imposed ?

SELECTED GOVERNANCE ISSULS

A collaborative relationship within the teacher center concept may
be defined as follows: 4n association of independent agencies, instituttons,
or organizations which functions through representatives with authority to
act within defined paraméters for their groups in working together to carry
out the common purposes and objectives of the association. Key clements
of this definition are also visible in Schmieder and Yarger's typology of
teacher centers.Z These include institutional affiliation, representativeness,

~




and parity -- concepts reflecting auestions of honds and power, In
addition, the concept of collaboration raises to the forefront such related
issues as the role a governance board should assume, the building of trust
among groups involved, and the retention of loyalty to an affiliate group.

The following sectiens will deal with various components of the
major issues related to collaboration. Each will be reviewed i1n terms
of the nature of the 1ssues of collaboration and the perspective of the
Rhode ‘Island Teacher Center {(RITC) on those 1ssues.

The Question of Bonds

with what major agencies, institutions, or organizations -- 1f any --
will a teacher center be affiliated? What agencies, institutions, or
organizations will participate in the collaborative relationship? The
former question refers to external bonds, the lattur to internal ongs.
Both types will shape the direction and operation of a center, hence
these questigns constitute a focal point for.critical decisions to be
made 1n establishing the governance framework.

The Affiiiation Issue

Unless totally independent, teacher centers tend to hecome affiliated
with onc or wore established agencies, 1nstitutions, or organizations.
Such groups 1include teacher associations, iastitutions of higher education,
and local and state educatior agencies.

\.

with affiliation come supports uand benefits, such as the following:
credibility through li1aison with established institutions, human resources
expertise and technigal assistance {rom collaborating institutional personnel,
and clientele linkae by medans of established communication channels.
genefits will vary, depending on the specifrc affiliations established.

With affiliationscome constraints -- suhservience of the tcacher center
governaice board to the policy-setting buard of the affiliated instituliun;
ties of allevgrance to that institution with concomitant loss of autonomy;
required focus, in virying Jegrees, on concerns, priorities, and goals of
the affiliated institution, and required sensituvity to political 1ssues and
pressures central to the affiliated institution. The question becomesy
How do the scales balance? &

in light of the above, each teacher center munt weigh both sfdes of the
15-de 10 relation to 1f and how 1t chooses to be affiliated with one or more
institutions, [he response to that rwsue will undoubtedly have a major
influence on governance and total operation.

How RITC Dealt with Affiliation
The Rhode {sland Teacher Center (RIIC) developed along the path of

a dual institutional atfiliation, funded through an institution of
higher education, the Univer~ity of Rhode Isiand, and administered through

ta
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the Rhgde Island Department of Education (RIDE). Its strongest affiliation,
Ar, lies with RIDE in that RITC ts housed in the same office as RIDE,

s upon some of 1ts resources, and has been 11te5rated organizationally
1th some of the bureaus in that Department.

e Benefits accrued from RITC's affiliations with the University of

e Rhode [sland and RIDE far outweigh the disadvantages. The RIDE linkage
///- system, the develapment of which-was significantly influenced by RITC,
served as the major communications mechanism for the Center. Consultant
resources from both higher education state institutions and RIDE also
supported the teacter center operation in various ways.

The impact of cdhstraxnts mmposed on the teacher center because of

the affiliative retationship has been minimal. One limitation resulting
— from that relationship, however, relates to the potential role of the

RITC Board of Directors. Whereas the potential roles for teacher
center governance hoards are policy-setting, advisory, or administrative,
the policy role for an affiliated teacher center tends to be eliminated,
restricted, or modified. In the case of RITC, the policy-setting function
was subsumed under the Rhode Island Board of Regents for Education, and
the RITC Board of Directors assumed an advisory role.

The Representation [ssue

The concept of representativeness is reflected 1n two dimensions.

fhe first refers to institutional or group representation, such as teachers,
4 teacher organizations, inst:ituticons of higher education, state departments

of education, or the community. At the second dimension, specific role

representation within groups must be considered. For example, if an

institution of higher education 1s to be a member of the collaborative

effort, will representation reflect administrators, teacher educators, or

students (preserv:ice and/or inservice}”

Related factors are a) conflicting loyalties, and b) trust building.
The first problem often emerges i1n the light of reality as the represen-
tative recognizes the inseparible link to her or his affiliated institution.
The inherent competitiveness of the first situation, and the collaboration
necessary for building the second, often lead to conflict. But we must
not lose sight of the fact that tho process of governance is the building

" of a collaborative relationship! ¢

How RITC Dealt with Collaboration

Collaboration within RITC lie~ at what might be considered the high/
favorable end of the continuum 1n terms of the extent of representativeness
of 1ts governance structure. included on its governing board are the following
groups ur institutions: teacher organizations (both the National Education
Assvctation (NLA} and the American Federation of Teachers {AFT)); institutions
of higher education (buth major four year public instatutions of higher

“w
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education in the state and private institutions of higher education); \
local education agencies (represented at two administrative levels --
superintendents and principals); RIDE, represented by the Bureau of

. Federal Grants and Regulations and the Bureau of Technical Assistance

(the two major links of RIDL to -Rhode ;sland educators); and the community.
The level of collaboration 1n terms o?’representatxon 15 extensive,

reaching all major organizations and institutions within the state and
wncluding a wide range of role representations extending from administrators
to teachers to community. t .

It was considered politically imperative that RITC invite the afore-
mentioned groups to participate in a consortium-type effort for setting
the direction 1n which RITC should go and the primary vehicles through which
1t should operate. With that structure, a collective wisdom and greater
sensitivity to the needs, .concerns, and demands of Rhode Island educators
were created, and with that structure a solid, long-range basec of support
for RITC vpzrations has been established. With that structure alsc came the
private agendas and individual group or institutional priorities or biases.
Such differences, however, often contributed positively to growth, direction,
and shaping of RITC, with a relatively trusting relacionship developing along |
“the way. Overall, the collaborative nature of the relationship appears |
favorable and healthy, indeed one of the greatest strengths of the operation. 1

1

-

The Question of Power . ' .

Who will control? How will power, thus responsibility, be shared? |
What are the implications of a parity-based relationship? Source,
distribution, and maintenance of power are explic:itly tied to governance
and implicitly tied to collaboration. In the latter case, the central
155u€e 15 parity. *

A
The Parity Issue \
1

webster defines parity as "the quality or state of being equal or
equivalent."’ Interpretation of this definition as applied to organizations, |
in this case teacher centers, may need clarification.

Assuming the addption of a collaborative relationship as the basis for
the governance structire, equality of representation must first be decided
and "equal" rust be defined The "one person one vote' concept may be
applied refiecting the same numerical representation, or proportioal
representrtion of the groups involved may be the choice. {n the former
s1tuation, cach group represented in the collaborative effort has the same
voice as every other member group of the collaborative. In the latter case,
the amount of voice a memb.r group has 1s 4pportioned based on the size of
the group represented.  Lach approach has built-in strengths and weaknesses.
Both, however, share the common strength of securing input from all groups
represented,,

Establishing parity alse requires that "cqual" be decided in terms of
institutional or role representation on the governing board. Either each

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




member institution (1.e.;' institutions of higher education, tgacher organi-
zations, state education agencies) or each role (1.e., adminmistrators,
teachers, teacher educators) will be equally represented.

Finally, 1t =hould be noted that a collaborative governance structure
based on 3 parity relationship emphasizes the importance of a cooperative
working relationship. Polarization and power blocks tend to be minimized
with_the inherent stress on decision-making by consensus, which is imposed

) ’gg,ﬁ parity relationship. However, consistent with the parity concept, the
\ R _=-fiajority decision prevails in the event of an impasse.

How RITC Dealt with Parity

RITC, as a collaborative organizational structure, stresses a parity
relationship in decision-making through its Board of Directors. Equality
15 defined numerically in terms of role rather than institutional representation,
with an equal representation of teachers, adinnistrators, teacher educators,
and commnity persons. Institutional or association representation is also
reflected in the following breakdown:

ROLE ;NUMBER OF INSTITUTION OR ASSOCIATION
- REPRESENTATION ! AJBEPRESENTATIVES ! REPRESENTED
\ ‘ % | 1 | “Rhode Island Federation of Trachers
* Teachers ! 1 "R. I. Education Assocxaé?gg
1 Afro-kducation Association -
! 1 Local Education Agency (principal)
Administrators g 1 Local Lducation Agency (superintendent)
! | 1 State Education Agency
/1 4 State Unxvcrsﬁty
Teacher ! 1 State College
Educators '
) 1 i Private Institutions of Higher ELd. |
- \ | 3 ! R. 1. Ekducational Conference Board |
; aonmunxty 1 ‘ Diocesan Dept. of Community Affairs |
l 1 Community Service Agency

ERIC
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The philosophy of parity has been operatronaflized and maintained within
the RITC governance structure. The Bodard handles each concern as it arises,
soliciting input on the matter from ali“partners in the process. In the
large majority of instances, the Board has arrived at mutually satisfactory
decisions based upon consensus.

7

-

+ NOTES
1. Madison Judson, 'Teacher Centers," Journal of Teacher Education 25,
No. 1 (Spring 1974): p. 44.

Allen A. Schmieder and Samuel J. Yarger, '"Teacher/Teaching Centering 1in
| America,' Journal of Teacher Education 25, No. 1 (Spring 1974): p. 5-12. 3

3. Webstcr's Seventh New Collegiate Dictionary. (Springfield, Massa- e =
chusetts: G, § €. Merriam Co., 1967) p. 613;
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GOVERNANCE IN THE ATLANTA AREA TEACHER EDUCATION SERVICE

: : Charles K. Franzén
The Atlanta Area Teacher Education Service }

The Atlanta Area Tecacher Education Service (AATES) was created in
1945 through cooperative efforts of two umiversities and six public
school systems. It was felt that a consortium wi the best means of
responding to the continuing cducational needs of teachers. Today,
seven public and private universities and twelve public and private B
school systems arc active members of AATES.~ Of some 50,000 school-
teachers and administrators in Georg:ia, approximately 17,000 are
located in the Atlants area, and have access to AATES programs.
(Since 1970, five other regional area teacher education services have
been organized in Georg:ia, based on the AATES model.) .

.
ORGANIZATION OF AATES ”

AATES operates under a constitution and bylaws approved by the
president of each member institution and the superintendent of cach
participating school system. [wo representatives of each organizatior
form the policy-making Board of Advisers. The Executive Committee, -
comprised of one representative from each organization, implements
programs and procedures. The central office staff is made up of a
coordinator, admipxstrgtive assistant, and two secretavies, all housed
on the campus of Pmory University. The staff 1s responsible for
xmple@cntxng program activ:ities.

Governance of AATES has been a umiversity-school process since
1945, Over the years, however, organizational leadership has shifted
from university to school personnel. At present, college programs are
uicreasingly dcsxgnc@ to meet specific needs of school personnel. Needs
assessment 1s conducted "in cach school system by a survey of teachers and
administrators. Personnel requests indicate group and individual
preferences for crcglt and noncredit courses, and suggestions for times
and places for offering the courses, This information 1s compiled by
the mATLS staff and relayed to university representatives, after which
faculty members are-assigned to meet as mapy of the re,uests as possible.
The AATLS staff then coordinates vross-crediting of the Lourses by the
various instrtutions, as well as class locations and registration procedures.

*The universities ares Atlanta Unnversity, Imory University, Georgia
Institute of Technology, Georgia Stute University, Mercer University,
The University of Georgia, «nd West Georgia College; The school
systems arer Atlanta Public Schools, Catholic Archdiocese of
Atlanta, Clayton County Schools, Cuobb CLountsy Schools, Decatur City
Schools, Uehalb County Schools, Fulton County Schools, Georgia
«wsociation of independent Schools, Gwinnett County Schools, Marietta
Pubiic Schoois, Newton County Schools, and Rochdale County Scihools.




THE TEACHER EDUCATION CENTER PROGRAM

One activity sponsored by AATES 1s the teacher education center
program, which began in 1970, In April 1969, some professional educators
in the metropolitan Atlanta area had voiced dissatisfaction over student
teaching procedures. These educators, representing eight public school
éystems,\nxne colleges, and the Georgia State Department ot tducation,
held a series of conferences to clarify their concerns and devise a plan
to improve the situation. The group became the Metro-Atlanta Committee
on Teacher Education Centers (M-ACTEC). The Committee developed a teacher
education center model which was first implemented in spring 1970. The
model nre-~rihed a cluster of schools where laboratory experiences could
be >r student teachers. The experiences included team teaching,
opel JR, modular scheduling, computerized instruction, and nongraded
cla.,. .. >tudent teachers from various universities were assigned to a
censer,ﬂrather than to one teacher in one school., The center coordinator
superV1§ed the student teachers and arranged laboratory experiences with
differentiated staff in accord with the model program and the student
teacher s needs. The center coordinators at present are university faculty
members assigned full-time to the four Atlanta area centers.

pared with dual-organization student teaching programs involving
one wniversity and one school system, governance of a multiple-organization
center involves more complex issues. However, because of the 1initial inclu-
sion of all Atlanta area education agencies, the teacher education center
project’ has developed as a child of all. Educators who had early reserva-
tions about the feasibility of the idea have subsequently implemented the
scheme 1nto their own systems. The plan has evolved as a local product
rather than from a design imposed from a distant source. -

Another activity sponsored by AATLS dates from early 1974. The
Executive Committee established a committee of teachers to study the
feasibility of establishing a teachcr center to serve metropolitan Atlanta.
The committee based its investigation on the idea of a teacher center as
a place where teachers' individual needs could be met, whether their nceds
were professional growth, personal development, sharing of ideas, or
experimenting with materials. During the summer, a committee of five
teachers from five of the eleven s.hcol systems reviewed the literature
on teacher centers and visited centers in Boston, Greenwich, New Haven,

New Orleans, St. Louis, and Washington, D.C. The committee planned 1its
own mode of cperation and shared 1ts findings with the central office staff.

ESTABLISHMENT OF THE ATLANTA AREA TEACHER CENTER

In August, the committee recormended to the Executive Committee that
a teacher .e¢nter be established. The committee presented a rationale for
Jeveloping the center, an outiine of the center philosophy, a list of
planned sctivities, and a4 proposed budget. The Fxecutive Committec expanded
the committee of teachers to 1include Tepresentation from all 11 school
systems and ashed that the plan for the certer be further dJeveloped to

ERI!
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include professional personnel needed, a prospective location, and a plan
for zovernance of the center program. During the school year 1974-75, the
1l-person committee met monthly, and by June 1975 had completed the tasks
assigned. All that remained was to select a center director and open the
center the following September.

¢ The governance of the Atlanta Area Teacher Center (AATC) 1s shared by
% the AATES Executive Committee, which controls finances, and the AATC Board
of Directors, which will implement a program based on the needs assessment
of all teachers 1n the Atlanta area. AATES has attempted to create an
. entity which can be self-governing while functioning within the financial
boundarjes of the parent organization (AATES). 'The significant issue of
governance in this activity involves a break from tradition in which T
.. educational programs have been imposed upon teachers without their
participation in the actual decision-making p-ocesses. Through the
teacher center, teachers now have the opportunity to promote activities
which seem most relevant in supplementing college curricula and inservice
education.

The primary function of AATES contiiues to’'be as a coordinating
organization in which umversity and school-system personnel can pool
varying educgtional philosophies and operating styles to solve problems
with resultant mutual benefit. Inevitably, tensions occur when personnel
from diverse educational agencies attempt to find a meeting ground. However,
when members of the AATES Board of Advisers agree upon common goals and
collaborate 1in attaining them, such tensions can be eased considerably.

As the governing board membership increases 1n diversity, this cooperative
spirit extends an ever-widening influence on teaching and teacher education
in the Atlanta area. .

As AATES 1s now governed, members of the Board of Advisers and the
Executive Committee represent universities and school systems. The Georgia
State Department of Education and professional associations have been
represented in decision-making in AATES-sponsored activities such as the
teacher education center and AATES annual conferences. In the future it
will be essential to the continued success of the organization that
appropriately representative personnel be included in all program decision-
making.

O
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WHAT IS A TEACHER LEARNING CENTER?

Richard Meder
San Francisco Jnif.ed School « strict

Teacher Learning Center ’

1t 15 no daccident that the logo of the San francisco Unified School
District Teacher Learning Center (TLC) supgests the collateral meaning of
“tender loving carc.” TLC s an ageney of the Instructional Support Services
Division of the District, which operztes witn District funding.* Underlying
1ts philosophy and services design is ¢ strong concoin for fundamental human
feelings and drives, Indeed, the Center came into being in resposse to an
urgent plea for help i1n implementing desegregation.

HISTORICAL DEVELOPHMENT

In the late 1960¢, when the San Fruncisico schools began court-ordered
desegregation of the elementary Jiviston with a pilot program in the ncighbor-
noud just north of Golden Gate Park, a comaittee of teachers and administrators
was formed to handie staff development. The committee of the whole delegated
tts duties to a smaller, less unwieldy, group of four--a supervisor and threc
teachers. The supervisor's background wds e¢lementary teaching and administration.
The teachers represented strengths in, respectively, early childhood and
primary sensory development, intermed.ite math and manipuldtive skills,
and language development and self-concept growth. Although somewhat over-
whelmed witn the ever-increasing magnitude of their task, they plunged
into the chilly waters of trial and error.

The teachers who this small band sought to serve were not averse to help.
But tney found themselves faced with such a diversity of new problems that
they were hard-presscd to articulate what they needed most. Sample questions
were. "How do | worh successfully with such tremendous ethnic differences?,"
"How can I possibly teach the basic 'tool’ subjects to a group whose ronge of
abilities and interests seems us vast as the total population?,™ and '"How
wan I work with a group of children who have had no previocus common cxperiences?”

Heartenungly, the reasons for desegregation were not guestioned, The
teachers were committed to implementation [his, 1n atself, was o giant boost
to the morale of the newly formed committee for stuff development,

ORGANIZING THE OPEN WORKSHOP

It was evident that there was no sinple answer to some of the questions,
and perhaps no answer at all to otherw, at least at the time, The one request
that seemed umiversal at these beginaing ~tages was for inuxpensive teacherpmade

¢

*Betty McNamara 1s supervisor of anstructional support services at the Center;
Pauline Mahon 1s director of the Instiuctiondl Support Services Division,

10
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instructional materials for classroom use. An "open workshop" was set up to
prepare materials. The workshop was carried on in the cafeteria of an elementary
school one cvening a week and on Saturdays. The committee for staff develop-
ment had discovered early that directly before or after school and during

midday breaks were futile times to offer any hind of help. Teachers who

took ¢dvantage of workshop features found media prototypes to reproduce,

together with materials for reproduction and help in accomplishing each task.

As they worked, teachers exchanged both problems and 1deas. Soon they found

that they werc adapting some games, puzzles, and devices to fit specafic
children’s problems in their c¢lassrooms. S

The c¢limate for pure invention soon became s0 fertile that minicourses
were devised to show the many ways that teacher-made media could be used
to individualize instruction. Those who had assumed that pacing was the
only path to individualization found thdt it was but one of many ways to
accomplish such a goal. The minicourses soon expanded to 1rciude record
heeping, contracting, and various styles of classroom management--all
devised 1o .ieet the assessed needs of participating classroom teachers.
sews of the workshops spread rapidly, and suon an entire wing of the "worh-
shop school” was being used. The fact that buth workable ideas and inspiration
were available at the Center was a fine selling point to early skeptics,
and remains a chief concern of services design at TLC.

EVOLUTION OF SERVICES

Because the prlot program was successful, the entire elementary division
was desegrejated by 1970. To continue its policy of usefulness combined with
serendipity, the staff development committee (now the staff of TLC) sought
ways, to assurs.continuous evolution of services. It 1s still a basic tenct
of TLC that imposing serviCes is as bal a 1mposing a unilaterally developed
environment on a classroom. [herefore, input from all TLC users was sought
to discover the actual needs of teachers, paraprofessionals, and children:
All the features of IL{ were designed on the basis of such findings. Those
services which have been mdintained have undergone many changes as the focus
of need has shifted.

THE PHYSICAL PLANT

In 1972, the school district rented 8,000 squarce feet of space on the
second floor of 2 building in an industrial district, so that TLC would no
longer have to impose on the host school. Today TLC has been expanded to
18,000 square fect and houses all but one of the original committee for
staff development, plus a science specialist and o teacher with a background
in language and creative arts. The facility 1» also the central-services
base for a federaily funded oral and written language team, whose work will
be discussed later.

T.L contains a4 large central meeting room, an informal lounge, two
lansroom-size dactivity rooms, a teacher-imade media center for display of
prototypes, a workroom with a variety of typewriters and typefaces, a
number of duplicating machines, an audio-visual viewing room, a iarge lending
library of books and kits of all descriptions and levels, a vendors' display

O
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area of educdational hardware and software, 4 food preparation arca, a photo-
copy and laminating room, 1ndividual laboratories for cach staff member
containing all materials pertinent to each one's specialty, offices for
secretarics, 4 small meeting room and office for the resident supervisor,
and two storage areas for equipment and consumables., Cassette duplicating
services are also ava:lable at the Center.

STAFFING &

A number of paraprofessionals and part-time student helpers are on
handsto help credentialled staff members, Although cach member of the
staff posscsses certain specialties, as mentioned earlier, everyone assumes
a4 posture >f generalist. 1In this way, the interchange among TLC staff has
resulted 1n personal growth for cach pirson, ultimately leading to increased
services to district classrooms.

INSERVICE COURSES

A varicty of inservice courses taught by staff wembers or Hired consui- -
tants 15 offered throughout the school year. Topics have included cardboard £
carpentry, early-childhood sensory activities, humanizing the classroonm,
ethnic drversity's implications for classroom management, an interdisciplinary
arts approach to reading comprehension, closed-cireurt TV in the classroom,
Fragetian theory applied, and speed reading for teachers, as well as a course
with the fascinating title, "Suffering Is Optional'"

CHILDREN'S DAY

Apart from staff members working directlv 1n the classroom in whatever
roles the resident teacher wishes, perhaps the most popular service which
TLC offers has been a monthly feature called Children's Day. This special
"day* actually occurs on four consecutive days cach month and, like all TLC
“ services, 1s provided only for those who volunteer to participite. Early in
= .. September, a TLC-a-gram 1s sent to all schools 1n sufficient quantities to
assurc adequate teacher coverage. This bulletin announces the dates on which
Children's Day will be offered during the year, and which months are to be for
primary grades (K-3) and whi:h for intermediate (1-6). Those teachers wish-
11g to 1nvolve their children and themselves respond, using the tear-off
coupon. Teachers are cach assigned and notified of a date as close to thesr
first choice as possible. Those filing late arc placed on a waiting list.
On Thursday prior to the weck they are participating, the teachers meet
4t TLC for a briefing. They have the opportunity then to meet the tvo other
teachers whose children will be combined with thears, as well as to witness
a brief demonstration of each of the six ledrning activities offered. When
Children's Day 1s in session, each child receives a name tag with two ~nlors
designating which two of the six activities s/he will participate in. The
teachers are imvited to observe all activities and to sec their children
working 1n different e¢nvironments with different (Yassmates. Upon returning
to their own (ld.srvoms,; the children exchange their experiences with one
another, reinforciny what thcz leatned 1t a4 natural manner. The staff endcavors
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to create learning sessions which will suggest & nurber of spin-off ideas so
that the field trip to TLC wil generate a whole series of classroom actwvities.
The teacher 1is asked to complete an assessment form for each activity to aid
staff members 1n evaluating and developing Children's Day learning stations

that are both involving and rewarding.

puring 1974-75, approximately 90 classrooms of from 25 to 30 chaldren
each pere served during Children's Days.. Their teachers frequently brought
their. staff paraprofessionals and/or aides--as well as parents--to observe.
It has provided a workable way to umite TLC staff with teachers and other
workers in the field, not to mention & setting for trying out 1nnovdtions.
Lach year the design of Children's Day has been improved. What form 1t will
take in the ensuing year remains to be seen,

QRouTH EXPERIENCES

. TC of fers growth exper:ences of cqual quality to teachers, para-
professionals, and aides. It 1s assumed that everyone involved with serving
. children 1s equally concerned with workingsto the optimum degree. That
assumption has frequently been borne out 1n reality. The policy of providing
quuiily service to all has proved valuable for all classroom worhers.‘ The
children have a focused experience rather than a4 divisive one.\ In a climate
where everyone 1is 4 coequal learner, success is far rore frequently found
than in a hierarchy where someone has to be at the traditional "head" or
"toot" of the class. .

THE LANGUAGE PROGRAM *

Some mention should be made, as previously promised, of the Lmergeycy
school Assistance Act (LSAA) Oral/written Language Program. Its federally
funded staff of sty +» housed 4t iLC but operates chiefly in the field. ‘the
program was designed in reponse to 4 citizen's committee request. The request
was based on the fear that children who may do careful seatwork, but rarely

- speak, are missing the main rvalue of a public school education, name ly
the opportunity for peer interaction. Teachers frequently do not disturb
the withdrawn child because such children do not represent a dxsturﬂxng
clement in the clase. If this withdrawal 1s allowed to become a life-style,
an tapaired self-1mage and undeyveloped social shills, not to mention a lack
of ~elf-asburance in speaking, may rfe-ult. With this problem 1n mind, a
program was devised which 1s proving to have dramatic results, wncluding an
improvement an reading comprehens on.

-

ihe necessity of placing oral 1#“““dﬂc at the heart of the total wurriculum
seems obvious, but the ipstruments used to denote the target nopulation have shown
that many children are afraid to spetk in o number of situations, and their

oral language vonseguently has been suppressed.  The ESAA program seems to
siccesstully oreate changes in teachers as well as pupals, an situations

where teachers have tavolved their classrooms valuntartly.  The enthusiasm

of the LYAA otaff has increased with ipvolvement in such a4 richly rewardang
project?
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PROPOSAL FOR A DES MOINES TEACHhRS' CENTER

Des Moines Education Association
Instruction and Professicnal Development Committec*

PART 1 - RATIONALE l

1. Unique aspects of the Teachers' Center: 4he following aspects are not
necessarily unique in themselves, but groyping them together in a single
location does create a unique service.)

A. Noncred:t activities. For example, } craft session,

B, ~Nonacademic focus. Teachers don't have to apologize for wanting to
know how to feel more comfortable about sitting on the floor and rapping
with students if that 1s what they Want to learn how to, do.,

V
|
C. Protected atmosphere. The center Llll be a safe place to try out new J
ways of doing things, to experimept without the presence of a super-
visor or other person with authority to evaluate,

D, variable size of learniny groups {i1ncluding groups of one), depending
on the purpose to be served.
Ay

E. Nonduplication of existing professional development services, such as
classes for university or salary credit, regularly available supervisory
services, inservice training mandated by Title I, Llementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA) programs, etc.

F. Laboratory-type classroom that is "tupical” rather than "ideal,"™
except that it 1s permanently equipped for videotaping and/or sound
recording of teacher and/or student behaviors.

L. Concentration of nontextbcok type curriculum resources, such as audio-
visual equipment, LRIC indexes, or Bicentennial iarformation,

H. Ready acress to needed mechanical aids (lamifating, photo reproduction,
ete.) e,
&

1. To,make these unique characteristics possihlel, the following conditions

\sh__~\‘—/jkét exist.

*Ruth Foster is chatrman of this Committee  Tow Reeves, president of the
bes Mornes Education Association {IMEA), provided the update to the pro-
pusal, which wa» submitted to the bes Moines Board of fducation in April
1975. -
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Activities must be based on a continuing needs assessment directed
specifically toward inservice teaching and involving all teachers.
1€, for example, high school teachers do not have any interest in
the Center, it 1s probably safer to assume that the needs assessiment
processes were inadequate, than that secondary teachers have no
interest in continuing to improve their teaching skills. A face-
to-face small-group needs assessment is probably ‘most effective.
The NEA needs assessment survey of March 1974 is not satisfactory
for this purpose.

Participation must be voluntary and include provision for working
on relcased time as well as after hours, depending on availability
of Center staff.

Atmosphere is nonthreatening and humanistic. Smoking is permitted;
the office approximates a "living room' environment.

Controlling voice on policy board rests with teachers, 1.¢., those
w0 will be the recipients of Center services.

paid staff manages office. Tasks include? providing clerical support,
serving as secretary to advisory committee, responsibility for mechanics
of continuing needs assessment, securing of material and resources
requested by teachers, keeping a file on program activities of the
Center, maintaining a resource file as mandated by needs assessment.

Adequate budget. (omitted here)
Program possibilities are as follows:

Provision of opportunity, individually or in groups, to explore and
try out nontextbook and nonworkbook curriculum materials. .

Provision of opportunity, individually or in groups, to create -
curriculum materials (e.g., individually-guiced education (IGE)
learning packages).

Sponsoring of short-term (one, two, or, three all-day) laboratory-

type workshops on topics identified by needs assessment. For example,
individualized instruction o¢n teaching chemistry, etc. horkshops are
to be taught by teachers from elementary, intermediate, and secondary
levels of the school system, who have been given advanced training in
workshop methods. This training would provide another service of the
Teachers' Center. !

Consultation with university personnel, community-Tresource personnel
(artists, writers, etc.), anq‘school supervisors on problems identi-
fied by teackers.




E. Support of minigronts to teachers for approved projacts.

F. In the Teachers' Center workshops (see II1.C above), one objective
would be to have teachers learn more about the learnring situation
by becoming Students and having to analyze learning from the student
perspective.

PART II - A PROPOSAL

That the Board of Education undertake to establish, in a suitably located
school building or other facility, an inservice education center of at
least three or four classroom spaces for teachers which would make possible
the program activities suggested in Part I.

That a Teachers' Center Policy Board of eleven professionals be established:

six practicing teachers (two elementary, two intermediate, two secondary)
and five others (one building principal from each level, the director of
professional development, and one other). The teacher members should be
appointed by DMEA, nonteacher members by the Des Moines Superintendent
of Schools. This would not conflict with the existing Professional
Development Advisory Group of Des Moines Schools Staff Development (the
local school board), but would instead represent an additional phase of
its program.

That the Teachers' Center Policy Board be given authority to (a) employ
a Center facilitator and one clerical employee; (b) hire, .s necessary,
technical advisors; (c) undertake a continuing teacher-needs assessment;
and (d) recommend to the Superintendent policies stating the types of
activities and the approval procedures under which teachers will be
granted released time and/or minigrants. Once criteria have been agreed
upon for the above four items, the Teachers' Center Policy Board should
have final approval of all activity proposals submitted to it. A budget
of $XXX should be aflocated to the Center, divided generally as follows:

$XXX Renovation and equipment

$XXX Salaries

$XXX Supplies

SXXX Technical advisors, if necessary

$XXX Development (minigrants for developmental programs)

Note: no cost items are shown in this draft. It is our opinion that
many of the expenses indicated are already ongoing ¢osts t"~t could
be reallocated.

Following your May 20th Board of Lducation meeting, we would like to be

advised of your disposition of this proposal.
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! PDSSIBLE FUNDING SOURCES .

The intention, to the extent possible, 1s to tie into and coordinate
with other professional development programs. We specifically suggest that:

1. Inservice funds be sought from either the State of [owa or the U.S.
Office of Education for school desegregation, to be applied toward
the Teachers' Center concept.

2. Area Education Agency (AEA) state special education funds for staff
development be applied toward Center activities, and that a fee be
charged for teachers served from outside the district.

3. Funds presently allocated for the local school-district educational
consultants training program be reviewed as a possible source cf
Teachers' Center funds.

4. Consideration be given to (a) reallocating the number of system-,
wide released-time days presently used for all-day inservice
training institutes, and (b} rescheduling of these days on a
voluntary, individualized basis,

5. That the workshop staff (Item III.C of the proposal) be *'rewarded"
(assuming they are given 4 released-time assignment to the Teachers'
Center) not in terms of nonoraria but through opportunities and
funding for special training, participation 1in state and national
conferences, ctc. .

PART IIi - EPILOGUE

Since this proposal was written, 1t has been :ncluded 1n DMEA's Master
Contract, which will be negot:iated starting August 20.

DMEA has conducted an inservice workshop for about 20 teachers who vol-

- untesred, This course was conducted under the auspices of Columbia University
and entarled the usc of videotapec recorder (VTR) to tape and c¢ritique ecach
teacher's eeaching. The course will be offered this fall with members of
the orig:nal class as teachers. This course will be the beginning of DMEA's
teacher-centerad 1nsorvice program,




SPECIAL CURRENT ISSUES PUBLICATIONS (SCIPS)
ORDER FORM

SEIp #2 GOVERNANCE OF TEACHER CENTERS. Dambruch, Franzén, Meder, and
Des Moines Education Association Instruction and Professional -
Development Committee.
Prices (including postage): 1-9 copies €§.70 each;
10-99 copies 2§.65 each; 100-999 copies @3 60 each;
1000+ copies 8%. 355 each.

ALSO AVAILABLE:

SCIp #1 ACCREDITATION ISSUES IN TEACHER EDUCATION. Young, Cyphert and
Zimpher, Proffitt, Knispel, and Simandle.
Prices (including postage): 1-9 copies @$.50 each;
10-99 copies 2$.45 each; 100-999 copies @$.40 each;
1000+ copies 2$.35 each.

For further information contact John Waters, User Services, at the
ERIC Clearinghouse on Teacher Education, Suite 616, One Dupont Circle,
washington, D.C. 20036. Tel. (202) 293-7280.

QUANTITY UNIT PRICE COST

[ ] payment, enclosed TOTAL COST
[ ] purchase order enclosed E

Pleasc make checks or money orders payable to the ERIC Clearinghouse on Teacher
Education. Payment or an official purchase order must accompany your order.

Please print the following information:

NAME PHONE

ADDRLSS

ZIp

Ordering Address:  SCIPS
ERIC CLEARINGHOUSE ON TLACHLR EDUCATION
SUITE 616, ONE DUPONT CIRCLE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036

To separate order form, cut glong dotted line.
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