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— ' FOREWORD ’ ‘ T

-
-

Section 503 (b) of the Education Professions Development Act (20 U.S.C. .t
1901b), enacted June 29, 1967, P.L. 90-35, requires that "the Commissioner
shall prepake and publish annually a report on the education professions..."
In meeting the above requirement this report, the fifth in the series,
distinguishes itself in several ways. With respeét to the subject '
treated, it is the most comprehensive effort 'in the eatire EPDA report )
serles, covering not only the current federally funded teacher centers

and the antecedent Federal role in the developmentcgf teacher centers,

but also describing teacher center development in several other countries.
Additionally, the feport treats the rationale or philosobhy of the move-

ment, thus facilitating understanding of the basic assumption that -
teacher-governed centers are inherently godd for education, and especially

for American education. Also, since the interest and views of the various ’
client groups will bear crucially on the future effectiveness of the .
center movement, major professional organizations and others goncerned
about teacher centers accepted our invitation to contribute chapters to

the report. The leadership of the American Association of Colleges for
Teacher Education, The American Federation of Teachers, and the National
Education.Association have, for the first-time in the history of this
‘report series, lent their strohg and informed voices to this comprehensive
overview of the teacher center movement, its beginnings, its problems and
especially its prpomise as a strategy for the improvemeﬁt,of American
education. The Teachers' CentersﬂExchange, a project supported by the
National Institute of Education, also. contributed a useful chapter to

the report. AaAnd finally, the publication of the report coincides fortui- *
tously with the imminent launching of the first federal program "in_which
teachers themselves will help decide what they need to study," to quote
Commissioner Boyer. The Commissioner added, "It seems incredible that
something so obvious--giving teachers control over their own continuing
education--has taken so long..." As the teachers nationwide begin to
organize locally to participate in the program they will find in this
report a useful store of information to assist them in their planning
efforts. - ' o
. L)

It is expected, addltlonally, that the report will be useful to the
Congress, to pollcysmakers at the local, State and Federal levels and

to other persons concerned about effective strategies and program designs
for enhanc1ng the professional growth of teachers.

N

SN o w.,TbomaSACarter-—'“‘ \ o <

C e = = T Director, Division of
Educational Systems Development
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Fdreword .

PART ONE: . THE CONTEXT

Chapter I:_ A Partial HlStO y of the Federal Role in the °

Development of Teacher Centers . . . .
II: Inservice Education-
. and. Teacher Centers . . . .
’ 3

-

PART TWO: CURRENT EFFORTS

III: Understanding Existing Teacher Centers . . .
" IV: The Texas Teacher Center Project . . . . . .
v The Rhode Island Teacher Center: A State

Based Teacher Center . . ¢ « ¢ « o o« o o o
VI: The Bay Area Learning Center: A Study in

-~

District Cooperation . . . g « « o« o« o o o

¢
{

.The Informal Work Place: An Approach to
Teachers' €Centers « « o« o« o ¢ o o o« &

The Teacher Center Experience

‘ Around the World « « « o« o o o « ¢ o o o &

NEW DIRECTIONS

The New Teacher Center Program . . . . . . .
At Last, Teacher Centers That Are Really
For Teachers-(AFT)- . . « ., ¢ o ¢ o« « « &
The NEA and Teacher Centers . . « « o o « o
Amerlcan Association of Colleges For

Teacher Education On Teacher Centers . e .

.

PART FOUR: RESOURCES

Appendix A: A Comprehensive Indexed Blbllography o e oe e

Appendlx B:--A Dlrectory-of Centers e 0T s e e e e
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and "the."

Page. 14, second paraéraph, line 2: read "fron” for "for." o -

* Page 1\8, NOTES,. #2: lead "detaill for "detailed;" #3 read "Education

PART ONE

Chapt?r I .
* . ~ ) !

Page 2, first line should read: "toward introducing the related concept

into the éducationdl system." . ‘ . ’

Page 3, ¥irst paragraph line_ 5: regd"'Amefican Association of Colleges"

for "Bmerican Association of College."

Page®3, last pafagraph, line 4: read "perform® for “preform!?
Page 4, tHird paragraph, line 7: YIead "communities""for communities"
* N a . .

Page 7, #2, line one: add "génerally supporting” betwe_aen’ "Although"

¢ ’

. |

Page 7, sixth paragraph, line 5: read "mill?s) :* for “mfll:" : |

Page'9, third paragraph, line 8: read "Wyerhaeuser™ for "Wyethaeuser;" »
line 14, insert "and" between "needs" and "for." ' ﬁﬁw

Page 11, first paragraph, 1im.a 6: substitute "later" for "above." .

hd

>
-

Page 12, first pa;.'agraph, line 6: read “strengghehing" for "strengthen," |
line 8: delete "and." ‘ ‘

. . |
Page 15, third paragraph, last line: read "its" for "the? > -
Page 17, first paragraph, line 3: read "teacher/teaching center
experience" for "teacher/teaching experience."

Professions Development " for "Education Development;" #4-read "Reform"

for Erform;" #22sredd - "Bducational for "Education.” (In both cases) -
s - - T . ) -
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A
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t N\ 5 s -
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PART TWO SR - .
——————— , 14
Chapter VIII ~ - ' - \ ) I
X .. . |
Page 122, after first paragraph insert heading "Pafticipants;“ after
setond paragrapl, insert heading "Facilities." ; %
—_— | .
Page 123, after first paragraph insert heading "Instructional Programs."
Page 123, second paragraph, line 6: read "intense? for"internal."
Page 124, first paragraph, line l-éeqond word: read "nations" -for
"centers;" line 6: read "needs" for "need;" line 7: read "either .
or syndrome" for "either or." . .
Page 125, third_parégraph, line 4: read "participants' as colleagues,"”
for "participant coIleagues.; .
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o Part Three

’ / N
Chégter IX o . ' o
page'133, first paragraph,llne;ZA: read "Nation's" f6; "Natg@ﬂ's"
\]
pége 133, last paragraph , Tine 4: :ﬁZ copy of the law referred L
to is appendéd to this errata sectfon o
N page.134, #1, line 2: delete dash ) D
page 138; last line: read "through" for "thorugh." ) -
page 139, #3: read."individual" ;or,"indiviéuéls? . .
Q Chapter X - )
page 142, line 8: read "ago" for thé first "gs" i
’page 143, last paraggaph, line 1: read "new" for "nive.;
! ‘ .
page 147, 3xd parag#qph, line 1: read "should" for ?shouis" -
Chapter XI | ’ ) )l B
6'~ ‘ ChaﬁterHXI has-beenjfeproguced in its entirety as part of this
- - errata section.
' Chapter XII : ,
page 151, first pa%agr ph, line 2: read "endorsed" for "endoresed."
page 151, last Earég aph, line 10: read "tEainin;ﬁ fon,"triay%gg.“q
page 152, second paragraph, line 3: read "participati;ﬁ" for * -
'T*‘*“’j_*"'pifgicipa;i'ow.—“~—% e e - R
page 154, #1, ling¢ 3: delete "education" :
N .page 155, last Vine: read'"éval;ation" for "eaaluation." ’
. Dpage lééelliﬁ 2: réad "conversely" for "conéfSely." -
/i§~l ’ page f56,' ne 4: read fpfovisignﬁ for "providion" ; .
1y - - ) < 7
y - N A - ] .
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- Part Four . f ,
E i3 . . . !
Appendix B N . K

Page 207, first pa):agraph line 1:
‘hensive.”

=

Page 207, second paragraph lz.ne 7-
8: read "Toward" foi"Two and."
. / .
- Page 208 first paragraph; line 2: delete apostrophe from teachers;
1ine 3° read "subjects" for subject.”

. .
—" . 4
e - *

&?@ ‘208, second paragraph, line 3, substitute"-and" for sen{i-colon.
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© . ..XI. THE NATIONAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION Lot
. " AND TEACHER CENTERS
~_ v "

£

B . (
=y (SN - - . * .

For some time it has been the firm belief of the_National
Education Association that inservice eddcation for'tzzahers
must be (I) an essential and continuous function of a career
.in teadching and anLextension‘of presérvice preparation, (2)

© established  on the basis of tehcher needs identified by those
teachers, (3) planmed, governed, and evaluated largely by

B Ry

shose teachers, (4) ‘integrated intd each teacher's professional .

. 'assignmenf’, ‘and )y finaqc_ed by public funds.
o , . N t 1 7 .
In the last few years, as a result of a decline in student
enrdllments, a decrease in tlig number of teaching positions

'_and a reduction in teacher -turnover, the emphasis on the

-

-

educatign of teachers has been shifting from one of preservice
~ to'one of intervice. During this period of time NEA in its -
Instructional Needs ASsessment Program has been continually
surveying teachers across the country. In these surveys,
teachers identified' their:concerns and needs.in terms of ... '
instruction and professional development. Almost -univetsally
those teachers have ‘placed” inservice education as one of.
" their greatest problem~areas. ) -

.

. Py - ~ LA - -
) What is the reason for this perceptibnibf teachers?
" During the last ten years-or éo”therehhave»been increasing
pressures on teachers and the schools to deal with some -
. serious social problems of .the community such as drug k.
abuse, integration, vandalism, disrespect for authoritya’e;c.

. At -the same time more students have been rémaining longer in

school - and having: increased expectations for ‘job preparation
‘and further education. -All of this has been raking place
. during the time of a comstricting economy that frustrates
., Student ambitions for upward mobility and thgésqpqgl's
ability to satisfy the needs of students. -

S S 4 _ o
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The focus of mafty of these pressures has been and re~
mains on schools, .and particularlyron teachers to compensate
for what other segments of the community cannot or will not
do to deal with these problems. This compensatory expecta- -
tion has falleh on the shbOulders of teachers who are simply,
by thedir. own frank admission, unprepared to deal fully and
effectively with it. Certainly nothing in their college
preparation and state certification pyrograms prepared them
for.suth responsibility. Teachers, by their naturé and
‘training, are particqlarly sensitive people. "This character-
istic howevet necessary and useful, is not enough to fulfill
. the kinds of responsibilities that the,community has “ab-
dicated. to and comé to expéct from its teachers.

X In response to this situation state departments of ST
education and administrators of school systems have developed
and implemented programs of inservice for teachers, sometimes
with university assistance. This is basically where; the,
problem of inservice lies in the eyes and experiences of
teachers. Such imposed programs have simpily not mét the needs
of teachers and undoub tedly never will. What they do satisfy
is administrator needs to demonstrate to a school board .

and community that they are taking necessary actions in doing
their jobs. The teacher reaction to such imposed teacher
inservice programs has been a resounding negation of their
effectiveness for meeting real feacher needs for helping
children learn.

It should also be noted that t;%cher opinion is in some
cases based not only on a view of the quality of an ongoing
fprogram, but -also on the absence of any program.

.

The U.S. Congress with the strong influence of the
National -Education Association passed a law in 1976" authoriz-
ing the establishment of federally financed teacher genters
.for purposes of providing. inservice education and curriculum
development opportunities for teachers-to serve better the

* educational needs of .their students. This law, if given
sufficient fuhding and the appropriate .regulations, to_guide
its implementation, has tremendcus potential to eliminate -
the present facade of teacher inservice education and to -
_provide -the help that teachers have been Jeeding but have
‘been generally unable tw‘achievef It not only will provide
needed resources, but will provide a kind of climate for :
teachers that will enable them, to exercise their own .

‘ creativity, knowledge, and resourcefulness invdeveloping )
curriculum and updating skills. -

A ]




- . [

4 . v ?
In oéder for ‘this law to come to effective fruition NEA
‘believes: that the teachers on the policy board must be
‘ appointed by a teacher’bargaining agent or the teacher
. organization with the highest teacher membership.when no
) - - bargaining agent exists; that the teacher center pélicy
- . board must be involved in and approve of the teacher center
- grant propoéal that & Local Education Agency (school board) sub-
Lo mits to-state and federal agencies; .that excesdive.monies
not be skimmed off at the state level to increase state
.. bureaucvacies and to subsidize unnecessary and time~consuming
decision—maklng processes that would more likely satisfy
the.administrative control ‘needs of a state department of *
'-education and do nothing#fop helping tedchers; that center
) - _ — funds be allowable for paying substitute teachers so that
- teacher center programs can be offered to and be accessible
) to classroom teachers during as well as after the regular
teacher workday; that school districts be required to

. maintain at least their present level of support for inservice
education for the duration of a teacher' center grant.
- ~ ’ S
o All of these objectives are directed tgward insuring .
- " teacher accountability to teachers for any program that .is

developed and that money and. control are both in the hands
of teachers to see that the job gets done. If these NEA
objectives are met, then teachers will be able to design and
° implement programs which will meet their own identified
needs for teaching students. This repgesents a significant
and positive change for both teachers and“students.
- N
'If these objectives are not met, then the probébilitj
_of the intent of the law becoming fulfilled is minimal and
“the ‘teacher center movement with o much potential for helping
%ee . .o . . » .teachers will fail. The money will have been .wasted. The .
v * —sape people. who have been in control of the -present ineffec-
tual inservice education will continue (many with the help
of “various government funds) to function and ‘other people,
 will wonder what happened. The teachers will know.. They .
- ~ kngw now. They'want to prevent it frem happening.
3 M ‘\
There has been a great deal of rhetoric about teacher -
ST involvement. This law represents far more than "involvement."
. h 1f means a significant degree of .teacher control over a very
- - 7« = mundane sounding but very critical matter- getting needed
P help. ‘ . . R . o

/ - - —_—
‘e “
-

¢ *  One fmportant'aspect of inservice isythe role of the
: . university. NEA- expects as these‘federally supported

y N teacher centers’ develop that university support will be a 4
“necessary and-integral part of the movement. The locus of -

N g that support is likely. to shift from a primarily’ campus-baded

N



to a more field-based effort where the teachers, their
center activities, and their problems are located. This
has implications not only for a school of education within.
+ a university but the #otal university because the tedcher
center will lend itself nicely for developing relationships
between elementary and secondary teachers and a number of
departments/schools within the university. With the schooﬁg‘
-of education in a leadership role in this effort then igs 7.
own status within the university will be enhanced. In-the’
typical university such enhancement issneeded. Other impor-
.tant aspects are the possibilities of teacher centerg P, ‘
utilizing teachers to teach teachers and community resources
. - for both inservice and curriculum development.:

E

., The NEA believes the teacher center movement engendered
+« by this federal law can mean significant and positive change
for teachers. It can also simply be a facade of change.
Teachers don't wish tae waste their time and anyone's money
for the latter effort. . . .
Teachers do want teacher-centered inservice educ#tiony
The NEA and its 1:8 million members in 10,000 state and «7
localtaffiliates’ are committed to making the law, whose Lo
passage they vigorousﬂy supported, work. - :

It is NEA's hope that all segments of the educational
community will be supportive in thisseffort which is seen
here as a key to the improveﬁent of education for our_ children
and youth. . " . e
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Grants.

A

20 USC 1119a,

“Teacher
eente;."

< A

Tt

" Application.

-

S

e “Pm A~=Teacmex’ Cores Prooram” A
nd by adding at the“end thereof th§ following new part: R
o “Parr B—TeAcHER TRAINING P’ROGRAMS -+ -
v - Frer, : : o T TS e
A “Aur;”gg"nxzanox OF APPROPRIATIONS

M’a’“ ‘ .'-" ? . ! . e N ',_,,.
~U4SEc. 531, Thete are authorized to be agpxopnated $75,000,000 for

the fiscal year 1977-and for each of the fiscal years ending prior to
October 1, 1979, to carry out the provisions of this part. Of the sums
‘so appropriated for any fiscal year not less than 10-per centum shall
be available for-each of the prograins authorized by sections 532 and .
' #Skc. 532. (2) (1? The Commissioner is authorited to make grants
to local educational agencies in accordance with the provisions of this
section to assist such agencies in planning, establishing, and operating
teacher centers. . ) . )
“(2) For the purpose of this section, the term °‘teacher center’
means any site operated by a local educational agency (or a combina-
tion of such agencies) which serves teachers, from public and non-

.public 8chools of a State, or an“area or community within a Stite; in .

which teachers, with the assistance of such cansultants and. experts

. 83 may be necessary, may—

"#(A) develop and produce curricula designed to meet the edu-

S -cational--needs-of-the-persons—inthe community, ares; or-State

being served, including the use of educational research findings-
or new or improved methods, practices, and techgiqﬁes&xrtﬁe
development of such curricula; and ] o
“(B) provide training to-improve the skills of teachers tiren-
able_such-teachers to meét better the special educational -needs*

—of persons such teachers serve. and to familiarize such teachers

“

with developments in curriculum development.and educational
research, including the manner in which the research can-be
“used to improve their teaching skitls—— - — . *
“(b) Each teacher ceiffer, shill be operated, under the supervision
of a teacher center poﬁcy“bgnrd, the: majority of which is representa-
.tive of elementary and secondary classroom teachers to be served b,
such center fairly reflecting the make-up of all schoolteachers, includy-
ing special education and vocational education teachers. Such board
shall also include individuals representative of, or designated by, the
school board of the local educational agency served by such center,
and at least one representative designated by the institutions of higher

.. education (with departments or schools of education) located in the

xjw h
» "

.

et

-under this section shall make application there

rea, - ’ .

“(c)(1). Any local educatiopal agency desiring to, receive-a grant
é)r at such time, in

‘sucl manner. and containing or accompanied- i' such information, as

the -Commissioner may by regulation require, Each application shall

be submitted through the: State educational~agency of the State in -

gency shall review

which the applicant is located. Each such State a

* the-application, make comments thereon, and recommend each applica-

. ..tion the State a%ency finds should be-approved. Only applications so

° approval.

recom:mende(i shall be transmitted to.the .Commissioner for his
- A Qo -

“(2) Any local educational agenty which has submitted an apﬁ)}ii;

"« cation iir acdordance with pilragraph (1) ofithis subsection ‘whic

k]

dissatisfied with the action of the appropriate Staté educational agency °

muy petition the Commissioner to request further consicderation by the
State educafional agency. : v — .

“(tl)-In approving any application under this section, the Commis- ~

sioner shall insure that there is adequate provision for the furnishin,
of technical assistance to, and dissemination of information; dérive
from, the proposed teacher center by the appropriate State educational
agency. Such State-agency shall be adequately compensated by the

miissioner for such review of applications, recoinmendations, sub-
missions, teehjieat-assistaneerand dissemination services.

" ———%(e) Any local educational agenty having an application approved

under this -sedtion may contract with an insfitution of higher educa-

praiiing
T

tion to carty out activities under, or provide technical assistance*in K

conmection with, such applieation. L, I
“(f) Notwithstanding the provisions of subsection.(2) (1) of this
section with respect tothe requirement that teacher centers be opergted
_local educntional agencies, 10,per centum of the,;funds.expended; ,

—under this section-may be expended directly by the Commissioner to

make grants tq institutions of‘higlier education to operp

1 : te- teacher’
centers, subject to the other provisions of this section. ~ 1"‘
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I. A PARTIAL HISTORY OF THE FEDERAL ROLE - S

Y —i

R ) IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF TEACHER CENTERS T ¢ 7 -
: . o -
. : ~ Allen Schmieder / . .
. U.S. Office of Educa}ion ) ©
g . T d ~
Introduction - S e - . . ~

- ~ -
.
B ‘ o <

>

The impetus for the development of teacher centers has come from
many different sources and forces: As Joseph}gpung, former directoyr
of the President's Advisory Council on Education Professions Develop-
ment and now a6 staff member with the National Institute of Education
once said,” "Few new educational 1nnovations have had the widespread
support'and acceptance enjoyed by the teacher center."l It is in

fact probable that this broad-based involvement in the development of

. ‘the*conceptfhasmhad much to—do—with its high-poputarity-

Although, as with any 1mportant education movement, some historical
~Xoots could be traced back many decades andyﬁhere i$ an "ancient
history" for teacher centers, the major forces shaping the teacher
center movement in this Natien have generally evolved during ‘the last
decade. ‘Most powerful among them have been the increased interest of
the organized teaching profession in its own proﬁessional development;
financial and substantive support from-private foundations, the , N
Federal chernment, ‘and Several State and local governments; a strong
. United States interest in the nationw1de development-of teacher centers
'C\ . in the United Kingdom and Japan; higher edugation's initiation of field- T vy
W ' based training centers; ,and the growth of a number of reliE:d education "5 '
concepts Or approaches,. e g., open education, competency ed educa- i
%

R

Yok
ks

K\ tiofd, alternative $chools; and staff development‘as*an instrument
\ 2of change.,

. Rl
5 . e

-

"Qwi\ This diverse support base not only helped ensure the eventual
}arge-scale introduction of teacher centers inté the Nation's educational‘
system but, because each of the different groups and institutions . ¢
tended to support a particular kind of center, it also resulted. in,

N thé uilding of a great varieﬁy of centers. The pr1vate foun&ations,
for example, generally sponsored independent centers which usually ¢
catered to 1nd1v1dual teadhers who "dropped-in" véluntarily to seek ’
help with immediate, specific instructional problems; government agencies
started .centers .that focused ¢n systemwide problems and emphasized .-
§ that better ways should be féunrd to match resources with needs and to
LT e digseminate validated practices and products, the organized teaching
v prqfession advocated centers operated by teachers, designed to meet
“Anstructional needs identified by teachers, and places in which much
. of the curriculum development and teacher training is-done by teachers; 4

teacher education'centers, have given higﬁest priority- to helping pre-
servxce student teachers.make the tran51ti0n from colleges training to
classroom’ teaching; and, finally, centersg stimulated by certain ’ -
educational appreaches or concepts have directed much of their programming

- 5 - o @ ) .
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. centers organized by institutions cf highéx ‘education, usually called .
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° ) toward 1ntroduc1ng the related concept into 2nd Bplng it in, the educa-
’ tional system. . '
- Although these generalltles would hold up for most centers growing
' " out of gach of these "modern roots" .of the teacher center movement,
. there are of course many exceptions for each category. 1In fact,
almost everyone who has closely exam;ned teacher centers acfoss the
LA Nation'has strongly maintained that although some have certain characteris-
thS ih oommon with others, no two are alike. .

» ' > el

~> . It.would be enllghtenlng to explore the relative impact of_ each
¢ of.these important- catalysts of the still youthful center movement;
z“however, this chapter will focus on the historical development of the
e T Federal Government's role 1n center development: It is hoped that the
. neéxt several years will see a number of. studies of the growth of the
teacher center concept which will more thoroughly analyze and document
its many-splendored past. Because of the complexity of the heritage' of
[~ centers; such studies could provide considerable insight into how an -
1mportant new ‘education approach can be developed, tested, and widely
introduced into the system. This particular slice of histery is in no
way intended to exagerate the importapce of the Federal Government in
building teacher centers but is presented to (1) briefly summarize some
. of the Division 6f Education' s experience in the area, and (2) provide
) a context for this document's later a\aly51s of the teacher center
pilots which were supported under the' Education Professlons Development
Act (EPDA).2 .

»

* < - - . -

USOGE Support for Teacher Center Development - . ’ .

I3

The Feéeral—Government s 1nvolvement in the development of teacher
centers and related structural and conceptual elements, like the other
support source’s menﬁioned earlier, has been v very diverse. Title III
of the Elementary and secondary Education Act (ESEA); Titles III and. <
XI of the National Defense Education Act (NDEA); the National Teacher -
Corps; the Fund for the Tiprovement of Post-Secondary Education (FIPSE);
the Teacher Education and Local Problem Solving Divisions of the .

* National Institute of Education; the Institute Program of the National
> Science Foundatlon, the Aesthetlc Educatlon centers supported by the
_National Foundatlon for the Arts; and B- 2, Triple T, Protocql Materlals,
” Task Force 72, and the National Field Task Forces of-EPDA--all have
supported prbjects wh1ch helped lay the groundwork for teacher .center

Suograms. o R . ’
. . " If one were to corsidér the foundations of separate elements of a
. teacher center, e.q. *the- deyelopmerit of curriculum materials ¢r the

+ 7" formulation of need§ assessment instruments and approaches, the list of
* related programs would be con51derably longer. Because this report s
essentlally concerned with the last year of EPDA, 'emphasis is given to
the contributlons of the Projects funded under that program. .As with the}

*  non-Government .antecedents. ofxthe current teacher center movement, we
hope that future scholars and %eacher center af1c1onados will deeply *
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i ’ : " B
Q =« - 1“9 - ’ \ ‘ T
e , . W o . "
ERIC. e ;o < L Y
) E., " ‘ K
- a3, o g ~ ) ? Ki . \ 5 . T :

s . s

’




E

\ S

° . -~
N e R [

research the nature and impact of the Government programs that are *  *,

not detailed here. . .

——

Historical Develogment

-

s -

The main roots for later EPDA involvement in teacher center develop-
ment started in 1966 under one of its predecessor. programS, Tltle XI
of the National Defense Education -Act,*with the establlshment of the NDEA
National Institute for Advanced Study in Teachlng Dlsadvantaged Youth.4
The Institute, administered by the American Association of‘College for
Teachey Education, was composed of -a cross-dection of upiversity and
school personnel who were. specialists in the education of the, dis-

advantaged and in the preparation of teacdhers for work with“educationally,

deprived children and youth. The committee was thargeéd with identifying
the major problems and issues confroﬁting teacher education. Monthly
task-force seminars held from July 1966 throygh May 1968 dealt with

the Instltute S main purpose: recommendation of useful §!rateg1es for .
1mplement1ng changes in teacher education that would make it more .
responsive to the social, cultural and technblogical demands of our time,

Two years of study and research,

involving a large number and range of

outside consultants and interactions; culminated in the publication of

..

Teachers for the Real World

--a work that summarized the findings

,and important ancestor of the teacher center.

of the committee and its related experts and made specific recommenda-
tions for Federal programmatic action. The principal recommendation
was to develop a national network of training complexes, a close relative
Responding to the
potential of this concept, the Office of @ducatlon created an Ad Hoc
Natlonal Advisor'y Committee on Training Complexes to discuss and review
the idea of the training complex as a prelude to launching a series of |
pilot projects, from which mlght emerdge a major new national program.

The committee studied tralnlng complex-llge centers across this Nation,
in England, and in Japan.6 The fol;ow1ng is,a synthesis of their concep-
tualization of the training complex. :

¥

The training complex is a social inyention -or institu-
tion to facilitate cooperatlon between colleges and
hnlver51t1es nd the schools, in 1mprov1ng the pre-
serv1ce “and 1nserv1ce training pf«teachers ‘and other
school personnel.' further, it prov1des a convenient
and eff1c1ent means for engaging in this enterprise ¢
the full resources of buSLness and thg'communlty. .
In-its fully—deve.loped‘ state, the training complex can
provide a permanent responsible Jighly qualifled profes-
sional leadership, working in a specially designed
- setting, ideally on neutral ground, to preform those :
training tasks for which the schools and the colleges °
have technically shared a joint responsibility, but
which have inevitably-suffered because they wére mot
"the central responsibility of either party. ,

3
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In the preservice education of school personnel, the
training complex will perform a role comparable to N '
. that of engineering in relatlonshlp to sclence, .
) bridging the gap between theory and practlce by the -
use of appropriate Protocol and training materlals, ~
the teaching of a repertoire of methods, the provision
of gontrolled experiences w1thgchlldren and tallor-made -
., Practicum experiences, related both to the needs of the . :
candidate and the school and communlty situdtion in
which he is likely to work -

¢ ~
-

Similarly, the inservice program developed will be .
task-oriented, designed to meet the needs of specific
school personnel and of spec1f1c changes in our national - .
life. * .

The complex in consultation with the schools can make
Tonigrange systematic plans related to priorities.in a
given situation, and with a continuous nuclear staff )
can supplement itself in bringing these pIanstinto S
fruition through its knowledge of and access to the . T
training resources in the schools, 1nst1tutlons of "’ Lo
higher education, and the commities which it serves. .

When fully developed, it is eXpected that a training .
complex will have the capaclty to serve a broad s
variety of training needs, ranging from pre-school

through adult education, and from the training of

social sérvice workers to policemen. "It will also

Provide a regional dellvery system forégducatlonal
innovations, £.9.p new curriculums and®new instruc- .
tional technlques, developed both at the national and,
local levels. This "delivery" process will help to

<

9

generate the k?nd of continued reform and renewal - ; _
that is critical to the ‘qualify and success of our, °

nation's schools. . . . B .

Ordinarily, it Will not offer the theoretical knowledge

.customarily rov1ded by the university nor‘the super-;

Vlsory help,usually’prOV1ded by the schools, but

in communltles 'whetre there-are no institutions of

higher, learnlng, or insufficient supervisory support, °

it will secure or provide whatever 'training is : .o i

necessary-to enable the sghools to meet their : ‘ )

\educatlonal oals. L - P R

In short, 1t will be a specially designed qua91- .

1ndependent organization, flexible enough to supply « " .
. needed‘tralnrng'serv1ces,,vary;ng in speclflg

character .according_to the educatlonal environment P

“in wh&f&_%t ex:Lsts.7 T S
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Training Complex.- Phase I  *. L. -

- . .

P

@hese-are thoughtful and meaty paragraphs._ They contain a number
of important ideas and labels that have since pecome well known to savvy
teacher educators. 1In antlclpatlon "of a probable separate and sub-
stantial national training complex network, 8 a number of small pilot
projects were started as part of the Trainers of Teacher Trainers (TT;L,—hm

> .
Program. *These pioneer projects were of two types: organizat®onal an

functional.

. would have
matter the

-

. 2.

3,

1

4.

’

Q

-~ ERIC .

Those-in the first category were to experiment with various

training center structures and those in the second were to start
developlng curriculums in substantive areas that were certaln to begome
high priority training focuses of the complexes that were to be

w,

. eventually establjshed across the Nation. The only criteria ‘a
prescribed for proposing agencies were: :
) ' 1. participation by all pertinent groups in the
o early stages of conceptualizing the project
2. esEabllshment of policy and dec1s1on-mak1ng - .
! .Structures early in the planning stages - . ’
3. careful delineation of the responsibilities of

each participating group .

L4 LA

.The pilots whlch would probably be more appropriately labeled as
"mlcro—pllots" were conslderéﬂ to be only building blocks or elements
of the comprehenslve tralnlng cpmplex model.
study and test specific problem areas-.which the committee felt -

They were designed to

to be confronted by training complex deVelopersL-nQ
size or prodram emphasis.

L4 o Y, hd v
. M - N

" The follow1ng four functlonar pilots were selected for the \l
proqrams first rounds y

.
. +

‘ l.' CentQI for Training in the Emotional Aspects of

+ !

-tearning, University of California, Berkeley
Methods Appllcable to thefTralnlng of Educatdrs
(MATE) (A study on training for behavior modi- .

fication methods. Yy 1Institute for Behavioral . ,
Research, Silver Spring, Maryland

‘Northern Applachia Training Center for
Téachers in the Technologies, West Virginia
Unlverslty, Morgantown ;. .
Self Realization Development Mogdel, Crark <. .
Un1ve;s1ty,yWorceste{b Massachusetts -

Each of, these pilots was to' complement the others and substantlve
< . 7 overlaps were minimized.
rather than unique and wWas expected to provide knowledge about many of .
*". the important criteria by which training complexes could be Judged.
The findings of the functional components were to be utilized directly
bx’the!structural pilots in their initial experimental phases.

Each was considered to be replicable | s

e A . -

JAruitoxt provided by Eric:
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Other functional component pllots that weré to be developed in -
a second phase would deal with the "experlence and analysis of
educational social systems" and ‘‘teacher competence training models"
Each of the proposed functional component pilots were -funded at a
very modest level: approximately $15,000 per project. .

a

Three "stractural" pilots wWere also started in order to develop
~and test some possible tra1n1ng complex forms--to exper1ment w1th -
the institutional character of a complex~
R o

State Uniwersity of New York at Stony Brook Training
Complex, Stony Brook . .

- 4
Appalachlan State Un1vers1ty Tra1n1ng Complex,
Boone, North Carollna .

Southeastern Oklahpma State College--Dallas - .
Independent School District Training Complex,
. Dallas, Texas. )

Val
-

+»

A great deal was learned fra@ fhese seven or1g1nal compléxes -
.that helped lay the groundwork not only for the teacher center . s
movement but.for the very successful training. complexes that were .
< later sﬁpported by the Teacher Corps. Many of their accompllshments
were chronicled in a periddically Produced Teacher Center Newsletter
. that was published by the Stony Brosk Center.” .

¢ 2

' Becom1ng more teacher-center-llke with time, all the structural °
pilots aré still operating in 1977. The only functional center. to .
o survive is the technology-oriented program at the Un1vers1ty/of ' ,
“ ‘West Vlrg1n1a. . - // e f
In November 1970, an agency-wide Task Force, later called .
Task Force 7210 was established by the Office of Education fo study
problems and trends in teacherdgducatlon and make recommendatlons for
fyture program directions. Task Force 72 was also given the
. respon51b111ty for continuing the operation and study ofa the tralnlng
complex and the group gave high emphasls to the concept in 1t§
numerous and widespread deliberations on educational reform. . Brainstorming .
sessiofis were held at most major natlonal professional assoc1at10n
' meetings, and special conferences yere arranged with representatlves of
leading teacher’ organlzatlons and with all levels and types of educatlonal
personnel 131

LY

o .
kS

. [ —
L4 i i

These dlscuss1ons involved some’ l3 000 educators. 1In general, ~ A&
their response to the training complex 1dea was more enthuslastlc/ﬁﬁggz\‘:'
‘that for any of the ‘other educatlonal 1nnovat10ns and movements on .
the national scene at the time. In fact, a gathering of represen— e
tatives of major teacher groups, recommended that the Office of
Educatlon itself,  should become a "National Training Complex" &nd
prov1de leadersh1p in the gpgradlng of staff development programs in
.all sectors of edncatlon.’ .

» e
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Regardlesg<3f their specific rolé almost everyone agreed that some’

. mechansim similar. to the training complex was. of critical’ 1mportance
4n leading the way to a massive national éffort aimed at improving
the' quality of instruction in our schools and colleges. As a result
of the Task Force 72 efforts, several major modifications emerged
for the "original" training-complex concept outlined in Teachers for
the Real World and summarlzed earlier in this chapter:

4 ot

-

(1) The requirement of "neutxal territory:--of a new’

‘ kindto educational 1nst1tut10n--was considered to
be unnecessary and probably impractical. It ggnetally
was felt that the existing "school and college
establishments" should be confronted directly and
challenged to find more effective ways to combine
their efforts in the solution of critical- local
educational*problems. Most participants in the
nationwide discussions ariuiged that the education
of children and of teachers-was too important to
isolate in some "neutral territory." -

) ;
Although the idea that the‘complex should strive
to provide training services for all kinds of
personnel--both within-and outside thefield of
educatlon~—almost "all groups urged that highest
priority be given to the 1mprovement of teachers
already in service.

- '
In addition to providing tra1n1ng supported by a
regular "1nst1tut10nal" budget it was concluded that
the complex could 3lso serve as a coordinating mechanism
for Federal and other "outslde" funded staff
development programs.

N L
It was also recommended that centers or complexes
should serve as "delivVery systems" for new educational
" products and approaches. .

v
S

"In addition to the recommended changés for the trajning complex,
ﬁhe Task Force identified a number _of general problems''in teacher
education that had implications for complex developmént (which
aTso offered teacher center advocates considerable gri'st for their

. - mill: “ v

.

,

1. Lack of a total systems approach to teacher education.
Tﬁere 1s ngQ comprehenslve planning for teacher educatlon
‘and continual renewal, from the time in¢érest in teaching

. is flrst expressed until the time of retirement. T
SChool-unlversity—community trlchotomy. Working relatidn-~
ships among these lmportant educational censtituencies are
generally poor or, nonexistent.




Need for more relevant training .settings. Most formal
teacher ed@cation takes place in relative 1solatlon
from real elassrooms and teachlng situations. T ‘3
’ ~

Lack of universally accepted’cilteria regardf; ood
teaching. The contfoversy oveég'whether good teaching
is an art or a science continues., Few efforts haVe
_been made to consolidate and build upon the exlstlng

EN

knowledge base. L. % A

. b
Three other problems’ (though not specifically related to any*
one of the educatlonal concepts studied) were .also considered to be
extremely important: .
1. General lack of parity among‘partiéipantigroﬁbs'1n the
. development, implementation, and evaluation of educa—
tlonal programs ) ., )
General lack of research foundations for many important
educational approaches and training programs
General lack of feedback and adjustment . (renewal)
systems in most téflnlng programs

>~
-

——

. .,,“"g& = - ~ - .
Training Complexes/Teacher éenterﬁ“ﬂ.Phase 2 . e
‘ &

In addltlon to being charged with developlng recommendations for®
future Office :Jf Education program directions, Task Force 72 was given
‘a modest amount of money to support existing projects in subject'areas
under ‘study, and to stimulate new ttial projécts in some of the
education approaches that were. identified by the’grou as important .
directions for teacher education. .As indicated earlier, the structural
pilots weregcontinued but because there was almost complete agreement
among'Task orce participants that; tralnlﬁg priorities for centers
should be determined locally, the functional pilots were.phaseg out...A
series*of new training complex pllots ﬁ%fe stﬁrﬁed-gthA time with an
empha81s on collaborative development among the majof constltuencies
in teacher education, of tralnlng programs that would take place«on hot;
real turf, rather than 1n some art1f1c1a1 neutral terrltory ,,/"

¢ Follow1ngﬂare brief descriptions of the projects supportéﬁ under
this second phase of training complex development. . Although they
received minimal fundlng—~about $50,000 per year--many flourtshed

and most still exist. The descriptions are included because they
provide capsule outlines of the importart "original® elements of

each of the pilots and clearly illustrate the diverslty of charactenm
that, has 51nceYbecome a ‘hallmark of cente;ing- .

Collaboration/Complex“Pilots i/';/‘ ¢ Qs

Appalachian State University, Boone, Noxth Carolina. The
Appalachian State Teacher Center--govefned by an Advisory Commlttee
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S S
composed of school, community, and unlverslty people—-w1ll conggnue

esource center for experlmentatloh for devglopment off ..
workable’ odels to replace tradltlonal ‘prddrams of preservice aﬁd
erV1ce training; and for the ‘continuous training of teachers
in> a tota ly integrated (un1vers1ty/commun1ty—college/school/
communlty) learning ‘laboratory that empha51zes the partlcular
needs of ryral- Appalachlazék_ one tralqlng model already is . -
operational the teaching<Tearning team. Each team is composed
of a colleg supervisor, an exper1enced teacher, a first-year -
teacher, 4.student teacher, a student aide, and their puplls. On -
a one-to-one bas1s, the team cooperatively develops new téaching
approaches and articulates the necessarv competencies. These
approaches thgn are tried by the tra1nees in public schools. The
Teacher Cente also has establlshed cooperatlve arrangements with
the Regional E ucatlon Laboratory of the Carollans and V1rgln1a (RELEV) ,
the Learning stitute of North Carolina (LINC), the Department of

’ L4

Public Instru
the TTT, e

ion,
ighthouse School, and the Alamance County,-W1nston—Salem,
ty Projects. ,

>

the North Carolfna Association of Educators,

, o

Public Schools, LodléVIlle, Kentucky. The Louisville
Center will join the Lou1561lle Public School the
entucky, ‘and the University of poulsv1lle in a unit
ize and coordinate programs.of research, develophent,
deal with th& most critical problems facing urban
isVille (through its smte-concentratlon_Project Focus)
already has begun.to coordinate federal ptograms with overlapplng
objectives--such'as Teacher Corpss COP, Project Transition, Follow
Througl; School}Desegregation PrOJect IV, Head Start, Title I, and
various vocatiofal e&ucation programs-—ln srder to focus all efforts
directly on prohléms. Already 1t has become obvious .that much

can be done towdrd more effect1ve educational programs. Through
cooperative effdrts of several schools, the Louisville Urban Education
Center will further this effort‘and will contribute its various
resources, computing centers, and other support systems. °

Urban Educatio
Qniversity‘qf

that will orga
and trianing t
education. Lo

i’ Portland Sthte Unlverslty, Portland, Oregon. The Portland Aréa
Complex for Educhtion (PACE) will be” developed by the School of

Education .at Por}{ land State University, the Portland public schools,
and’ various othe ‘private and public agencies (including e North-
west Regional Edficational Laboratory, the Portland City Cduncil, ‘the

. Orggon Departmen; of Publlc Instructlon, Model Cities, Muspum of
Science and Indus try, Portland Communlty College, TTT, EPDA Read§23:~

Language Arts Program, Wyethaeuser Lumber Compdny, the American
Instltute of Arc itects, Tethonix Corporation, the Union of M
Apprent1cesh1p T a1n1ng Program, the Georg;a*Pac1f1c Coripany, T
the Portland Chapter of the AFT, and the PTA). This center will make
an in-depth nee-~ assessment of previous educational efforts, and will
establish the priocess both for the completion of resources to meet
tﬁese needs for jthe vehicle for communlcatlon of resources.

) (\.J_ . ' .93 . -
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Cleveland Publicl%;ﬁgols, Cleveland, Oh%o. The Cleveland Téacher
Center will provide a icle for effective dollaboration and coordina-
tion of resources among various educational institutions in this area--
including the schgol‘systemh teacher unions, PTA, Cleveland Federation

N

of Principals and Supervisors, and the Cleveland Chapter of the Ameri-
can Society for Training and Qevélopmén%. It not only will provide a
communicdtion systef, buﬁ also will serve as a delivery system for train-
ing services needed in tﬁe,qrea. During the first year, "mini-projects”
invelving about fifty trainers will be opeY¥ationalized to provide .

. active case-study data for the planning staff. ~ ' -

- = . I . o >
In addition' to gaining responsibility for continuing the development
of the Training Complex Program, Task Force 72 was asked by the Commis- -
_sioner to work with the Elementary Education Models that had been ;nitiated
’ and- sponsored by the Nationél Genter for Educationg; Reseqrch.l3 These
Models had been evolving for two years and had essentially developed
plans for totally feformipg elementary teacher education along systematic
_ and competency-based lines. Despite the lack of a solid, dependable
financial support base, this group of tén projects had a profound effect
on a number of Federal programs .and became one of ﬁhe most .influential .
forces in American teacher education. Because .the kind of large-scale
support that would be required for fullyimplementing these models was
not provided, a great deal of time and discussion was devoted to finding
alternative ways to continue the outstaﬂding work that was started by
the projects. Because of the almost equally high populérity of the
training complex/teacher center and the ‘Elementary Models, and the many
potentially reinforcing relationships that could, exist between the two, °
Task Force 72 providéd mini-grants to each of the Models with the simple

3 3

requirements that they "cultivate,their service area" regarding the .
teacher centexr concept and explore the implication$ of thgféénter con- .
¢cept for the further development and’implementation of the Elementary
Models' and vice versa. Although funds were ot sﬁgficient for £ull
scale center installation--averaging a modest $15,000 per annum--all of
the- projects launched a series of developmental activities focusing on
. the teacher center and many of them started centérs which still exist
¥ today.'’ Following are brief descriptions of sik 3f these centers as they
looked during the day§’pf:Task Force 72. ¢
. AA‘ I . ¢ R
. Oregon State System of Hiqher;Eddcgtion, Monmouth, Oregon. The
Gorvallis School District, the Oregon Collegeé of Education, Teaching
» Research, Oregon State University,,;gd representatives from the State
Department of Education will form the .nucleus of the Oregon Pilot Train~
ing Cooperative., In addition to implementation of roeedureg for coordi-
" nation of this coopérative,venturef”work at the center dﬁriné the-Ffirst
vyear will include ‘both programmatic and longitudinal planning for the
center, development of baseline data.on current inservice education pro-
grams and trainingtmateriglé)‘and completion of a position paper on il
statewide coordination of teacher centers and on linkages to preservice
tgacher education and to dnitial certification. .8
» ‘ . . .0
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. University of Houston, Houston, Texas. .The Houston Teacher Center

working with the Regional Service Centérs, professional erganizations, ™~

P

c schools, and area universities--serves as a prototype developmental

/é?for for the Teacher Cénters being developed in Texas, and for coopera-
tive gfforts between them and the Texas Education Renewal Centex Project
(a major pilot'described above) . This planning will include needs assess-
ment, specification of expertise, resources, training modules for develop-
mental assistance, and organizational structure. ’

s % *
Florida State University, lahassee, Florida. The Florida State

Teacher Center, in collaboration with the State of Florida and several
public school @istricts,. is developing a‘Teacher Center focused on pro-
vision of a nucleus for a netyork of Portal Schools. A two-phased opera-
tion will determine operational competencies needed by .the cadres ingthe,
‘Portal School Network. For teachers who move from the Portal ‘School . 7
\énvironment into regulafdéchoo%s in their districts, follow-dp training

o

given .to two major areas of teacher competence: (1) human-relations
competencies, with emphasis on those that enable effective teaching of
‘disadvantaged pubils, and (2) the competencies needed to utilize in-

* structional technology for optimization of the Pupils' learning
enYironment. : * o

J

&

.
»

University of Georgia, Athens, Georgia, The University of Georgia,

™~

working with the State Department of Education and a local school system, ™~

i§,designing an innovative and self-regenerative competency—based“;nv

service teacher center. This center--utilizing various resources within

the community and producing needs materiéls—-will conduct continuous

feedback studies for the develqpmeht of an exemplary center that is

- . feasible and practical for implementation at local levels throughout the
state. o .

_— “
Teachers College, Columbia University, New York. The Columbia :

University Teacher Center is developing a network of 'school and teacher-
education programs that will work toqether to offer both Preservice® and
inservice training. This network will utilize competency-oriented in-
s;ructional systems. ,In addition, a learning-resource center and a
‘resource-management team will help user school districts to assess and
to meet local Rneeds. .

] ’ v
Py -
. k3

University of Wisconsin, Madison, Wisconsin. The University of Wis-

consin Teacher Center is building upon the work of the .Wiscofison Elemen-
tary Teacher Educdtion Project (WETEP), whigh produced specifications
and feasibility studies for competency—baséﬁ,;individualized, inservice
teacher education. Inaddition to providing fécilitiéé for this ‘train-:

.,aing,“xhewpen§§§wwil} establish a ledrning-resource center, provide
technical assistance to local school

. disfricts throughout the state, and’

providefg center-that will Sefvetgbe State, Department of Public In-

struction as a pilot for other centers that,are to be developed

throughout the ‘state. . .
- 4 L4
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Teacher Support
AP - * a
Ironically, throughout most of the early history of training com-
plex and teacher center development (and for most OE teacher education
and school-related programs) teachers and teacher organizations had
lit;le voice in what happened., A numbeg of reasons can be offered to
explain this contradiction, e.g., high emphasis was given at that time to
strengthen participation of minority groups, -large-scale Federal involve-
ment 'in education reform had only recently begun; .priority was given to
pPreservice ‘teacher education; and state and local agencies were most -
common major grantees; and several influential nembers of Congres's were
opposed to contracting with prd%gssional éssgciations. - s /
Fas [ M
/ Task Force 72, along with several other bffice of Education pro-
grams, sought to change. this most undesirable state of affairs. Teacher
representation was required on the governance bodies of all projects
supported by -Task Force funds; also, several ,projects were started to
increase teacher involvement in policy development and in the planning,
operation, and evaluation of teacher training programs. The most notable
of theSe projects, developed in cooperation with the National Education
Association @and supported through a grant to the Washington State Educa-
tion Agency, was entitled Teachér Designed Reform in- Teacher Education.
Its activities are well documented in its two major publications:
Teacher Designed Reform in Teacher Educationl4 and Teacher Designed Re-
form in Inservice Education.”” A major step was taken regarding similar
input into USOE policy development with the -formation of the Teacher's
National Field Task Force on Education Improvement and Reform, which was
asked to critique the Educational‘Renewal Concept, described in the
following section. More details” are inc;uded on pages 13-14. .

)

L N A

.
A,

Educatibnal Renewal

‘ @

The next phase of EPDA teacher center development -was part of one
of the most notorious episodes in OE history" It was one of the key _
elements of an ambitious ‘reform strategy callegd "Educationql Renewal "=~
a program concerned with the more effective integration of a large number °
of discretionary Federal training prodrams into the Nation's schools.. It
gﬁs‘to begin with 200 systems and eventually expand to include all those
with substantial Federal gupport. ) ) ’
~ . e ¢ .
"Educational renewal” was defined at that timé as the progess by
which a school maintains continuous growth toward maximally effective
service to its students and community. Involved were needs as§essment,*
definition of goals, program planning and implementation, and the evalua-
‘tion of ou%cqmg§jzgqgg;§§§ggmgye; and over again’ in a never-ending cycle
" "of progréssivé change. Office of Education plans for the FY 72 budget
Placed "the highest administrative prigrity...on‘combining programs and
otherwise removing bureaucratic impediments at the Federal level, so that
sohool districts and colleges may more eas¥ly combine and package these
programs, in ways that_meet their own needs."16 :
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The Teacher Center was to be the critical element in the design for
Educational Renewal. It was seen as the "nerve center" which would )
orchestrate the many diverse programs that would be broqght together .
under. Renewal. The center would provide a wide range of resources for
training personnel on all levels, focusing. on the tralnees most -
pressing 1nstructlona1 problems, and affording an opportunlty fo;‘part1c1— .
pants to share experlences with one another. There would be a teacher :
centér at eacn local ¥énewal site and in each State educational agency;
it was ant1c1pated that, in time, a national network of these centers
would be established. The local teacher center would function under the
2egis of ;he Educational Renewal Site Council, but would be”a seéparate
organlza on. A management team would be responsible for Operatlon of the -
center,and one ‘or more training teams would plan-and facilitate the train- J
ing experiences. A state lével resource and development assistance team -
would 1dent1fy local innovations,and effegtive practices and dlSSemlnate
1nformatlon about ther to ald renewal centers and to the local education
agencies and institutioAs of higher education in the home state. There
'‘would be a resident center staff, given special preparation for their
roles, supplemented by human relations specialists, community members
as trainers, and other kinds of teacher educators, as needed, from aréa
schoQls and unlver91t1es. The denters would offer a wide range of ledrn-
ing experiences, including a curriculum Yesource library and classroom ‘
facilities. Hands—on experience would be given priority.

Plans for 1mplement1ng the educational renewal strategy were well a .
advanced by the sprlng Of 1972~--at the height of,cand often in cooperation
with program deveLopment under Task Force 72. State Educational Renewal
. Coordinaters were appolnted criteria for the selection of local renewal
sites were formulated, and guidelines and a schedule for awarding planning
grants .for all plages to be involyed were drafted. The Bureau of Educa-
tional Personnel Developnent was transformed into the National Center for
the Ifprovement of Educational Systems (NCIES), which was to administer -
the new program. OE wag ready to launch its ambltlous new program '
which, with teacher centers at their core, would help reform the schools
of the Natlon.18 -t : , .

.

. N ‘ . , ¥ .
 A.Teacher Center Division was established in NCIES, “and educators -
across .the Nation began to develop proposals for "teacher-centered .
renewal cénters. _Hundreds of, letters poured into the new division :
offering advice about the teacher center concept. The mail was so ..
heavy and so substantlve that a special outside group of educators-~-most .
of them with proven reputatjons in the' area of educational change--
was formed to study it and other 51gn1f1cant material on the subjectjlq *
Six natlonal Field Task Fortes on Improvement and Reform in American
Education weke also started to markedly step'up OE's effort to involve >
constltuents in the development of .Federal programs. The Field Task p
ForceSbrought together a national cross=-section offpacesetters from the
Qmajor éonstltuenc1es of American educatlon——teachers, State Education .
: Departments, the community, school admlnlstrétors and superv1sors, hlgher
educatlon, and advocates of the ba51c subjects taught in the schools—-

° L .
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for dn 18-menth analysis of the key concepts underlylng current tra1n1ng
program policies, and moré“importantly, to help develop more effective
" means for ‘achieving systematic- educational 1mprovement and reform. The
high-powered groups were asked-to critique the Educational Renewal Plan
and to generally adv1se the 0ffice gn how Federal educatlon programs
‘might be ddministered more effectively. : -
D —— »
_All of _the Task Forces--operating with little substantive direction
for OE——emphasized the importance of staff development and the need to
make training programs more systematic, self-renewing and relevant to
locally identified needs. The groups representing teachers and,hlgher’
edudation recommended that highest prlorltg be given to teacher and,pro-
fessional development centers. 1Inside Out“" and Obligation for Reform21
Became landmark publications for their relative constituencies and laid
out much of the' conceptugl foundation for the new Teacher Center Program..
All of the reports were especially important in that they were not ’
written by isolated scholars, but were a synthesis of the ex1st1ng
thought and policy positions of the maJor organizations concerned with
teacher ediication--as well as that of ;the-outstanding 1nd1v1duals who
represented those groups. Because the Educatlon Renewal Program was
aborted in the mlddle of the-Task Force's life span, the proposed
Renewal supported teacher center network which was to relate to most OE
categorical and discrétional programs, was lost. -There would be a five-
-year lull before the new Teacher Center program would again cause the concept
to command OE~-wide and Nationwide attention.

’

’
. 9 - 3

For a varlety of reasons that will not be dlscusse& here,‘22 the o
Educational Renewal strategy was stopped short by the Education Amend-
ments of 1972._ Ironically, a Congress which was becoming increasingly
sympathetic to the needs of teacheérs and to the teacher center concept ’
declded for a number of reasons unrelated to teacher centers, to cancel
a pr am that+would have put teacher genters in 200 of our most important
schoo%rsystems. The complicated plans that had been hurriedly developed
by many States and local education agencies and sent to NCIES were
shelved and have become part of the OE teacher center archives and re-

. source library.23 i . . . s

It must be p01nted out, however, that the new Teacher Center Program
(whi:ch is déscribed in detall in Chapter IX) although having many of theﬁ
same characteristics as the rengwal teacher center,i.e., hands-on
experlences, cdurriculum development, emphasis' on current needs, shared
resourceS, dnd the like, it is different in‘what is probably the most
1mportant aspe of‘a genter: governance.. The new centers will focus
much more on ngigs_as perEé1ved by classroom teachers,.and much more of ..
the training and cufriculum development that takes place in centers will

’ - be done by teachers.

. * L}

Furthermore, most of the requlrements for teacher involvement are
written into the newfmeacher Center Law’, while EPDA, the authorization
under which rene%gl t@acher centers would have been established, was
only a veh1cle for them and not enacted for that spec1f1c purpose.

-, . P . P
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The System Pilots arnd the National Survey

-

The National Teacher Center Pilot Program and the National Teacher

Center Project were started by NCIES,in 1971--at aboutthe same time that
the first plans for ‘Educational Renewal were being formulated.

. Pilot Program was started o gha
1

ES
-

0
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could be' added to the exlstln

The

t several systemwide .center models

ist of small specialty centers started by

Task Force 72. The Teacher Center Project grew out of the need to more
thoroughly assess the extent and nature of teacher centerlng in the

United States..

The new Pilot Program encouraged State educatlon agencies and local‘

educatlon agencies and-tniversities to work together to establish
a comprehensive teache;—tralnlng capacity that wduld be more responsive

to public school needs. Four sites were selected to pioneer the program:

The Bay Area lLearning Center (BALC) in northern Californid; the Rhode

" Island Teacher Center ( RITC) in Providence, Rhode Island; the Texas Cen-

ter for'’'the Improvement of Educational Systems (TCIES) centered in Aus-

*tin, Texas; and the Center for Educational Advancement (CEA) in Washing-

ton, D.C. The criteria for their selection as pilots were based upon a

complex mixture-of polltlcal personal, professional, and fiscal factors,
with the most lmportant relating to BEPD exberlence and program readiness

and a need to develop a program with maximum variation regarding system
coverage. The Bay Area project was a local program comblnlng the resources,
of the school districts of Berkeley, Odkland, and San Francisco; the Rhode
Island site was intended to foster a closer association between the exist-

ing university system for teacher® preparation and public schools through

the State department of education; the Texas project--a multi-faceted
State network of local teacher centers--represented diverse educational
‘interestes. and soc1oeconom1c levels, and variations in size of school -
districts; and "the Washington, D.C. project was chosen to represent a

single urban system. Basically, it was expected that the differing pilot

sites would serve to test the valldlty of four approaches or possible
solutions to significant problems in education. - -

-

The first of these approaches, the deliyery of validated praetices
and processes, would encourage the increased appllcatlon of education

research findings in the classroom.

Prior to this blme, very little of

the new Knowledge belng.gegsrated by the labs and centers and other -
federally and state-supported’ research projects had been utilized and
it was expected that the teacher centers would serve as a conduit into
the publlc school systems they served.
programs, this object was reinforced as each of the pilots received a.
special grant from the National Center for Educational Research to

develop a systematic dellvery system for new products.

During the sécond year of the

Secondly, teacher

centers were to play a major role in the 1mprovement of the quality and

delivery of inser¥ice education.

If there was one thlng that all educa-

Yors seemed to agree about, it was that most inservice education was
relatively useless, and that, given its high lmportance, serious
efforts were needed to upgrade the quality. Teacher centers,

>
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high ﬂﬁ%olvement of the teachers themselves, seemed to be the ideal
starting place for reform. The third emphasis involved :.the role of
teacher centers in promoting better needs assessment and prlorlties assign-
ment in local éducation. The fourth and last idea to be tested by the
teacher centers was their potential for facllltlng collaboration among all
major education constituencies and institutions concerned with staff
development. ' -

v
:.’ e N

~

o

OE felt that little direction or predetermined structure.should be
imposed on the teacher center sites so that individual center development
would ‘relate more closely to state and local needs and the program as a
whole would be more likely to° end up with a greater variety of experience.
ThuS, the requlrements for the pilots were broad in nature: . \

y to assure that those’to be served by the program
. " participate in formulating policy .

. ~

to develop and maintain an evaluation capability

to-assure that at least three kinds of institutions
(universities, public schools, and State education
* departments) would contribute to the planning and
execution of teacher training !
)

to engage in systematic prefunding planning
to ensure management suppo¥t at the hlghest institutional
level . -

- °

to assure a coordinated information delivery system

N ' ?
W1th1n the confines of these general requirements, the four pilots

developed totally individual images. Detailed descriptions of the

experlences of“three of them are included in Chapters IV, V, and VI.
The National Teacher Center Project and the Leadership Training
Institute for Educational Personnel Development ¢
, Although rece1v1ng relatively modest grants for assumlng enoxomous
respon51b111t1es, the Syracuse Teacher Center project and the Leadershlp
* Training Institute (LTI) at the University of South Florida, We:gskey con-

4

tributors to a myriad of activities related to many of the progra
described rin this and later sections of the Commissioner's Repor
and both played very significant roles in the development of teacher
centers in this nation.

The Natlona& Teacher Center Progect, directed by Sam Yarger, was
‘started to Iead the way to a more thorough analysis of the status of
teacher centers in the United States. Although a great number and variety
of centers had been operating in this country for many years, little was
krown regardlngfthelr actual extent or character. Because of the *

*
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popularity of the teacher center concept.'and the great need for finding
ways to improve inservice education, the NCIES staff felt that it was
essentiajthat existing teacher/teaching experience be as fully examined
as possiffle. The principal results of the national survey are included
in Chapter III.

. In addition to developing the most substantial collection of data

-to date on teacher centers in the United States, the projéct produced

. or co-produced a series of special reports on teacher centers, including:
the final EPDA "lessons learned” paper23 on the suégect; Teaching Centers:
Toward the State of the Sceggl2 A SpeeialoTeaEher Center Issue of the
Journal of Teacher Education,“> An informal report on centers for the
President's Advisory Council on EPD. In addition, the project ‘developed
a comprehensive technical assistance package for teacher center developers
_and led in the articulation of the most widely used Typology of Teacher
Centers (outlined in Chapter III, pp. 41-45 ). ’ o ’

’

. .

To completely detail the important contxibutions of the Leadership
Training Institute would by itself require séveral volumes. The Institute
2 under the very capable leadership of B. O. Smith (who was Senior author
and editor of Teacdher's for the Real World so prominantly amentioned in
relation to traifing complexes, and Donald Orlosky at the University
of South Florida was the major link between the Office of Education
programs discussed in this report and the field. Just o list a few of
the Institute's remarkable cohtributions:  co-sponsored and organized the
National Field Task Forces on Educational Imptovement and Reform, Go-
sponsored, organized and’éonducted the First National Conference on
Teacher Centers; Coordinated a two—yearcseries-df seminars for the OE '

Teacher Center Pilots; Sponsored and Conducted ;henFinalaLéssons Learned
_Conference for the National Training Complex Program; sponsored and
“conducted a large number of Task Force 72 activities; and ‘sponsored a °
" long list of -special topic studies and papers, e.g: Teacher Centers:
wWho's In Charge, and The Summer Institute Report on Educational Reform.27
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Unpublished report on teacher centers by Joseph Young, who is ¢
currently with The Teacher Educatlon Division of National IAstltute
of Education. .. o f

_These pilots are explored in detalled n chapters 5 6, 7. .,l“
- / . i . o X .
Materials related to the teacher Center 1nvolvement of. those programs

supported by the Education Development Act are 1ncluded in the 'gg
- Q teacher center resource library. L e e .

N

All reports of the NDEA Nation l<i£égzgute for Advance Study in
Teaching Disadvantaged Youth| are ile in *the central offices
of the American Association &f Colleges for Teacher Education,
One Dupont Circle, Washin&ton, D.C. 20036. o

Smith, B. Othanel Saul B, Cohen, and Arther Pearl., Teachefs for the,
Real World. Washington, D. C.: BAmeripan Associatidn of Colleges
for Teacher Education, -1969. o

A copy of an-anotated directory of the-centers localed in- the 2
United States is included in the OE teacher.center resource library
. . Y. [

. -~

Smith. B. O., op. Cit., pp. 95-109.

. The National Ad. Hoc Committee on training complexes recommended
‘a program support level of $S billion.

Teacher Training. Newsletter of USOE TaSk Force 72 Teacher Center
Network, Washington, D.C. (dlscontinued, but copies of all
editlons avallable for study in OE Teacher Center Reference File.)

‘All major reports ‘of Task Force 72 are 1neluded in OE ‘Teacher Center
Resource lerary. 5 . . : T

-~
)

©

Woodruff, Phillip. Task Fofce 72 and the Classroom Teacher Look at

M .

Educational Reform, p. 17.

Schmieden, Affen A., and Stephen Holowenzak. "Consortia" (in
ompetency-Based Teacher Education, Houston and'Howsam, eds, SRA,
Palo Alto, Calrf 1972 ) ) s ¢

Models developed at the follow1ng places had compleéed two years of
" planning and feasibility ‘studies: Columbia Univers1ty,iM1chlgan
. State Univers1ty, Unlverslty of Georgia, University of Toledo,
Florida State Unlversity, Unlversrty—e%—W&Seens&nT—Oregon System
of ngher Education, University -of Massachusetts, Unlver51ty~of
Plttsburgh, and Syracuse Unlvers1ty. -. K
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" “woul®' be not only inefficient, but also ignorant.
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’ II. INSERVICE-EDUCATION AND TEACHER CENTERS
. e _— ' t

> Sam J. Yarger . o

' Syracuse University -

.

. Most educators recognize that teacher centers are in some way a subset
f sinservice education. "Although there have been many efforts to conceptu-

“"alize if not, clea 1y 'defige both, there is still little claﬁity regarding .

theif';élativejnétures, This,chaﬁter will ingroduce and briefly explore .
some questions that qi%% almost surely have to be confronted by’ anyone who
hopes to understand eitheér of the concepts. Hopefully, it will also stimu- -
late some thoughtful consideration of how educators can best bridge this
communication gap. The author views this as important, because if teacher '
centers are ever to deliver ®n the promise they-hold, they must be developed
in relation to well conceived, comprehensive inservice education programs.

To develop centers in isolation from all other-related inservice activities

XY

"This chapter is organized around five questiéns--the answeps to which
should provide a better understanding of both concepts and the /relationships
that exist between them. The questions are: K

' /

What is inservice education? ,
What do we know about it? '

What is'a teacher center? ° Lo | .
How do' teacher centers and inservice educa- i 7 o

tion relate to each other? .
® What “are the comion issues to be faced?

'What'zg_lnservice Educéation? .

> L]

‘ Discussion regarding inservice education can generally be characterized ,
as occurring in a near constant state of fuzziness. So many of the terms
‘that are bandied about elicit different meanings from different people.

- Bathep than communicating, they confuse. Perhaps:this comes from a sincere
effort on the part of educators to develop a professional language that,
although not communicating precisely, does not raise hackles each time
particular terms are used. ~While Jerome Bruner might define such words and
Pphrases as concepts without attributes, one's next door neighbor would simply
label them as jargon. Regardless, the ‘debilitating condition does exist,
not only for educatiohal language in general, but especially for the ver-
nacular of inservice education. .

In recent years, the describing and defining of inservice education

and its many possible elements has become a popular sport. A great abundance

of new ;ﬂords,‘and terms have been introduced into the game. x“,';Fe_w have had

Y20 ,3,’“;
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substantial acceptance. Probably Hassl offers as good a short defini%lon
as anyone: . Co ;

- Broadly conceived, inservice education includes all y
, *activities engaged in by the professional personnel
. during their service and designed to contribute to Y
T improvement on the job. 4 . ?

Although am first reading this definition appears to be very brcad, it does, °
nonetheless, provide some useful constraints. It includes all categories of
professional personnel, but only embraces thosé who are actively employed.

& _  likewise, all types of inservice activity are covered, but only if-they are
intended to "contribute to improvement on the job."

N
° * .
- L2
i - i .
I
i

Toward Erecision -

.
[
°

Working within a broad, inclusive rather than narrow, exclusive defini-
tion for inservice education ®s necessary but not sufficient for talking
either intelllgently or precisely about such 1mportant topies as governance,
" delivery, content, process;!and financing. Thig is, equally true whether one
wants to.talk about an. irfService program in general or whether one wants
to delve into the more specific mysteries of teacher centers. Im an effort
to provide a more articulate basis for discussion, a_t ology of inservice’
education is offered for the redder's consideration. 2 (A typology for
teacher centers is included in the follOW1ng chapter. ) 'This typology focuses
on the various Toles of*inservice personnel and on the major purposes of  ~
inservice  education. This framework includes: .

1, fob-embedded inservice educatlon is progr ing
That occurs within the context of a teacher'g
fulfilling his/her a§s1gned responsibilities,
It is directly related to the provision of
, skills .that can be translated into working with
children,\STveloplng classroom materials, and/or , )
planning edrriculum. . | P g A

A -~ 2, Job-related inservice education is pgggran&ﬂng
- -That Is either dirgetly or indirectly related
- .. ‘to. the prov131on;o?Fskxlls ‘for the performance _
of a teachg; s primary respons1b111ty of in- 7T
structing ehildren.” It may resutt in the ' .
acquisition of drrec&ly applicable skllls, or
it may provide cdontent that, while not directly i LN
-~ applicable, is clearly related. Job-related -~

- inservice tralnlng does not occur within the

' context of the instruction of children.

- ¢« v

3. Profegsionally-related.inservice education,.

- Tocusés on those aspects of a teacher's role
which are_clearly required, but are not .directly
related to the instruction of ¢hildren. In every
sense, however, they relate 1o "professional"

'21 3!8.. ’ oo 'r. .'1
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ST attributes which generally differentlate teach-

< - - - w o o - . 1
A - "2 . il . . .;{ . . hd

4

ers from others who work in schools. Such train-

ing might focus on paremt conferences, community-

: . +’based eduecation programs, legally mandated record S
. keeping, and a long list of professionally related ,

§ ;responsibliltles :

< - ® .*ﬁ
I
4. ;Mbblllty-related inservice feducation is primarlly
-\%desigfed to prepare the teacher to assume a new

position and/or obtain a new credential, Although
usually related to "upward" mobility, it need not
be. Programs_ghat facilitate the transition from
‘Provisional to perménent certification and from
teacher to adpinistrator, and from teacher to ' ‘ i
- specialist, are commén examples of this king .of . o
inserviceteducation. ~ . ’ :

5. Personally-related inservice education is charac-~
terized by its emphasis on helping the partigi- .
pant become a more effective person'rather than T
g more effective profe881onql Implieit,in this,
type of inservice is .that the more secure and
well-adjusted a person is, the better teacher

-, that person will be. Typically, this “type of -
inservice programming will be self-selected and
on occasion even self-directed. <

‘

This analytical framework for discussing inservice education can be use-
ful in several ways. First, it forces consideration of the impontant rela-
tionship in program development between actual ,teacher roles and program
purposes It also provides some relatively tangible guidelines wikhin which
to examine many of the issues that will be encounterdd by program dgvelopers..
If, for example, one wants to talk about progrems that carry college\credit
and lead toward some type of certification, he or she is dealing w1th\ . )
"mobility-related" inservice education. Yet, within the same context, one
.can talk ebout "personally-related" programs, such as 1nvolving one's sglf
in some type’of interpersonal or group process designed to enhance one' Sy
sen31t1vity to receiving feedback from others. Leannlng about a new rea
ing program that is to be used in one's distejict would be "job-related,!
whereas programs that enhance one's ability to @eal with parents would be
"professionally-related." The list could go on) The point is thdt as

issues of governance, finance, and others are brought to the fore, this. \\‘
typelogy offers programmers more "power of precision" in dealing with them \
and in arriving at workable solutions. A condition, unfortunately, that: \
ingervice educators and ‘teacher "centerers" have not had in the pdst.
] o e . ’ ” ¢
« What Do We Khow About -, . .o . g 4 R —
Ingervice Education? _ . .

Pl P

?

~ Inservice education is certainly not wantlng for attention or study l
Nicholson and Joyce,3 in a recent review of the literature, identified more |
than” 2 OOO-books, periodicals, and unpublished papers that were related to |
inservice education._ They noted, howetff, that

- =
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. of . there is, only a handful of works that deal with
ingervice in any sort of comprehensive manner. The
jority of reports.and articles are on “the lowest ’ /
" 1g¢vel of generality. . . (p. 4) . .
They also concluded that the level of emp1r1ca1 research is primitive. Even
80, a reyiew of selected works" provides a useful perspective for any more
speeifi examination of inservice education and teacher centers. Included
- are works relating to: ' S

AY

-

1. The magnitude/of'the enterprise

2. The elements of successful inservice. education

e

. o -
/( 7 A » 7
. N, . ~

3 Cooperation and shared decision-making
4. Financing ° i ‘ _ ‘
- ’ 5. legislation = o . ‘ :
. 6. Teacher cénters. . N e
: ( v e o :

w Magnitude --Inserv1ce education is presently'conducted by a vast and
complex array of organizationg, 1nst1tutions, and speciglists. Any realis-
. tic attempts to understand or altér its nature must first confront its mas- —
' give (and mushy) size. Even though it 4s most often viewed negatively,4
and although many apparently regard it as though it did not exist, inser- -
vice education is, 1n“fact, alive, all around, and very, very abundant
~In'a recent report on inservice education,5 it was point out that
over half of all the teachers in the United States presently hol§ a master's
degree, with about 5 percent having received a dogtorate. UndersPanding -
that a great deal of the inservice instruction that a teacher receives has.
come from college-based and school district-based programs, it is estimated
that there are 70,000 to 80,000 education profégsors, supervisors, and con-
“sultants presently engaged as’ full or part- time inservice instructors. That
roughly adds up to nearly one instructor for eveny 25 teachers presently
employed., Additiomally, there are nearly 100,000 principals and vice pZin-
cipals in the Nation's schools--one for.about every 20 classroom-teachers.’
* Assuming that one of the tasks performed by principals and vice principals
is helping teachers_fo grow in professional competence-~and even “if they
spend only a fraction of their time in these activities; the effort would
.add another enormous dimension to the fhservice endeavor. .And there is
. even more: Nearly 50,000 nonsupervisory instruptionaldﬁersonnel such as§ﬁ
Teading instructors, media and communication experts, ahd mental health
specialists, also serve as support personnel--as ins§rvice instructors--
for teachers. Thus, in one way or another, there may be’ as many as a8 , | ‘g
quarter of a million professionals engaged as instructors in ‘some form
of Inservice.education. This would add up to about one instructor for every
eight teachers. ' a e '-";%
) And these dramatic estimates do not inclpde the teachers themselves-—
who may represent. the 81ng1e mostﬁimportant category’ of inservice
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instructors--dr team leaders and other persons in formal or informal super-
visory roles within-'the schools. Although difficult to egtlmate, there are
probably thousands of teachers who serve their qolleagues and aides as

instructors in courses, workshops, and ojher inservice activities. It v

is clear that many more people are engaged on the 1nstruct10naI end of
inservice education than-is generally thought, that programs have .a myriad
of forms, and the total enterprise operates on a grand scale. ., fny attempt - -
£ 1o put new structures 'into placé€ in_ the inservice are@a must push their

way into this lready overloaded enterprxse

v - ~ Ey
Successful Iﬁserv1ce Education.--Recognizing that inservice educa- T
= tion 15 often negatively viewed, and very generally defined, it is dlfflcult
to find muchggupportlve ma%erlal regarding successful program experiences.
One of the best sources of récent v1ntage is ‘Rubin's Improving Inservice
* Education. This is a collection of thoughtful essays which examines

—— . o 2
inservice education in a broad and comprehensive manner.

. A~

"No major research.to assess the salient varlables in inservice educa-

. "tioh has ever been initiated. Rather, a number of small-scale studies have

e

e . < tends to be ‘better than“the prov181on of skills
Tk -~ - --to be stored for-future use. B
o - o - .
\ Teacher-help teacher inservice tends to be, hetter g p—_—
AR *“than teacher-work—alone\inserv1ce : N /
- o 5. Inservice that is 1ntegrated into a large progréam . .,
' tends to be more effective than one-shot affairs. ¢

been generated. Laqunqe7 reviewed those studies for the Florida State
‘Department of Educatioch. His analysis of nearly 100 works suggested 7 iﬂepﬁ
tifiable characteristics of successful inservice education:
T- 1. Individualized inservice educatlon tends te be
e better than 31ngle offerlngs for largi groups
2. 'Actlve 1nvolvement inserv1ce programs tend to
. be better than pa881ve—receptive 1nvolvement

-

Demonstratlon of skills w1th supervised feedback

.

= 6. Inservice that 'has an emerging design-with teacher
1npu§ tends to be better than totally preplanned .

. . inservice. . , -~
.;' 7. 'Self-lnitiated inserv1ce tends to be more - effec- ° )
: . ’tive than self—prescribed -inservice. .

r - ¢ e

One of thé most important conclusions that,can be drawn from Lawrence s
analysis is that effe¢tive inservice education programs are usually conceptu-
alized, designed and implemented at the site-specific level. .This "where
the rubber meets the road" principle requires any external involvement 'to
. be faifly reticént and no more than fagilitative. "This highly Amportant
generalization will be reemphasized in the teacher center section of this
-»chapter. . .

e
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Cooperation and Shared Decision-Making. --The literature on cooperation
and shared decision-making in inservice educatlon is practiecally’ nonexis-
tent. This is in part due to the fact that the idea of having various con-
stituents work together in the conceptualization, design, implementation and’
governance of inservice programs is of fairly fecent origin. The meager
literature .that is available tends to be advocative rather than analytlcal
Although the review of the literature failed to ungover a single study of
the efficacy of collaboration, Nicholson and Joyce® suggest that attempts
at collaboration have increased dramatically for two reasons: 1) there is
a prevailing belief that the factors to be considered in developing inser-
vice programs are so great that no single constituency can adequately deal
with all of them, and 2) in recent years the control of teacher education
has beeome a major political struggle. These two factors have been stimu-
lated and influenced by a variety of forces--but several seem to .stand out.
A significant influence on thinking in American education has come from
acress broad, sgmetimes murky; oceans. °From Great Britain came the Plow-
don\repért9 advocating thf introduction of a more informal education sys-
tem, and the James report” urging that informal teacher training cknters
be created. These imported ideas have been t¥anslated by literally thous-
ands of American educators., One of the most important effects has been the
moverfent toward changing the locus of control for. decision mekihg in inser-
vice education (}eacher centers are a good example). Paralleling this has
been a rise in teacher militancy and in public disenchantment with educa-
tion. BotH forces have augered for changing the balance of power in educa-
tional decision-making. Finally, the Federal government in the late 1960's
and the early 1970's supported programs such as Trainers of Teacher Trainers,
Career Opportunities Program, Training Complexes, Teacher Corps, Urban/Rural
School Developmént, and more recently Teacher Centers, that were founded
(and one might add funded) only on a collaborative basis"

Some important questions that emerge as educatqrs everywhere seem to be
advocating and accepting shared de0151on-making as the way of the future
include: Who.should-be involved? .¥What role should each play? How do col-
laborative groups.relate to existing governance groups? Little light has
been shed on these questlons-rln fact they are questions that are udually .
not even'raised. In thé few citations in thf literature, the views'are __
clearly mixed and highly political. Rosner?: suggests the creation of
cooperating boards with .advisory powers. David Selden,12 felt fhat col-
laboration was, beautlfhl as_long as the majority of those collaborating
were teachers. The Syracuge13 stidy of teacher centers found that an *
amazingly high degree of the respondents reported collaborative arrange-
ments. But because the study was not designed to analyze these arrange-
ments, there is little information about their nature or relatiVe ef{ec-
tiveness. In a broader paper on inservice education, Joyce and Wei1ll4
noted that programs that were collaboratively organized (often teacher
.centers), typically had 1) external funding, 2) affiliation with one or
more institutdions of higher education, and 3) a location in or near a large
city. Thus it appears that the best, the literature can suggest is that
collaboration is occurring at an increasing rate and is being championed as
an important new direction. Gi¥en its "Zeitgeist," it is understandable
that its nature and impact are still essentially unknown.
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Financing.--On various occasions, inservice education has been referred
to as the orphan, or even wor e, the unwanted ch11d of educatiopn, Nowhere
is this label go appropriate as’ in the domain of program finan01ng Maybe *
the 'most telling fact, and the one that most accounts for the orphan label,
is that there’ appears to be little or no institutionalized flnan01a1 base
for 1nservice education.., Van Ryn 15 surveyed New York State and‘found that
only infinitesimal amounts of publlg school budgets were given to support
inservice education. Theﬁ%yracuse study noted that the nearly 200 school,
districts surveyed contributed an average allocation of lesg than one-half
of 1 per cent of their budgets for inservice edutation. ngher education
institutions reported much higher support levels, but these data are unre-
liable in that they do not clearly discriminate between hard dnd soft monies,
and it is prdbable that some of the funds that were reported ‘to be devoted
to inservice education were also generating tultlon .

Currently, the Ford Foundation17 is sponsoring a comprehensive study
of the cost of inservice education. Not only will the direct costs of pro-
gram development and client participation be studiéd, but also the indirect
costs of time "away from the job," and-of the relationship-between trainers
and increased salary benefits.

> The sad facts appear to be that at ‘the present time only paltry amounts
.of direct resources are available to support inservice education, and_there
appears to be little inclination on the part of most educational decision-
makers to provide more. Given a continuation of the current funding situa-
tion, most decisions about inservicé education should be "strongly influenced
by individual participants, since the tuition generated by inservice programs
constitutes the only substantial financial base for program development.

But this relatively bleak cost analysis brightens slightly when looking
at inservice-like programs supported by the Federal Government. In recent
years, Teacher Corps, the Urban/Rural School Development Program, many of
the ESEA programs, and most recently the emerging Teacher Center program
have all provided considerable resources Tor the support of 1nserv1ce°pro—
grammlng In several cases, the improvement of inservice education is the
number TRe priority of the program. However, as nelpful as these national
programs are, they include a small percentage of the Nation's school systems,
collectively offer only a small part of the funds needed, and, possibly most
important, they have not been institutionalized into educational budgets .
Although these programs may last for. a number of years (Teacher Corps‘is in
its twelfth year), they could also be terminated at any time. . Regardless,
Qne can document a substantial history of Federal programs that have pro-'*
vided useful resources for the* support of inservice education~-especially in
the areas of support for the disadvantaged, and relatlve to new trends or
' approaches in staff development

- - - @

.
”

Legislation.--The rapid increase of interest in- 1nserv1ce education ,
has also prompted policy analysts to look into the legislatlve ‘state of the
scene. The Lawyers' Committee for Civil Rights Under the Law,l 18 for exam-
ple, has compiled a list of all the 1nservicé educational legislation at
the State IﬂVel that is currently on the books. Although no analysis was
made, the awesome length of the lls+ tells its own story.
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Pais 13 performed a more analytical probe of State level legislatlon
and reached several surprising conclusions: there wasn't a single instance

" of State: legislation that speciflcally attempted to deal with educational
.. concerns through.inservice education; inservice programs were always linked

to specific categorlcal thrusts; and the.evidence reveals a strong need for
legislation that would support what he calls "omnibus" inservice education.
Finally, he noted that’although States differ’ w1dely in the number of
inservice related provis1ons on the bogks, mdst tend to legislate a far.
greater number then' they fund;.gnd-.it was not wncommon for nearly all
aspects of a legaslated program to be funded except the 1nserv1ge sompon-
ent. i . oy X v P
As mentioned prev1ously, there‘hre also a number of federally legis- - 3
lated programs that prov1de aid for inservice edication, Many of the ESEA
Titled monies have prov1s1ons for whatever staff development is necessary
to achieve program goals. Although inservice education is ndt the primary
purpose of these programs, in some cases the inservice componént is sub-
stantial. Teacher Corps has evolved to where the1r major thrust is inser-
vice educatlon In fact,. they have supported a type of teacher center which®
they refer to as a training complex. The Urban/Rural School Development Pro- -
gram, Just ending,’ devoted 6 yeazs to the fundlng of 25 sites ‘designed to -

. put teacher edycation Tln this case inservice education) into the hands of

© e
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" ha8 resukted in an equally rapldly growing body q{ literature on the sub- )
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local school-communlty parity boards.. In fact, in recent years, the feder-
ally spondored categorical programs have possibly become the most lucrative
source for personnel development funds, as money for that purpose has been
included in legislatlon?Tor special educatiom, career education, blllngual
éducation, Indian education,®'metric educatioh, consymer education, communi ty

education, ad infinitum. . T, . .
‘L-:,‘ r . .
4= ’ ° <.
Most recently, PL 94~482——popularly called the Teacher Center Bill-- #

_was passed,,thus establishing, the first Federal program where the primary
purpose is'to improve the quality of classroam instruction through inger-
vice education. Providing,for the establishment of teacher centers, this

ey

program will become, operative in the fall or winter of 1977. One could say

that tlis new ’program demonstrates the Federal government's growing concern oa

for inservice. education, yet its birth also marks the term1nat10n of the:
broader, more highly funded Education Professions Development Act. Teacher
center programs will be very site-specific in their organizgtion and pro-
gram development, with the bulk of the decision-making authority vested in |
adminlstrative boards thst must. ihclude a mejority of practlclng €élementary -
\de\secondary teachers. _ . .

Teacher Centers. ~-The rap1dly expandihg interest in teacher centers

jeet. Probably the single best ‘yeference is a*March 1977 b1bliography
distributed by the ERIC Clearinghouse on* Teacher Edocation. Crum and her

associates 1dentif1ed over 400 publications that refer in some way to teacher :.

denters. Breaking them into 29 different subject categories, they found a
large, riumber of items relating to philOSOphy/rationale/theory, assessment
and, evaluation, collaboratron, and case studies or deScriptlons of operating
centers. ~ - v . R
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~ The 1974 Syracuse studygl offerg the most complete empirical view of
U S. centers, while Devaney et _al presents a good analysis of places
across the Nation which are or1ented toward open education.and the "British
model" of centering. .

" Because most teacher center literature is so recent, muech of it is. in
a fugitive mode. One must look beyond the traditional.scholarly publica-
tions and bodks and the ERIC Clearinghouse on Teacher Education, as many of
the important documents are in the form that is fast becoming the major source
of new knowledge--the local, stapled, Xeroxed manuscript.

The s1ngle most impressive point that comes through in a review of the
literature is that there is no consensus as to what constitutes a teacher
center. There does, however, appear to be notable trends toward such fac-
tors as the need for high levels of teacher input in program development;

the need to focus on the improvement .of classroom skills; the need for-: shared ‘

decision-making; and the need forgthe development of unique and sometimes
creative instructional delivery systems.

-

Summary. --Although the literature on’ inservice.education is voluﬁinous
and rapidly growing, it offers only scant direction for ‘the 1nserv1ce Planner.
It is wery.diverse, short on scholarly analysis,” and there is Tittle sub=
stantive support for any particular product or practice. It does, however,
offer some indicators, e.g., 1) the success of inservice education is gener-
ally a situation specific phenomenen, thus pointing to local level decision-
maklng, 2) collaboration is here, is being advocated, is not belng studied,
and there's little reason to suggest that it's not an important issue;

3) the finaneing of inservice education'has-generally come from the client

with' little contribution from the 3chool district or university; 4) no

"model" legislation at 6any level of government exists (one analyst views.

such leglslatlon as essentlal), and .finally, 5) inservice education, despite

its unpopularity and vagueness, is a masslve, growing enterprise, 1nvolv1ng

thousands of educational profes31onals
s ot F- g

<

What is a Teacher Center? & o
~ - t - -

‘A ciear, preclse definition of a teacher center, like=so many other ., _
educational concepts, is difficult to achieve, And that might be a desir-
able condition, as innovative educators have become increasingly aware of the
fact that the more precise the definition of a new educational approach, the
moreé firm is the resistance to the acceptance of that definition--and ulti-

" mately to the acceptance of the concept itself. Thus, it seems that the one

and only definition of a_teacher center will probably remain elusive, “at
least’ fér the foreseeable future

Y

Although it may be impossible to offer a s1mple, concise deflnltion of”

~a teacher) center, it is possible to establish some generally accepted_para—

meters that,make the concept more understandable. Such an endeavor is
important in that it will enhance the ability of educators and program
developers to communicate more prgclsely and effectively when discussing
teacher centers and dealing with some of the more .controversial and
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exciting political and program issues that are sure to’arise. All teacher

- centers must have some type of organlzatlonal structure and most serve some
function(s), and some guidance relative to these two factors will be pre- -
sented in the next chapter. At this point 1t seems 1mportant to establish
a more global ‘concept of teacher centers, and to ‘set the general definitional
constraints .that will be necessary to understand, not only. existing centers
but even more importantly, those that are likely to be developed as a result, .
6f the new Federal Teacher Center Program.

Recognizing on the one hand that educators generally abhor prec1se

definitions and consider them as inhibitors to creative programmlng, and
on the other hand that accurate communicatio@¥ demands some precision,
Schmieder and Yarger<’ cautiously offered this deflnltton of a teacher- _
center: ‘ : )

-

A teacher center is a place, in situ, or a%%hanging
location, which develops programs directed at the
improvement of classroom instruction in which the
participating personnel have an opportunity to share
successes, to utilize-a wide range of educational
resources, and to receive training specifically
related to the most pressing instructional problems.
Programs are primarily for inservice teachers--but
may involve other kinds of educational personnel as
they relate to the improvement of classroom instruc-
tion--and usually serve both individual and system-
wide needs. . . .
‘e \ -
Thus, a firsté%nt suggests that teacher centers can be permanently
. situated or they cdn move around; they exist for the improvement of educa-
tional personnel--especially teachers; participants share and utilize a
wide range of resources; they serve bTth individual and system-wide needsg
and,perhaps most importantly, the programs are 5pec1figally related to the
problems -of teaching. . p
PL 94—482, which authorizes the Federally sponsored teacher center pro-
gram, is a relatiyvely permissive piece of legislation but it:also has* some
very important specific réquirements. Primary among.these relates to the
locus for decision-making, ahd the scope of decisions that can be made. -
éuCC1nctly, nearly all decisions concerning the operAtion of a teacher
‘centerimust oceur at the site-specific level, and must not be imposed by
external authorltles, far removed from the scene. Additionally, a majority
;eeof those empaneled. to-make decisions must in fact, be potentlalﬁgllents of
. the teacher center, i.e., practiclng elementary and secondary teachers. -
Flna;ly, the policy boards will enjoy.a W1de lat1tude of areas in which they
cans make program and personnel dec1s1ons 'This mandaté te have decisions
made as close to the implementatlon level as possible is entirely consis-
tent with most notlons of teacher centers .that have been presented in the

past. - , . . .

' - - —

It appegrs, then, that Federally supported’ teacher centng will be
designed for practic¢ing teachers; will be plamned apd to some extent oper- .
‘ated by those teachers; and will be des1gned to offer programs that will be
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viewed by practitioners as helpful to them for improving the manner in which
they perform the1r professional tasks. One might well éxpect that the con-

tent of the program emerging from a teacher center will focus on the improve-*
ment of instructional -skills, the development of curriculum and 1nstructlona1

_ ~ materials, and the reflnement of other teach;ng—related sk111s .

Linklng the flve types of inservice educatlon that were presented . .
egrlier with the emerging concept of a teacher center makes it *possible .
to postulate the strength of the relatlonshlp between teacher center pro- .
grams and different kinds of inservice education. Flgure 1 graphically '

- presents these possible relationships.

Although any klnd of inservice education can occur within a teacher
center, some ‘appear mbre likely to happen than others. Job-relatednser-
vice educatior is the most likely type of programmlng, as it is defined
. as relating either directly or indirectly to the provision of skills that
* will help a teacher’ improve his/her ability to instruct children. vJob-
" embedded inservice education is also likely, though it is recognized that
American schools have not yet solved many of the problems associated with
the provision of” on-the-job training.” Personally-related inservice training
is also likely to occur. The fact that it's self-selected almost ensures
. its existence, even though the author suspects that a great deal of this
type of programming wiIl occur outside the content of* the teacher center.-
o - e ol
Although profess1ona11y-re1ated 1nserv1ce education is possible w1th1n
a teacher center, it is not as likely to ocecur as those previously men-~
tioned because it does not emphasize instructional and teaching skilT®as T
does job-related and job-embedded programming. Most experts agree that )
»* teacher centers will focus more on improving teaching skills than on the e
inmrovement of more general professional respons1b111ties

Flnally, mobility-related 1nserV1ce education is the least likely to
_ occur in a teacher center, though’its occurrence is possible. Many of the
' mobility-related programs carry with them specific higher education credit
_ and certification requirements, thus suggesting that they are more likely to
be offered in a more traditional academic environment. However, some teacher
centers have formed syelationships with institutions of 'higher education, in
order to bring mobility-related programs closer “to their clients. It is
" highly likely that their now relatlvely rare kind of teacher center pro-
gramming will increase substentially in the years aghead ds tralning programs
- become more and more 1ocal —

L4
- - S
[
-

How Do Teacher Centers and Inservice ‘ .
dncation Relate to Each Other?. . ‘ " v - -

When one thinks about the analys1s of teacher centers presented in the
last section, it becomes .apparent that teacher centers and inservice educa-
otion are not all that different. Where inserV1ce education refers to a mas-"
sive endeavor, and attempts to account for all training programs for educa- |
tional pefsonnel, teacher centers suggest a particular set of structures
that provide speclfic kinds of programs. Teacher centers are a subset of
inservice education. ‘ - JEY L
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Figure 1.
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) ,A 'Although one might argue that the terms could be used interchangeably--
4nd many use them that way--the contention here is that the term "teacher
center" is mqﬁe preclse, and 1mp11es that certain kinds of programs are more

., likely 10 oceur than others. The inservice educatidn typology describes
five major types of inservice pregrams. Teacher centers generally focus on

yonly two or three of these types. Although the distinction is not so clear
that one can state with certainty that’ certain types of inservice will oceur
and others will’ not, it does seem likely that job-related, job-embedded and
personally-related inservice training is more likely to emerge from teacher-

. centers than are prefessionally-related or mobillty-related programs.

Inéefvice educatlon can refer to programs for all categorles of educa-
tion personnel while teacher centers are likely to focus on programs for'

practicing teachers.

Although the program content and mode of delivery are

not specified within most definitions of a teacher center, one would expect

s, . harrower, more practic

ally oriented content and an expanded more "relevant"

range of instructional delivery systems. "Practicality," "applicability,"
and -Yuseability" are likely to be terms that teachers will use to describe
teacher centers that are Judged Yo be successful. Centers are also likely
to use a wide range of trainers (teachers, supervisors and consultants in
addition- to professors), who will utilize a myriad of instructional modes.

The reiationshiph and copversely the distinetion between inservice edu-
"cation and teacher centers remains murky. This is probably healthy, as it

will allow for growth,

as well as for creative program development. Regard-

less, almost all of what happens in, teacher centers is inservice education

¥
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. while there is much tHhat is called inservice educatlon thét would not nor-
mally take place in a teacher cénter. ) .

-
v

- —_—

What Are the Common
-Issues. To Be Faced?

One could“construct an almost endless list of issues that teacher cen-
ters/inservice education must face in the future. Rather than fall 1nto
the "nondifferentiated list" trap, dh attempt will be made to separate
important issues from prepotent issues. A sampler of-the latter type Will
then be presented. No attempt, save the writer's subconsclous bias, will
be made to suggest solutlons for these issues--the purpose is simply to
explicate them. §

There are many 1nmortant 1ssues that revolve around the operation of
a teacher center or an inservice program. These issues, however, are viewed
as the type that will only be solved-once the‘prepotent issues have been
addressed. For example, delivery format will be an important problem for
an operational program, along with program content, and the processes to be
used that'will bring trainers and students together. Even the selection of
the trainers will be an important problem as programs emerge. These, how-
ever, are problems of technology and’ substance, and will be successfully
resolved only after a program has betome operational. In other words, these
problems will be solved.only if the prepotent (and larger) issues are openly
faced and successfully handled.

One characteristic of prepotent issues is that they are typlcally poli-
tical in nature. This characteristic has traditionally caused problems for
the inservice and teacher center program developer, as most professional
training and expertise -are directed toward the solution of educational and
training programs, not the confrontatlon and resolution of polltlcal prob-
lems. Thus, one 's substance, one's knowledge of research, one's educational
wisdom, and one's training .skill, though essential for successful program
development, are not partlcularly helpful in solving,prepotent political .
issues. ]

The issues to be presented here, and they constitute only a sample of
those possible, include authorlty, governance, finances, and credibility.

It should be noted that there is overlap between the issues, and the labels
used to identify them may not suit every reader. Nonetheless,\%he intent
4is to describe them in as stark and nonvolatile a manner as possible.

Authority.--Authority refers to tHe establishgd policies and procedures
of legally constituted bodies. These may be emb&dded in laws, requirements,
rules, regulations, and sometimes they may even be ad hoc. ,Typically, pro-
gram legitimacy (the right to exist) is derived from the p§?301es of these
groups. State departpents of education provide authority through program
registration requirements at the institutional level, and certification

_requiremepts at the individual level. Federal agencies, philanthropic -
groups, and-foundations of fer another type of authority. This ‘authority
ds vested in the provision of reso?rces that is coupled with the right to
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" establish parameters for program development and to monltor programs as

, they develop. T, W )

Authorlty is also inherent at both thé elementary/secondary and post-
seconddrye institutional level: universities and colleges, for example, have
programs that have passed muster through a series of faculty and adminis-
trativ@ approval processes; school district programs have authority by

] virtué of prdbationary requirements, tenure pollcles, and more recently,

o the collective bargaining process. School districts are sometimes the gate-
keeper of *State authority and mandate certain amounts of inservice tralning
Cettainly, a program planner will have mQre success if a proposed teacher
center or inservice program tends to be in congruence with the established
policies and requirements of whatever autHority is "in charge."

Authority may or may not be exercised in conjunction with the type of
experiential input available only.from practitioners. By virtue of the fact
that the control of education is a political endeavor in our. soc1ety, and
political endeavors ‘must be responsive to a multitude of constituents, then
educational practitioners can be viewed as only one demanding constituency
among many. - Thus, the need for educatlonal‘practlggpners to deveglop new
skllls in dealing with those individuals who represent authoritative bodies.
«is paramount. This is partlcularly important when -one notes that inservice
education and teacher centers generally have little authority behind their
efforts. This should enocurage educational practitioners to become more
active in attempting to influence authoritative pollcles, rules and regula-"
tions that answer questions such as "By what right “does this program oper-
ate?" and "What are the responsibilities 1nherent in operatlng this program?"
It appears that authority is an issue demandlng more and“hore politdcal, 1nput'
on the part 6f educationists, and the development of new and different skills
- that transcend those typically possessed by competent professionals,. -

-

. . . .
K R R . ’

Governance.--If authority relatés to the development of rules, regaﬂa
~tions, laws, and "macrop011c1es," then governance focuses.on:the dpvelop: nt
of "micropollcles," de81gned to guide the develdpment, of a .single progr

or small group of programs. ”*W*igigggLﬁge.area‘fﬁaz&has probgbly received
more.attention in recent years in inservice education and téacher center}pro-

. gram development than any ather. . . jy:d 4 . s L0,
& » ’ " .’;"%a ) ° '
With goVernance belng @ major issue in program planning for*tqacher
education, and defined as a_ structure and process concerned with making |, .

micropolicye decisions, then it is evident thaf this type of mechaniem pro-. .
vides the most direct guidance for teacher center and inservice educatioh
programs. Governance structures are recent additions to the educational
scene, often arriving with functions that are viewed by some to infringe on,
the role of program managers and administrators as they make day-to- ay opera-
tional decisjons. This constitutes a subissue of governance which, f not. ¢
regolved, can bring program development to a grinding halt. \ '
/

~The sublssue of which constitutes or mix of constituenté*should'be
represented in governance structures fs alsd important. Consider the follow-
ing 1list of possible members: 1) parents, 2) nonpdrent citizens, 3) board
pf education members, 4) school administrators, 5) teachers, 6) professional

- ’ ’ 33’/-.' SU . . 4
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3 organlzatlon representatlves, 7) preservice teachers, 8) university faculty

members, 9)] university admipistrators, 10) State department of education
representatiives, 11) nonteacher professional organization. members, 12°) fom-
munity organization representatives, and 13) students. The list could Jgo on.!
Of central [importance is the notion that the appropriate mix of consti uents
for a governance process within teacher education has yet to be determined.
The legiglation supporting the new teacher center program offers legitimacy
to one type of governance board, yet that will relate only to those prOJects .
supported by the Teacher Center Program and will not necessarily offer
guidance for the composition of other boards. The subissue to be resolved
relates not only on the politics of the situation, and to the authority which
supports the program; but also to the goals and objectives that are agreed
upon. In the latter casé, as anticipated program sccomplishments are stated_
more precisely, it will-be possible to more precisely determine the appro-
.priate”mix of constituents that should govern as well as better determine
the decision-making power that each constituent should possess. The rela-
tionship between the power/political and the substantive dimensions of
governance are presently and will continue to be a major problem in program _
development. ’ .

-
-

Finally, a subissue of governance is the relationship that must exist
between the teacher center/inservice program governance bbdy and the already
existing governance mechanisms within the constituent institutions. What
is the role of a superlntendent or a dean vis-d-vis the governance -board?
Does the board of ‘education have final power over decisions made by a teacher
ce ter/1nserv1ce governance board? Cai the legal responsibility for fiscal
accountability be shifted to a program governance board? Should it? These
and other questions are real and must be resolved if governance boards are
to be able to establish their 1dent1ty and to function effectively in the
inicropolicy area. At this point, the questions are just beginning to be
raised, and educators are becoming aware,of their importance for program
development Once resolved, teacher centers and “inservic programs can
flourish, particularly if they have solid authority in sup ort of their
existence. However, if the power relatlonSEZp between existing governance
mechanisms and newly formed. mechanisms are .riot resolved, dysfunctlonal and,
nonproductlve programs are Iikely to be the reésult. .

<

.. Finances. --Alas, we can't esca l from the consideration of finances as
_a major issue in-teacher education., Simply stated, finances are concerned
. with who will pay the tab. As prese\ted earlier, there has beén a rela-
tively stable, though client generated, financial base_ for teacher edica-,.
s vion programs leading to certification and to degrees The notion of client
generated support for inservice education, however, is currently being chal-
" lenged. Succinctly, this issue.then can be broken into subissues focusing
on 1) under what ‘conditions should the participant pay for inservice educa-
. tion (assuming the remainder should be publicly financed)? and 2) what is
the most likely strategy that can be used ¥6 institutionalize teacher centér/
inservice programs in budgets at either the elementary/secondary or post
secondary level9 . . o

s

L
-

.The firstﬁguestion simply asks who should pay Tor what and why? When

General Electrié develops.a new technique that requires specialized training,
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: then General Electriec aSsumes the total cost for that training program,. When
R : phw8101an@g‘%ends a Semina' or workshopsin order to enhance his/her medi-,

’ cal skills, then that physician assumes the cost. Additionglly, the physi-

. " cian is likely to take time from his/her duties in,order to achieve. this.

- To a large degree, teachers have operated in a manner that is faeirly close
.~ %o the medical analogue. : . . - —

It seems tggt some consideration must be given to ah analysis of,the
outcomes of imsérvice programs as well as to the real and concrete incen-

;:‘ tives that are available to teachers for participation., This Wlll permit i
?' important questions to be addressed in a straightforward manner.' Such ques-
¢ 'tions m1ght 1nclude but are not restricted to:, - .
: ° 1. Should job-embedded inservice education be Pub- -

A . licly financed and offér no real and concrete . oo

. - rewands? . . .
N 2. Should teachers receive job-related 1nserv1ce
. training at publlc expense9 . @ .

. %, If publlc funds are used to pay for job-related
o ~ % inservice tralnlng, should therg also be real

- e and concrete 1ncent1ves° L - .
v L 4. Should profe331onally-related inservice education
y be financed with a "shared" expense approach, and
L e v should it be zoluntary on the part of the teach— ‘
‘ c ers? . -

. .-

5. Should both moblllty-related and personally-

. related 1nServ1ce, because they are neither. R
- totally qplf-selected and not.directly appli- ‘
cableﬂto teaching, '‘or becaugé théy are prepar~ - e

. ’ 1ng one for advanced p081tmons, be financed only . @?’ .
through personal expendltures9 N V

. programming, and will have to be swrestled with and resolved by both
authoritative  and governance. .bodies. -

. The second part of the financia issue relates to. the institutionaliz®
tion of resources in support of inse and teacher center programs.. As '
stated previously, there appears to be only meager institutionalized resources —
for inservice education and tefcher centers. School districts place a low . e
Jpriority on this type of program. Universities and colleges probably value
it more'ag a source of revenue than as a source of expenditure. One coutd =
‘drgue quite legitimately that the portion of the salary schedule that; accrues
with advanced credit and/or degrees is, in reality, funding devoted to inser-

.. Vvice education or to teacher centers. Be this as it may, it is dogggful that

* % these monies gould be diverted in other directions. Thus, those profession—

als dedicated to the institutionalization of inservice education” and teacher

centers’'aré” faced with a major dilemma. There appears to be little or no

e

moneyl . T ‘ .
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This problem most likely will be dealt with at the authoritative rather
than at the governance level. Succinctly, dnly three sourcesAéome to mind
as potential permanent funding agents: 1) the Federal Government, 2) the
State govermment, -and 3) the local education agency. Although both the
Federal Government and the local education agency can do much to support’
teacher centers and inservice programs, most analyses of,ﬁhe structure of

) our- Nation's system of education suggests that the State is the most likely

source for an institutionalized funding base. Given this, the following
types of questions are likely to emerge: L
- s

R

- - ki Should program§gﬁe funded as part of the State
formula for support of elementary and Seqéndary .

schools? s
. .
2. Should there' be incentive formulas tpat respond
to pfpposals focusing on special ne?ds?

"3, Should State institutionalization of inservice
programs and -teacher centers include both insti- -
tutions- of higher education as well as local
school districts? /f{ -

4. What strategies are most likely to:ensure the .
political support for the ingtitutionalization ‘
of inservice programs and teacher centers?* -

N - .

Y 5. Is there any way that Fe&qfal resources can be
s . viewed as institutionally’ permanent? ) .

o

. . Does the "powerful State role in the new teacher
center program suggest a positive direction-in the
institutionalizationyof insep"ce and teacher cen-

- ter monies? Lo )

. M @3 e 2 - .

This list, like the others, could be longer. The primary purpose in pre-
senting the questions is to suggest the magnitude and the wide range of
questions which must be encodfitered by autporitative bodies if inservice

-education and teacher centers are ever to be an institutionally secure com-

ponent of the eddcational’efjtemprise. ’ ' -
. . dain o

‘s

4 4 e ’ .

Credibility.-~The extent to wéigh a program addresses perceived needs
is the extent %o which that program has credibility. While there are other
kinds of needs as well—substantive needs emanating from information, and
political needs emanating from the political process--only. perceived needs
bear-directly on,the credibility of a program. Thus, from a program par-

. ticipant's point-of view; a program is credible if it appears to relate to '

that participant's professional life. Obviously, program sSuccess will be’
relatgggto program credibility. It should be noted that while authority and
credibility are related in that they are both concerned with the larger

«7issues of-a-program's conceptual base, they are distinct. In fact, pro- -

grams can be credible without possessing authority, and the opposite can
occur as wéll., One might say that authqrity relates to "ingtitutional

: 3653. e,
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credibility," while the credibllity being discussed here is derived largely

~from the individu 1 participantis p01nt of v%ew

"\ There can be no doubt_that the new Teacher Center Program faced the
credibility issue head-on.” The formation of policy boards with a majority-
of practicing elementary and ‘secondary teachers, empowered With the right to
determine program content, will likely lead to programs that are viewed by
partlclpants to be more credible. And the fact that "they must be formed
before the development of a proposal is a requ1rement that will Be well
received by teachers. However, even though policy boards are a step in

" the right direction, one should not assume that the credibility issue will

" Be resolved by their existence. It must be rememBered that a program's.
responsiveness to the perceived needs of constituents will be a function of
the governance process, and the issues thatowere presented earlier. It
should also be remembered that as a teacher ‘becomes more experienced, and
receives advanced degrees and certificates, then the issue.of inservice and
teagher center program credlbillty betomes even more compllcated It is
much more difficult to convince a suecessful, experienced teacher of the
need’ for inservice programming than it is the first-year teacher who is
desirous of pleasing h1s/her principal and who wants to receive advanced
degrees, credit toward certlflcatlon and increased salary

The process of developing truly credible programs must involve not only

the open solicitation of input from field practitioners, but alsoc a process
of aiding practitioners- in analyzing their instructional roles,‘thus pro- ,

" viding the necessary data for determining what is needed and what is not
needed. *Although a certain amount of client satisfaction is likely- to be
gained from asking practlclng téachers what they desire and what they do not
desire, that alone is not likely to produce programs.that are not, only credi-
ble but also helpful in the instructional process It is important to ques-
tion whether any profess;onal--doctor, lawyer, professor, or teacher--is so
tuned in to their professional and persdhal world that they can articulate
all of the training needé’that exist--even though these needs may trdnscend
those whlch théy desire.’ ’ : .o

+

4

In Conclusion e e ‘ . o A
~meseon . -

-

Th1s chapter has attempted to shed secme light on some of the mysteries
surrounding the relatlonshlp between. teacher centers and inservice education.
It dealt with five basic questions--What is inservice education? What do
we know about it? What is a teacher center? How do teather centers and =
inservice education relate to each other? What are the common issues to
Abe faced?

% “'Thé basic assertions fqcused on the fact that inservice education is a
massive endeavor. Also, although we do not know all that should be known
concerning this enterprise, we know more than most education professiondls..
realize. . Teacher centers are more focused, more defined, and more speelal-
1zed programs bf. inservice education. A relationship between inservice ‘edu> ..
cation and teacher centérs was suggested, focusing on types. of programming

‘rthat occur. Finally, a sampler of: issues was presented that relate to
teacher center/inservice education. - . o ‘
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" Hopefully, as teacher centerers and inserVice educators move toward the
delineation, definition, conceptualization, impleméntation, and evaluation
of their programs, terminology will not stand in the way of cooperation and
, commurication. In fact, once the concepts. are explicated,.ggg;pnce the dys-

functional fuzziness is removed from the labels, then it seems that those

who identify with teacher centers and these who identify with other types
of inservice prdgrams can, converse, can communicate, and ean work effec-
tively together tgward the improvement of instruction, and hence the improve-

" ment of education for children.
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rights . L o : ) o

Ralph M. Pais, "Inserv1ce, Legislation and Legal Issues,P,Cre—

" ative Authority and Collaboration--A Collection of Position

Papers, Report IV, ISTE Pro,ject ; pp”115-25 ’ Stanford Univer- :
ity, Palo, Alto,‘1976 y i o0 -
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Mary Crum et al.y Teacher Centers--A.Comprehensive Indexed
Bibliography, Blaiiographies on Educational Topics, ¥#6, ERIC °

Qléarlnghouse on§Teacher Education, Washington, D. Cj (March
1977). ) 3

-

Yarger and Leonard, op. cit ‘ ~; L

Kathleen Devany and Lorraine Thorn, Exploring Teachers' Centers,
Far-West Laboratory for -Educational Research and Devélopment,

San Francisco, 1975 T . . N

A*first version T this definition appeared in 1974 Ain:
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B 3 Typology.oﬁmieacher Centers“
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III. UNIERSTANDING EXISTING TEACHER CENTERS

Sam J. Yarger
Syracuse University

/ Allen A. Schmieder
/7 U. 8. Office of Education 5+

/v

In the precedlng chapter the concept of teacher centers wgs explored, a
"generally speclflc" definition was presented, some common characteristics
ere introduced, and the relatdonship between centers and inservice education
was examined. ;n thls chapter, teacler centers will be more fully explored
in two separdte ye} complementary dimensions. First, an analytical typology
';hat has prove useful in<-examining and communlcatlng about teacher centers
Wwill be’explic ted, and second, some highlights from a national survey of
teacher cente s will be presented to briefly outline the current extent and
ature of ‘tegkher centerlng in: thls country : uT .
the 1nformatlon in thls chapter is primarily a%out existing cen-
ers and centers developed under the new national Teachér Cepter Program will
e different, especially in regard to governance, they will have to confront
most of the same key problems faced by ‘current centers, e. g., how to best,
etermine needs, where to get the resourceés to meet the needs, how to get
. jbeachers to. partlclpate, how to evaluate effectiveness. So %he datla are pre-
ented in the hope that they, will prove helpful to developerg of the "new kinds"
gf centers that w111 be started in the next several years.¥

i _ ‘

:@ﬁ& . —

If there ls_any one feature that characterlzes ex1st1ng American teach-
ing centers, it is their diversity. By virtue of the high degree of national
.control of educatlon in most foreign nations where teaching centers are
;mportant,‘tnose—centerS’appear to have a commonallty of both organizational :
structure and educational function. However, when the term teacher or,
teaching center is mentioned in the United States, it mlght just as well
refer to three-teachers openlng a store-front in Harlem, asito a state-
contfolled network of centers deslgned to gerve literally tﬁousands of
teachers and other educational personnel. 'As healthy as this condition i8,
{it does suggest that if we attempt to define teacher centerg as a single
{"thing," we run the rlsk'of excluding many outstandlng educational programs.

i ¥The concepts and data presented in thls chapter are the products of
§proJects sponsored by the Division of Educgtional Systems. Development (an

2Education Profession Development Act. d1v131on) in cooperatlon with Office
§°f Education's Te?cher Corps.
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Furthermore, it becomes clear that if we are going to understand and communi-
: cate about the experience of existing teacher centers in America, we must
~« p develop an explanatory system that allows,us not only to describe the ways
»  they are organized but also permits us to delineate the functions that are
served - e . °
< o

-

-, American educational progoams dften have many sources of suppori, com-
plicated governance mechanisms, and unique relationships with, other .institu-
tions and agencies. This complexity, coupled with the diversity of activi-
ties the programs provide, makes the problem of communication and comprehen-
sion even more difficult. The brief organizational and functional typology
presented nere is intended to minimize at least some of the confusion, and
.to make it possible for educators to examine teacher centering in Amerlca
more intelligently. Lot .

First, there are seven organizational types of teacher centersj -

°

- The Independeht Teacher Center.--This type of center is characterized
-, bx the. absencg of any formal affiliation with an eStabllshed institution.
Without the red tape of bureaucracy, program directors and 1mplementers
experience a tremendous amoun} of freedom and flexibility. They also, how-
ever, experience the lack of flnan01al security that bureaucracy often pro-
vides. Teachers become involyed with this type qf center on a purely volun- .
tary basis; thus the genter ténds to have high teacher credlblllty Inde~
pendent teacher centers typlcally deal. with 1ndléhdual teacher heeds rather

than with complex 1nst1tut10na1 concerns. ’) N

b - "3 ‘bg - . a

® 1

i A
-The "Almost" Independent, Teacher Center.--An "almost" independent cen-
ter isn't independent, it just thinks it is! Al%hough formally linked with

an educational institution (eather a college or school system), a high. .n
degree of autonomy is evident‘ This autonomy 1s3usually linked to the ‘
. * charisma or influence of the program personnel. As with the independent .
i
¥

center, 1nvolvement 1s°voluntary, and sthe emphasis is usually away from
- 1nst1td§;bnal goals and toward. the perceived needs of either the clients
or the program leaders. Although the center is subJect to some 1nst1tut10nal
. pressure, the ability to rem&nn autonomous is its, dlstlngulshlng character- §

‘istic. . i .
i ’ S B

f e

. .
. ¢
§ h

The Professional @rganization Teacher Centérl——TWO kinds ‘of profes-
sional organization centers appear to be emerging: the "negotiated"
teacher association center ahd the "subject ared" (e.g., social studies)
center. The former emerges fronbthe formal baréalnlng procedures with a J
school system, while the latter usually comes out! of the concerns”of a )
particular subject-focused o ganlzatlon and.shares many features with the ‘
independent center. Althoug ‘both are. rare in Amerlcan educatlon, the nego- !
tiated center tends to focuS'On professional as well as ediucational prob- !
lems, while the subject center usually emphaslzes a .particular high-.
priority classroom subject. ,In either case, th related professional
organization is the domlnant force in the governance strucﬁure

5
4 . -
Ll

3

o —

i
1
»
4
)

]
{
H
. MR
)




ey

.
- ©

The Single Unit Teacher Center.--Probably the most common type of

\‘Americanacenter, the single unit teacher center is charac rized by its asso-

efation with and administration by a single educational institution.
+ _  Mthough difficult to distinguish from conventional inservice programs,
o the center typieally has a high level of organization, more soph1sticated

program development, and more thoroughly developed institutional goals A et
* low level of parity exists, With accountablllty the ex&lusive province of

the institutional administration. External resources and funds are often

used, but’ are always 1nstitut10nally administered. Program development in

this type of center is closely tied to approved institutlonal goals.

.

o

t

The Free Partnership Teacher Center.--This type of center represents
the simplest form of those based on the concept “of a consortium. Usually
the partnership involves a school system and a university ox college. It -
could, however, involve two school systems, two universities,, or even a non-

, educatfonal agency. The popularlty of the partnership suggests that a two-
party relationship is easier to initiate amd malntaln than.a consortium

+involving three or more discrete institutions. The word free refers to the

fact that the partnership is entered 1nte.w1lllngly, rather than being pre-
scribed legislatively or politicéally. Program development will show evi-
dence of attempts to accommodate the need8 and goals of both partmers. This-
type of center often evolves front a slngle unit center-an wh dh .4 good rela-
tionship develops ‘between the spons0f1ng unlt and ?onsultants from other )
" nearby educational institutions. J B

5 ° . o
£ ) 3 ;

i)

The Free Consortium Teacher Cente¥=--A Center9of this kﬁ nd is charac-
terized by three or more institutions willingly enterlng into a teacher
cEhter relationship. Program organization, commltments, and,policy cori- |
giderations are usually more complex and formal than in a partnershlp
Financial arrangements dre dlso more complex, with, external sources of sup—
port frequently the primary reason j for creatipg a dQnsqrtium, * Program
development tends to be more general as the goals and constraints of each .

party must be taken into account. The, permanence, of ‘this type of center 5
is often related to the ability of member 1nst1tutions and tnelr constituen- .
cies to see merit in the programs. "Firg} phase” development usually takes :

much longer than with most other center types because of the ‘need for build-
ing trust among a cemplex mix of participants, but the long-range payoff
and- potentlal large—scale impact often make the early sp1der dances worth-
= Whlle , . 3 . ; . . i ;
/-\ ‘ o = ) }_ } o, }
The Legislative/Political Consortium Teacher Center.--The orgdnization
and constituency of this type of center is prescribed either by leélslative .
mandate or by political influence. * Often, but not always, the State depart—
ment of éducation oversees the process. In a sense, it is a "forced" con-
sortium, Although participation by, eligible institutions tends to Be quite
-varied, there is often a financial incentive to partlcipate. A rather com-
plex communicatlon ‘system. 1s frequently used to asslst the administering, . -
agency in program development This type of center is frequently organized
with regard, to county boundaries, but the organizaiion may range from g .

N
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characterized by a particular phllosophlcal or programmatic commitment. R

subcounty to a total State model. (In some cases, the responsibility for
"in-service education days" is moved from the school system to the center.
In several States it lms also been proposed that the center should become
the institution which recommendé candldates for profess1onal teachlng cer-
tificates )

Probably no, 1nd1v1dual teacher center is organized as "purely" as this
typology implies. However, if one analyzes ongoing teacher center programs,
there is a strong likelihood that a dominant organizational pattern will -
emerge that forms a reasonable "fit" with one of the seven types.
érganizational characteristics are also’likely. %o be found because of the
complexity of American education. The important point is to discover the
significant structural characteristics of a teacher center so that their:
relationship to its functions can be Petter understood.

°

<

3 ?

- ) . S
querstépding how a teacher cente® is put together is necessary but not
sufficfent. In order to assess the potential of teacher centers for educa-
» tional refqrm, one must also understand the functions they serve. Although_
relationships between structure and function are likely to exist, 1n1t1ally
the two should be consldered 1ndependently It would be presumptuous 1o g
attempt to describe specific center programs, as they are infinitely varied
and situationally unique. An analysis of the movement, howéver, does sug—
gest at least four: functional types . e { ’ *

o
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The Facilitating Type Teacher Center.--Bruce Joyce and Marsha %@il
dederibe this as the informal "Engllsh"-type teacher center. It is a
center ", . which exists much, more in the hortatory literature than #n
real-world ekemplars, is informal and almost unprogrammatlc . It turns

. ‘on the creation of an environment in which teathers explore curriculum

materlals and _help each other » think out approaches to teach;ng .
a center seeks to improve the ¢olleagueal activity of the ‘teacher. "3
type of center.purports to prowvide an atmosphere which will enable the
teacher to explore new ideas and techniques either through direct interac-
tion with other teachers or via "hands-on" experience with new curriculum
materials. No specific program is offered, and professional growth is a
function of the unique needs and initiatives of the, individuals who volun-
tarily - coue to the center. Quite simply, it is intended to facilitate a
teacher' s personal and professional development. It serves a heuristic,
"golleagueal," almost social-educational function.

: . \ -
1 .
The Advocacy Type Teacher Center.--An adv00acy type teacheP center is

. Such
: °
This

-

Although udually 'explicit, the advocacy may simply be the result of com-
mitted professionals, with common beliefs j01n1ng tdgether in the same
ﬁeacher center. These centers may advocate such thlngs asfopen educatlon,
c@mpetency-based education, differentiated staffing, multi-unit sdhools,
. and so on. The key element is this: The teaching center has a visible
Wihrust" and is committed to, ‘a4 particular philosophy, oriehtation, or edu-
cational moggment Advocacy centers are usually limited to.a single educa-
tional orientation, such as open education. . . S
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The Responsive Type Teacher Center.--American edication fosters at
least two kinds of responsive centers. The first attempts to respond to_the
specific negds of individual educators, while the second focuses on speci-
fied institutional needs. They are Jikely to exist in very different ' .
organizational structures. In both cases, however, there is an implied”
needs assessment, and a commitment to develop a program in accordance with
with mutually derived objectives. The center promotes itself not as a _
philosophically embedded organization, but rather as one designed-to help
a pogsg}ial c11ent better understand a problem and then to provide resources
and/or tralning aimed at solving that problem. Programming is usually
dlveggg, with.heavy reliance on external resources . T

£ \ -

il
e o

The FUnctionally Unique Teacher Center.--Some teacher centers serve
rather limited, unlque functions. These may include materials development,.
research, and/or field testing of avaflable materials. In some cases, such
‘a center may have developed from a program that, originally had a totally
different purpose For example, suppose an experimental classroom in a
single school is set up to provide service to a partiéular kindmdf child.” °
As its popularity grows, teachers visit it with inereasing regularity to )
seé the materlals, observe, the instructional technlques, and solicit coun-’
sel from the teacher. In this case, the fesulting teacher centér is mére
directly child-centered than most. In fact, program personnel -would pnobably
have to meke many changes in order to accommodate fo- the new, unigue t%gcher »
center funct;on “;»' . " n{ : Ny «( R

. In dny attempt to use these typologies t0 make gnalyses, it should,be
kept in mind that the resultant configurations and potential teacher center
models are apt to be neither pure nor consistent. The limitatiens of.
pé¥son-made tools notwithstanding, there are at least three useful purpbses
for® the typologies. First, and of most immediate importance, they can bé
used aagp basis for more systematic communicatron and analysis of. Amerlcan
teacher . centers. A heuristic.function may also be served Using. the types
as.a conceptual tool, apparently significant attributes can be determined,
and logically based research can be initiated in an effort to define ade-
quately tke various concepts of “teacher centers. Finally, d of the great-

-range imgortance As Teliable information is prodaged'and analyzed,
instryfients and teohnfques ‘can be developed to help program, designers build

o

the ¥ind of teacher centergprograms that most closely\relate to.-specific
situdqtional needs. . _ - i
! &* , |
1 : : .)
. o “ oL . ! 4 '
The Natiohal "Teacher Center" Experience‘ v o, o A ~ e

3 T o z } . 0,

' Although there is a high degree of consensus that the growth of bbth s '
inservice progects and teacher centers has occurred rapidlyrduring the'
past few yéars, the data necessary to support this bélief are aketchy at
hest. When one considers the complexity of éducational endeavérs in Amer- ..
iqa, it is not difficult to understand why documentation efforts are nare,
arld why they. are seldom ccmprehensive One must adequately sample not' only
school districts but also institutions of higher education, intermediate
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.The inyestigators gttempted to sample the Nation's school systems, as well

’
- & N -
5 N

programs for staff dévelopment and inservice education that ocecur o .side of

- the public domain.

-

‘Only a handful of s1gn1ficant national surveys were made during the
first decade of centerifig. Two excellent works,.Exploring Teachers' Cen-
ters4 and Teacher's Center Exchange D:Lrectory,5 produced by the Teachers'
Centers Exchange, focused on the nature of the approximately 100 "indepen-
dent" centers in the country. Teacher Centering: A National Institute,
although not a systematic examimation of U. S. centers, provides a great
deal of information about the more than 100 ¢enters that. participated in
the first Jhatioral teacher center conference.” Waskin8 analyzes a selected
group of somé of the Nation's most popular centef's, using many of the same
measures employed by the major study outlined im this chapter. Thére are
a large number of "overview" publications--listed on page xii of the Crum9
teacher center bibl;ography—-which although not surveys, provide consider-
able data® and persnective about the national teacher center scene. .

Byt to date,~the most comprehen81ve study of thé national centering
experlence base was conducted by the Syracuse Progect for the Study of
,Teachen Centers. o 3 «

The results of the Syracuse study were reported in the spring of l974
and prébably still -constitute the most recent and most ;ccurate information
availaﬁle regarding the total Nation-wide pictﬁre Tabile 1.details the
scope ?f the study and how successful it was in bbtain responses., Depend-
ing on’the population, the response rate ranged from ahout 25 to 50 percent. -

-as’ the§un1vers1t1es and colleges that belong to- the American Association of

Colleges for Teacher Education. Additionally, a select sample of sites
pgreeiyed to be leaders’in the teacher center movement)Mas generated and
also queried. A relatively broad definition of 'a teacHer center or .of a .

_ teacher center-like program was offered, and the recipnents of the ques-

tionnaire were asked to respond 1f they thought their programs would fit
the description,~ The response rate suggests that many staff developing

" sites v1ew themselves as 1n§§ome way approximating a teacher center

3 ’ J ;

The investigators also wanted to find out somethiﬁg about the purpoSes4
of téacher center and teacher' cehter-like programs Answers to their ques- .
tionn ire revealed that the great majority of respondents viewed their pro-
gram ds designed to enhance in some way a teacher's skills in, the instruc~
tion Qf children. | They also viewed the enhancement of. gkills for the develop-
ment of curriculum materials as very important. One interestiné aspect of
this study is the fact that perhaps the most pronounced characteristic of a
teacher center is the very strong commitment (over 85 ercent of all respop-
dents 1listed it as either "always" or "usual") 'to the gevelopment of skil1ls
‘that directly affect ‘the instruction of children (see Table 2) %

@

gespondents were also asked to enumerate the taské of their staff that’

. help them achieve their goals (Table 3). In addition to teaching classes, .
., teacher center staffs conduct workshops, consult individually with clients,

and appear 40 spend a grea¥ deal of time observing teaehers and working with
them in classroomg. The' development of instructional materials and the
planning of activities for teacher center programs was, also mentioned quite .
frequeﬂtly ' A ‘ 4 . ) ) l{ . ¢
..3 = ; ' 46 - 5. ¢ ‘7 f e ¢
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Table 2.--PURPOSES OFTEACHER CENTER AND TEACHER CENTER-TYPE PROGRAMS
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N -, AR - ) . ' : Sample ™ .
2 e P .t : v ) : ’ - L P T KA M / .
o " . o - ' - School:’ "{ | .University . . - Belect | ) 3
IR S e (4) - S N N :
“r AT, ; y . ToEzmw | 5o~ .| oiEm =) ) =) .
S : oo TEEEE ) BPRove) BEEE) G -1 EaSE.) BE 0
B R ool asgg | %s | &ogdl 48 . |E9%l 9%
S . - . - oOo0HRU B h ooHY =S ‘o’otysa' B T
o . . -t o = - 0 = " oz v,
y . ! v § e N ; 5 ) ® O Q c @ ® 0 ' 5 c O ®. O
C o : N ass [, 0d =R=g-! o ol s o o 3
L | 0 o c - P W o o n O c i)
A T CE 0 o . §.b S | g0 o
: = LERE | By N I o
2 . ; ~< "\ = P ® .
Sy Lo ’5) fTeach olass v . 7] v 26'8 (s) i ] I N . R
.. L _ S L 4. 492 . i~
B . ‘_‘. ‘ @'3 < &~ . . . . 33 0 25.8 (R) . 7507 J‘ 20.2 (SQ ' 4003 35 4 (55) ;
2w . &% .5 Conduct workshops ;. 29.3_ | 50.2 (8), s |5k (s) | 5L 413 (8)
Pl e * | Consult individually with Y a 50.8 (S) . Cos A > /
- .1_{;," ' ’U. ’ . W “ clien'ts‘ ) . [ .l’ B 18.2 22.8 (R) ) '4808_ . 41:9 (S) 5lol 4204 (S) 5.
- . 4 o ; ' Lt . , : R
:»."" > ".‘W P . v . i -w . . . ! i '.r ’ 4
R S Peff”"‘ classroom observa- | 3¢ 4 56,9 () | #35.5 |-51.57(8) 7| - 34.1 7| 4k.0(8) .
LT, k . p bi0DS ’ - 1 - .o S . ) !
E ¥ .. -Evaluate programs R 43.5 43.5 (8) A Tare | 448 (s) |, 21.9 $.5(s) T,
. ¢ . L N * . & i L “ . ‘
T ' Evaluate client performance | 5o 5 .35:6 (s) 48.0 9% (9) 275 37.9°(8)

R é ' . e oo 20.8 (R) . Sas - ,

- L : S AT 'Devéloﬁ program materials , - o ( ” ) T, S ) ' ’
R © . " and activities | 45 | 424 (s) bh.5 44.0 (8) 55.3 372 (8)
L o s . | . 1-.27.3 (S) . 0.0 (R} . ~

. ~ v R Othe‘r 2500 58'3 (N) —-L_A«-_Bé 04' /' 36.4 (‘N) 9100 0.0 (N) -

- Noter 8 = Sometimes; R = Rarely; N = Never. ° , . o a C

.
! ’ . . s .
st ’ “ .
. .. RO N . . .. 5 -

(o}
O

o

K s

"J . J— . . « i m) v .
. e ., . B B .
[N

— L% - .
h . e s o




LS

-

b

-of external resources

. third-to three-fourths ST the respondents, depending on the sample, reported

. center and teacher center-type programs, a greatf deal of attent1on and study

**individual conversatigns with the program managers, it was learned that the _

u-

. support is™considered necessary for the continuation of many of these pro-

y 1} vy

. Although a relatively recent drive in teacher education, collabora-
tion and shared decision—maklng processes are already fairly well estab- .
lished in many of the Netion's centers (Table 4). For example, from one-

that their program represented part of a consortium. Altﬁbugh a school
system/university consoftium was the most common, a great number of the
respondents reported that other institutions and‘groups were also fnvolved

From nearly half t§ over half acknowledged that the1r consortia s
were formalized with either a legal contract or at least a formally written
agreement (Tables 5 and 6) Additionally, from over a third 1o nearly two- -
thirds reported that théir teacher center or teacher center-l1ke programs
had its own council or governance board (Table 7). Dependlng on whether
the respondent was from a school, a university, or one o&f the selected
81tes, the role of the governance board switched from being predom1nantly
advisory in’ the schools to predominantly policy mak1ng,in the select sites.
Nevertheless, a relat1G§ly high percentage of respondents reported governance
.boards that were, in fact, designed to make policy rather than simply to
advise program managers (Table 8) ?

These data are 1mportant, even tﬁough‘they were obtained 3-1/2 years
ago, because they show that American educators in the teacher center and
staff development areng have been attempting to develop collaborative and
shared dec1s1on—mak1ng strategies for program development for sqme, time.
Unfortunately, there have been virtually no attempts to document and evalu-
-ate the efficacy of these -governance mechanisms, though practitioners have
had no reluctance to speculate. It seems that most tend to view the phen-
omenon &s necessary, if not advisable. There is some consensus that more
acceptable programming is likely to evolve -from shared decision-making
boards, though “the spider dancing and the time it takes for the programming
to develop may be cdnsiderably longer Regardless, there is 1little doubt
that if true collaboritive arrangements are to be developed in teacher

<

-will be necessary 1n“the years {o come. . : . .
3 ‘(‘\ te ’

" One last flnd1ng from°the study appears relevant to thls report,
(Table 9), When aske@ where the teacher %enter or teacher center-type
programs received their firancial report, an amazingly high number (32 X
percent to 60 percentg report external sources of fundlng The great maJor- .
ity of these funding sources were public agencies. In most cases, through

great bulk of the puﬁ11c agencies supporting teacher centers and teacher
center-type prqgrams have been either Federal agencies, or Statepagencles
utilizing Federal resources. There seems to be little doubt that external

grams. That fact shquld ndt be difficult to understand, as inservice edu-
cation, the primary raison d'etre for teacher centers, has never been con-
sidered to be an institutional responsibility for either local education .
agencies or institutions of higher education. _Consequently, their.growth
and prosperity has been, tora great extent, dependent on the.,availability

‘6_ ) «"
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X CENTER-TYPE PROGRAMS .
» 3 "\? Sample .
Coe L ' Y School ‘University .Select
(%) {%) (%)
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CENTER OR TEACHER CENTER-TYPE PROGRAM® :
N | _sample o ° -
. Yalra Loig Y . ’ i R i
Haxe-ug of Consortia » School Umvers:.ty Select .
RN ’ (%) )¢ {z) .- -
Publg.c school plus ;
um.vers:l.ty/college 33.0 36.8 41.'{ ‘ .
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3 Table 6.-~TYPE OF AGREELENT CONSTITUTING "CONSORTIUM 1IN T s
a Q . TEAGHER CENTER OR TEACHER CENTER-TYPE PROGRAMS
Y X : Sample
L - School -University ,Select -y
i v 1 (8) . o (%) () -
o On legal basn.s with contracts 1.4 17. 9 25.3
: ? ) i ) J- 1 . PR 3
A Formally w1th written agreements , 23.3 43.8 . 29.3
’3 . Informally through cooperative 60.0". : 36.6 1.3 ,
2 agreeménts \ .- . - ) ; !
{  Other - Co2.2 1.8 4.0
3
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Table 7. ——RESPONDENTS REPORTING SEPARATE GOVERNANCE BOARD
FOR TEACHER CENTER )OR TEACHER CENTER-TYPE .PROGR.AMS

) 27 ’ ' . S'a\mple' d
T ' . _ Schoolt University Select
. : - (%) (%) (%)
-; 7 Ba 3
Respondents having board or coun- _ ¢ . ,
2 ¢il whose magor purpose is workmg } ol .
£ with 1nserv1ce or teacher center- ~37.2 } 50.6 .,w65'2
3 iype prograns , _ } ;- > N
24 ’ y ” ) . . . . ,
1 - . . - M \.'. ® \0' b gy -
= R lacleﬁa OF GOVERNANCE BOARD IN “TEACHEH CENTER OF ™
o - . TEACHER OENTER-TYPE PROGRAMS - o ,
B : . »
R ] - . - Sample —
* . School  * University Select. -

L o (2).. . (%), - (%) -
Y R . D . . Wit " .
Advisory only - 51.0 ~50.2 K\ .. 446

J Policy maxing _ 20.0 52.6 " . 50.8 ~ -
2 - e
L Admimstratlve, 1mp1ementat1Ve .- . -
. (déals with ro‘ﬁtlne day-to-day . 21.0 7.2 . 4.6
S dec1smns) ) , - o o
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- FQR INSERVICE, TEACHER CENTER OR TEACHER CENTER—
L . TYPE PROGRAMS ~
* grlees| g S
2138 a
. S8 wR 5 :
- 4N R ot Source of External
Sample :,; g% 0 ‘Support oL
Ef ® [“Hs 7 v *
59 | - B
23| &
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. ’ 1 Private Agency‘
. » 5 Both
Institution : 76 | 36 | 47.1 25 Public Agency
. of Higher , ‘ 2. Private Agency T -
Educatior ., ° S 9 Both
. . o ”
School 21| 16 | 76.2°.].. 11 Public Agency .
Select =~ o oot O Privdte Agency
~ . 1o, ’ 5 Both
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Thus it appears that the- new'Natlonal Teacher Center Program has a
great deal of good experience to build upon. Hundreds, possibly thousands,
of places have been grapnllng with teacher center-like problems -for a num-
ber of years now. @egardless of structure,_most are focusing on the devel-
opment of skills and materials designed to enhance the instruetion of chlldren,
and, to a large degree, have started to utilize a collaborative process in
ach1ev1ng their goals., They have walso been able to achieve this only with -
significant amouhts of external support. Thus, one logical analy31s of
these data is that €6 a large degree, Federal funds have been a major fac-
tor in the development of teacher tenters in America and the new program
should continue and reenfqrce this upport base.

JUnfortunately, the research reported here raised as many questions
as it answered. The research strategy was not designed to answer-ques-
tions concerning exactly how, theSe programs were, organized and the substan-
tive functions they served. Hopefully, new federally sponsored programs -
(partlcularly PL 94-482) will stimulate both the kind of interest and
funds that will help to answer some of these questions--as well as the
many exciting new ones that are sure to be sparked by the new Teacher
Center Progrmn. :

@
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»~""the four Colleges of Education (University of Houston, University of Texas

‘ginia, have also been involved in the Project.

school systems and practicing professional educators. Simulténeouslywthq
 Dallas Independent School System wds developing a Training Complex involving’

" personnel to work in schools having high percentages of‘minority students,
B P . M P A . > -

=
s

. IV. THE TEXAS TEACHER CENTER PROJECT ' =

| N " . Kyle Killough _ | e
S | gﬁ “Texad Education Agency . y o

TR - omt T s
The Texas Teacher Center Project is an effort to’systematically. improve ...
‘the training of educational personnel. It consists of a management compon-
ent, called the Texas Center for the Improvement of Educational Systems
(TCIES), housed in the Texas Education Agency, and a.network of Project w
Teacher Centers -located throughout the Sta#e. Two national components,, oge ° ™
hosted by the American Association of Colleges of Teacher Education (AACT%? -
and one by the Evaluation Research Center (ERC) of the University. of Vir-

e

. v

Project Genesis . \ TN

The Texas Teacher Center Project has evolved as a sg;iesief incremental ™
activities supported primarily by the Education.Professions Development Act
of 1965 through the Texas Education Agency. - -

-

In"1970 a three-year Trainers of Teacher Trainers (TTT) grant was -
awarded the Texas Education Agency for fdur Colleges.of. Education and the
American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education (AAGTE).” Each of

at E1 Paso, Texas Christian University, and West Texas State;Universipggw_
agreed they would begin the development of undergraduate competency-based - .
teacher-education programs, and would do so within'a cooperative setting of,

six teacher training institutions, pracjicing°professiongl%educéiors,,and
commnity representatives for the primary purpése of préffring new and ]
experienced profes#ionals to work in.schools hhgraqterizedtby h%gh propor- -
tions of minority students. ’ T B S -

T¥e AACTE component was $o gather and disseminate the results of the
Colleges of Educations' efforts, to serve as a cleafingﬁéuse fér information
regarding research, and to develop tentative conclusionsapbqut the state of
competency-baged«teacher education with particular emphasis on accredita-
tion standards and teacher education generally. ) s

-

. , ¢
. A plan for training change agents was also a part O ‘fﬁIs’prigiggl
effort. It provided involvement for any teacher praininé institution in : |
the State that selected a, faculty member to serve 9 months in any of the wﬂﬁ%j
four pilot Colleges of Education or the Dallas Training Cofiplex. The ;
intent was to provide a replicatiog process for the development of compe- -
tency-based unidergraduate educatf%h,'training and retraining of ,educational .

<
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_ quently began-institutionalizing their efforts at:

Ly
-
-
3.

iver§ity; and Texas Tech University. .- , : . .
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<and coilaborative\aétions on the part 6f higher(eﬁ%caiion, school systems,

“‘.thé’p@qgeséion, and the cpmmunitmfto improve edtcation.

0y

« ¥ \

Eleven éhanée'égents were trained during a 2-year period and subse-

L ‘Abilene Christian <Col-

. lege, Austin Colleége, Dallas Baptist Colleége, Lamar Tech University, Our -
Lady of .the Lake College, Pan American University, /Prairie-View A%M College,

» v N

SouthWest Texas State University, Stephen F. Austin, College, Texas. A&I Uni-
« "' 7] v, ,”‘ .2

~
1

In Fly 1971 the Texas Educationsl Renewsl Centér (TERC) Project was
funded by the U. S. Office of Education as one of four national Teacher Ceh-
ter.Projects. Its hajor goals were to provide;technical and developmental
assistance.to the emerging network of "Teacher Centers" in the State, and

" to install and oOperate through this network.a delivery system for new and

improved educational practices and products with local, State; and national
linkages. The Evaluation Research Center of the University of Vifrginia was
also funded to provide, technical and developmental evaludtion services to

athe TERC Project and to monif?;’its progress.,.
i =3

As the Texas Pro&%ct mbved into the third operaiﬁonaf“year (1972-73),

a network of 15 "Teacher-@enters" was in the developmental stage. Re-
training of teach Tainers, promoting competency-based undergraduate
teacher educatIdn, installing proven educational products .and practices,

doing comprehensive needs assessments, training end retraining personnel
to serve in minority populated schools,  and dissemination,gqpstituted the

" -major.goals of each Center. . - , .

‘Since i973 thése developments have been ponsolidéﬁed into the Texas
Center for the Improvement of Educational Systems (TCIES) Project which, as
noted before, serves as the facilitating and coordinating unit for the _net-

7 3

‘work of Project Teachét (enters in the State.

.y

portive of, ongoing Texas legislative and regulatory actions, .many of which
themselves were promulgated by discretionary efforts. These attions are
"summarized below. =~ .- - Ca T : :

A » . o 4 FE R .

" In 1968 the Texas Legislature establishéd and’funded 20 Regional Educa-

tion Service Centers for the primary purpose of providing media services to
“4he public elementary and seconddry gchool systems in the State. Supple-
mented with both State dnd Federal funds, these locally autonomous Centers
now also serve as delivery and dissemination mechanisms for inservice, train-
ing, curriculum materials, computer services, evaluation services, and com-
prehensive planning services. The basic model for these Centers was, how:
ever, planned and tested with the use of ESEA Title I and III funds in the
Panhandle and South Plding area of Texas through an educational cooperative
effort of 100 school systems. s ' o M

e

Effective in September 1970, the State legislature also enacted, with
funds appropriated, Senate Bill 8 and House Bill 240. Senate Bill 8, often
referred to.as the Student Teaching Act, stipulated that both the field
experiences of.student.teachers and the training of the supervisging classroom

\ i ~
77

The Project has not evolved without tagihg'inio account, and being sup-
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teacher were the joint responsibility of the elementary and secondary school
systems, the institutions of higher education,. and the State. Also enacted
. were a salary increment of $200 per supervising teacher (the number of
teachers to receive the increment.not to exceed 70 per cefit of the total
number of student teachers) and $50 paid to the school district, for each
supervising teacher receiving the $200 increment to assist in meeting the

costs incurred in providing the facilities for student teaching. -
~ ° )

o,

House Bill 240 provided 10 paid days’ for inseryice training during the
school year for all elementary and secondarx teachers,

-~ Senate Bill 8 was, in part, the direct byproduct of a Ford Foundation

" project effort in 1961. This project sponsered a series of 12 conferences

=, “throughout the Stgté. The theme oX the conferences was how to improve stu-
" . dent teaching’'ex neces. " (
In 1969, with EPDA funds, moreover, tﬁe Texas Education Agency: created 3
six consortia in the State for- the primary purpose.of facilitating the col-
laborative planning of educational personnel development activities between
institutions of higher education, locals school systems, regional education
service centers, community and junior colleges, and business and industry
within Texas. Through these consortia, the. Texas Education Agency also

began g "grasy roots" study regarding the needed changes in the preparation

and cer¥ificdtion of school personnel in Texas.

Two groups, a Commi ttee to Study Standards for Teacher Cert¥fication in
Texas and a Commission to Study-Standards for the preparatidn of School -
Administrhtors, were appointed to study the problemg and to recommend

" required action. ' ‘ : .

> v
. In June 1972 the Siate Board of Education approved a, new set of Stand-

" ards for Teacher Education-and Certification which inc¢luded provisions.for
the establishment of local cooperative teacher education thtepq for the
development and approval of programs of prebaration of school”personnel, ands

a new intent and direction for instituting a competency/performance-based .

“

program of teacher education and certification in Texas. They were subse-

quently amended in January 1974 to the extent that,institutions preparing s

tedchexs mg$ elect from one of four pPlans, one of*which is competency/per-
forman¥e-based, the..alternative jt chooses to develop in applying tzfthe
Texas Education Agency, for program(s) or institutional approval. =«

‘

Therefore, one“@f the Prbject's;major goals has been, and reﬁains, how
to interface both the legislative and regulatory actions with those of the
Prdject, thereby maximizing all efforts. . o /A R
’ ' Ty : : * \. . g '0.

hl

—

Statement QE_MAJof\Tenets and Assumptions. oy

S

Since its inception, Proéeéﬁ activities havé bean,gu;ded by the follow--
ing major ten€ts: 1) The, responsibility foreteacher education should be the
joint responsibility of* the total educational system--State -departhent of,
education, higher education, elémentary and secendary scho stgﬁé, the
organized prdfggéion, the community, and; in Texas, Region ycation Ser-_
vice Centers; 2) performance and individual needs on the Ra éducationa;

58 ' W
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-~ assumptions:
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H b i

personnel should become the major objective of training rather than course
or semester hours and/or a spécified number of training hburs or days “during
an academic year; 3) Teacher Qenters should play a major role in providing
more effective organization a@d detivery of teacher educaﬁion; %) Teacher
Centers should assist in improviﬁg local problem-solving capacities; and,

5) The Texas Education Agency “should serve as the facilitating unit to pro-
vide- support, coordination, technical and developmental assistance, and
dissemination dctivities to all-Teacher Centers. .

PLE

’ - °

Underlying the above stated tenéts, mobteover, are thé following basic

o

3.

5.

6.

7.

8.

* uation of such programs.

'r

Educational persbnnel developnent programs provide the
primiry. vehicle by which to effect educational improve-

ment. Y ; ' . /

~ . .

Systemic change shoul he focus of educational per-
sonnel developmént programs rather than addressing iso-

lated problems of inservice and/or preservice training. .

The knowledge basg and relevant materials on teaching ° :
and managemeht effectiveness is significant and when ~
applied to edwcational personnel - training programs hds

' the potential of producing significant.results. ¢

Educatiendl improvement should be continucus and insti-
tuted from a problem-solving process which involves a
broad-based decision-making mechanism rather than
instituted-from the "tép down." - . ; ;

-

The major educational personnel development efforts. in
Féxasfprovide the necessary.and sufficient conditions

“for thé design of such programs; provided external

nesoufce§ are #llocated over'an extended period of oL
time to permit the adequate design,-testing, and eval- °~ -

2 -

: .
. , .

E y AL« A
" The practical constraints .ef operating existing edua-

tienal systems.(State Department, teacher training
institutions, ‘education service centers, and eleg,.
mentary -and Secondary schools) tend to inhibit

.attempts to impraye. | . . .

A netwoerk of organizéd Teachler Centers, at various

stages pof  development ists im Texas. — —

Each Teacher Centey, organizatiohally and programma- ~
ticakly, supports (he systemic apprdéch to educational s
improvement for a tirget population characterized by TN
a high -concentration of ‘¢hildren from low=income

families. e

-

Each Teacher Center is committed to competency=
based training and assessment-as an integral , "

59 79
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2 .
§ ; part of all Teacher Genter activities, .
—— - 10. Each Teacher Center is desigping and us1ng systemic
; ' management procedures. )

. - . = 3
~Project Rationale

. Over the pggt half-century, educatlon, as well ‘as other social institu-
tions, has undergone significant change. There has been an attempt to close
the gap in educational inequality, drive toward a better quality in all
educational enterprises, major investments to extend educational opportunity,
large-scale pedagogical reforms to improve the quality of education,-and-
many, many other changes. As Robert Oppenheigmr p01nted out in 1955, the
extent of these chdnges created ‘'a’ need for reform: N
In an important sense this world of ours is a new world,
» in which the unity of kﬁowledge, the nature of human
] ) canmunities, the order of society and culture have
changed and will not retirn to what they have been in
: the: past.: What is new 4s new, not because it has never
been there before, but because it has changed in qual-
; ity. ’ N ‘ . .

. During this decade one has the feeling that the educational reform move-
nmnt has itself undergone a form of change, both quantitatively and qualita-
tively. Educators can no longer assume, for example, that there is any per=
fect correlation between increased resources and ‘better quality. Increased
enrollments or affording educational opportunities to a large number of, cli-
‘ents does not necessarllx‘produce quality education. The deveiopment of

v well-validated teachlng-learnlng systems, soundly based on researchi does
not necessarlly result in better classroom practice. Similarly, a shift of
decision-making power, from central to_local authorities, does noi. improve
the quathy\\£ decisions or encourage creat1v1ty, or even necessarily.

. increase publlc -concern for education. . o

¥

] . The activ1t1es and educational competence of teachers,’moreover, have
‘. been the object of scrutiny, complaint; and regulgtion for years. From the_\
tawn fathers advising and d1recting the. teacher regarding the values to be .=
inculca d in children; to the@institutes" of the mid-19th dentury, designed
to review and drill teachers in the elementary subJects, to the Reading Cir-
cles, university and Tormal school sponsored summer schools, and extension
courses; to the efforts of ‘the early 1930's toward "filling gaps in college
<« degree requirements"; to the workshop concept of the post-depression days;
15 the "new" curriculum thrusts of the post-Sputnik era; and to the most
recent efforts of professionally molding teachers to fit curriculnms, a
. focus which dominated the field just 30.years ago--all have been attempts
_to standardize the curriculum and credentialing of teachers. T
EAN .
Educatlonal change; therefore, as complex as the proce’ss is, is needed
and requires a dual strategy:, _making the most of present knowledge and
capadities while® developing better capacities and adding to the knowledge
. base. *The complexities of solylng educatlonal “problems, however, cannot be

voa

i

"

- = ek
, - - . PN - .

EKC . 5“ o

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

hm
%




,
4

. . , \ )
adequately confronted in globalLik
Gardner said, "The.pieces of the

unassenbled. The major task cong
those pleces together to ensure W
in a systematic way, and to determg
necessary .for effective education.n\g

o h

A ional revolution are lying around
& cducation, then, is one of putting

IFsystemic approach to” education ig the

smoothly functioning whole." b ‘

. . s !y P y R s C oy \\

The educational efforts in Texas and the significant developmental
efforts of the Texhs Teacher Center Project provide an "éAvironment that has
the potential to increase the knowledge base relative toleducational improve-
ment; increase individual .and institutional capacities to'change; and, util-
izing a systemic approach to education, significantly affect participating
systems and individuals within thosé systems. ' =0

The utilization of the existing educational enterprise must be improved,
+and the results. of the education.profession facilitated. Since the practical
constraints of the operating educational systems tend to inhibit attempts to
tpeform" or "change," however, "lighthouses" are needed in which the costs
of failure are small, but in which the ingredients of success can be identi-
fied and closely obsgrved. 7 '

B AR 4 . . .
Educational personnel programs-within such tlighthouse" efforts must be
designed to create what-ought to be instead of perpetuating what is. Goals
of education for various populations.of learners must be clear, indicators
acceptable gs evidence of the realization of those goals must be explicit,
.and-both must be agreed to by all pa;ticipating in.the educational enter-
prise. L N , , ' .

The practicing professionobf‘teachers must, ;moreover, have’the responZ
sibility for providing some of the expertise needed for such reform. No
longer should "they" be the targets of reform but gathep\professionally
involved in th process of problem solving and- decision meking. .

Educational persomnel development programs, within these” "1ighthouse"
efforts, must assume several characteristics if they are in fact’to effect
reform in the broader educational picture. In addition to being explicit -
about the purposes of education and the nature of the schools to bring those
purposes about the following seven characteristics appear to be.minimal: |

1. A shift toa performénée based ‘mode of oper;tion S

) 2. A shift from knowledge and skill mastery to agpri-
- ' omary focus’upon\performanqe s
A shift from an essentially data-free-to an essen-
> tially data-dependent .mode of operation. |
~ . . T e _ .o =l
4. ‘A shift from an essentially trained function to a
research, development, and training function

A

'
W

-

-5, A shift from an essentially impersonal: instmictor- | -

L3
% - ‘ -

R 61 )
. .- . . 8 -1- - .
' A .‘ . . .\ . K - T %}k . K]

4

only way to systematically relate.g wide variety of bits and pieces ietodawﬁ!

. ..
»2/% ' -
. . - . ~ ¢ N .
. . ‘ 5
R

ANAN and with limited resourdes. As John W.
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-oriented learning environment to & personalized s - .
B . « * . 9. -
and student-oriented environhment ' =

b

° 6. ’Aghifi from an° essentially coliege or univ'er's:ity-

.

centered program tq a field-centered program

¥

“ 7. A shift from a relati:vely narrov and essentially ’

,

.~ closed decigion<making base @6 one that is broad °

,a1id -essentially open. o T .

' Finally, }hg Teacher Center, Projeot Network’ provides the coéz‘dinating
and facilitating struectire within which the necessary working relations with
the 'various Project Teacher Centers, is established to ensufe: communications *

* “and/or needed State efforts,
. anf
T - r{ .

S ancéftis -Addressed By Project

-~ ® ' betWeen Centers, dissemination between and external %o Cehters, training
activities sompmon across Centers, interfage of activities.with ongoing --. ',
technical and developmental seryices, as needed, —
a delivery sgstem of proven and/or promising educational practices.~ ~ '
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are:

" The -primaTy-concern of the Texas Teacher Center Project has been a.nd/ -
s: " "How ‘to best &gvelop and dperationalize educatienal persofinel develop-
it training programs that w
earners, and better prepare the edugational professional to-.cope with the’
'real world! of education?" * - * . ' o

‘incregse the educatiorial performance of

3

, N

t’\-\_vt ¢

A secondaty concern, and perhaps of equdl importance is:. "Is collabor-

"1,

' ‘discretionary, ‘and Iegislated. educational; personnel

*_ within edch Teacher Center in Texas? .

b

2

. Teacher Center activities in educational person-

) more easily identified, reldtive to persomnel -

ative action between' the operating educational systems, the proi'éssion,Qd
the’ cofmunity necessary td insure more effective educational personnel "
“ trainn'iI)g’Programs?ﬂ , . . ) ¢ . ,’ . . .

o‘«;&, .

+

R Botﬁl_{he',State and’ the Texas' Teacler. Center Project have -agsumed, how-
.ever, thatt 1) educational perschnel- developmept training programs can end ¢—
should be improved, and 2) the development of such programs should be the. '
adoint responsibility of the total educational system and the. professign., . -

* Theréfore, the Project and the respective Teaéher Centers are addressing
"} “both general and specific goncerns. Among some of the general concerns °

t A
.

How'ean the significant aqcompiishménts of both. X L

‘development .progTams be maximized and interfaced

-

h} »

5. N -z - .
.. Wil the educational performshce of elementary and, ..

secondary students beé increased by collaberative. . -

: .

nel development, programs? - L . — o~

Can eritical research and development needs be  * o o

L]

e

.

Q
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- If so, can they bé more easil

i)

.x‘

. development programs, through” Teache eniters?

plemehted?

.
2

4. Can Teacher Cente g~provide 1nforhatioﬂ for the
development' } a statew1de system for the con-

~ firmatie

of 4hé& outcomes of educational per-’

crfiel development programs, and can they develop .
curriculum intervention strategies to increase the

o power of such programs’

- .
£ - -

5. Do the. existing educational thrusts in Texas pro-
vide the necessary and sufficient conditions’ for

the design of educational personnel development
programs that'have the leverage to reform Texas'
s . ° oeducation9

ot

¢ A e N et S S
« -

to be organized 1nto operataonal programs?

o:f"If the& do constitute such conditions, liow, are they

‘f”- 7;\-If they do not constltute the necessary and suffi- .
cient. conditions to effect reform, what conditions ’

v

would?

8. If educational personnel development programs®
. could be developed that effect the-

. in elementary and secondary edugation desired what'

wouldxbe needed to effecttsuchfchangesiin Texas?

%

> : . P .

s of change —_— T

9. What incentives are there, for-either individuals ) o

' Center?

-;,,

or educatlonal systems, to partlcipate in~a Teacher

[
.
t

- .

10. 1Is competency-based teacher education any better .
" than the c'a381cal mode of personnel development?

“

More spec1f1c COon.C

arns relage’ to functions, governance, managepent, *pro-

gram develotzent, and fiscal and physical operations Among the most eriti-
cal within esch area are: . . . .

Functi .s

. '1. For whom is training designed?

—

\ 2. For vhat purpose is the training? -

- AS

s

What should training be'about? - N

Governance

e

3
4. Besides training, what should be included? Evalu- e
‘ation? Disgemination? Research? Etec.. ’

¢

v : oLt -

PR

1. What are the specific roles of each participating

w ¥ ’
o -

<M

8.j .' . ‘A_._.

vt




N :.".1’1 w 1::.
§efA%ﬁa:~ P systém“and group? How are these different from ' :
- S, i ’ tradition" Y e T
T e - : -
i ‘ 2. “What ar% the powers of the governing board?
Tg%‘ -3. How are members Selected to the governande board?
R * ) ‘ .
':, 4. What ia&ﬂhe\{efal §tatus° : . '
: ) Management - -f ’\ : - ' - .
o 1. Whocmanage the Ce ter? ﬁqm and by whom is ‘he or
o ’ \‘ »she selectedg To hom is h? or she responsﬁhle?a " T
: IO Y- 2 ng an@v‘ho makes the manag‘*é’mmt dEcis;lons" - *‘w :
, o 3. .What aréithe relationships With. management ;? the
o a C Teacherﬁﬁenter Partners? .. .,
‘ R . ‘ - . ?}g '9‘ % ) ,:’é {;‘: ‘:: i . (}‘-ﬁ‘ {t;:.* LY , 6. ;
S .o Program Development : ‘ e e, ..
: e .1 What, and who deci des, what tralning~models and/or i .
. materiafs are used? e ; %, 5 ‘
i N e
— 2.+ How aregprograms selectedi? AR e
. - . .~ 3. How are prograf resources Qeterminéo? yhho pgys for. N
L ! them? i? : [ S e :
.. . > - 5 Y : o il .
IR 4. How, and who, evalustes the program(s) ¥, .
: ‘Fiacal.and;Physﬂgal Operations ‘M g - ;5 - .
B s :f. 1, How can,currenthresoﬁroes be.redirected? )
» Ny, . i . .- N . 2 *
' . 2. How-can the coordination of resources be handled?
- 3. Who determines and authorizes éxpenditures? ’ ‘ -

*

. g ) &
' VWho determines the

facilities? Ave” they dirrer- Lo

eht for each program?

a

,-

¢ '
< * L
T

. o

5. Who det%;mines program persbnnel?
Governance - - o

' °

Centers include representatives

"of higher education,

. - : w7

M
»
‘o R - 2t

from:

Lty .

) The governance body of'one Project coordinating unit (Texas Center for
the Improvement. of] Educational Systems) and the respective Project Tedcher
elementary and gecondary schools & i
regional education ;Service centers, professional asgopciations, institutions |

and in.many’cases the ¢ The size and specific

compoaition ane lefﬁgto the discretion: of the local Teacher Centera. !

[
. T 5
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. These governance bodies are not legal entities of the State,

Y

~

their power is dependent upon,that delegated them by the legal b

they represent.

Therefore, their functions.are advisoxy only.

e
.

.fherefore,
odies which

In reality, -

however,- a consensus of the governance body is sufficient to promulgate

theirsdesires; particularly in Project matters.:

- ~ ]

“Committee and an Executive Committee.® The Steerin
function is the establishment of.pelicies commensu
lations and, guidelines operation of the Project.

is a subset”of the Steering:Committee, elected by %hem;

the’ﬁSTz_of ensuring -that policy is implemented: -

:

%

«

¥

A@vshowﬁ in Chart 1, the S{ate‘COOrdinating unit includes a Steering

Commijttee's primary
ate with Federal regu-
e Egecutive Gommittee ~

3
3 -
L »

. v . . , ; . }
— b ) S ’
Local Teadher Centers gave s1m11ar;governancé arra

ngements and .are

and serve® primarily -
t . N

a -

1
-
A

guided. by. locaXly developed bylaws Yor Teacher Cen%sr ogerationg,; ~e-
B T L ' . U ;
P gy Y PR L 3 S
, ﬁ%ﬁe Projept ggverﬁéncg,bodies, both at the State and 1§bé1 levels,,
ggvice projéct jpanagement ai to -policy and operatipnal mattersiang pro=
cedfires. Singe each prdj@bJ manager, however; réﬁ,esenﬁg a legal State |
1 board of educatioh, regiognal.o

{oe

?

eﬁti’%; State board of edugation, loeal schoo
educdfion sebvice center board, or college or uniférsitg Board of" Regents,
it is the praject manager's responsibility tJ ensure that the policies .
and/or operatiopal procedures do not conflict With’pol%?Ses and

s )

v

procedures
.+ of his or her respective legal entity. . 7 ‘ K

< ‘e

<

a A
. >

- -

2 B . . R .
;pAs also shown, the Projéct is under the general direction of the Asso-
eiaté Commissioner for Professional Development and Instructional Services

of the Texas Education Agency, with one professiondl stéff merber’ serving as

the full-time Hroject Director.
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t Projéct Components Analysis .
ry} N

—

.~As shown in Diagram 1, the Project has fotused on specific components’
sincg its beginning in 1970-71. The developmeni of performance (competency )
based teacher education programs, the development of a cooperative setting
(Teacher Center) for teacher education, and the maintenance of a-national
linkage thfoggh the American Association of Colléées of Teacher Education
(AX.C.T.E.) were compofignt$ during the first 3 years of the Project. Sup-
port of change agents was a component for the fixst 4 years of the Project.
’ Beginning in 1971-72 and’Epntinuing for®3 years, moreover; the installation

of a delivery system, providing technical and..developmental services, and

opefations of the Evaluation Research Center's evaluation functions became

i ad&iﬁional componentg. 3Beginning in 1973<7,, after.3 years of developing
" . both C.B.T.E: and Teacher Centers, focus was diverted to the operation of

management functions and the development of C.B.

2,6
el

s %

e

X I :T.Eﬁ management systemse
that both were identified gs critical priorities for "the further deveiop-" '
ment &f both C.B.T.E. and "Teacher Centers. ~

-

A . . ] A
I 1974-75 4two additional components, were added: planning management
» information system and developing state C.B.E. {competency based eduqation)
7 reg@ﬂrd@ center(s) andicapsbllity. . -]
b £ 4 ’ . - -
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Chart 1.--TEXAS Tﬁééﬁ%ﬁ CENTER- PROJECT ORGANIZATION

>

Regional Office

o

National Coordinating
Component A.A.C.T.E.

Texaé_ Education .Agency

T 0

|

Steering Committeé for the
Texas Center for the Improve~
ment of Educatlonal é\Jstems
Pro,) ect §

*Texas Teacher Center Project
“(Texas Center for the Improvement
of Educational Systems Project)
. 3 [Dr. Jim L. Kidd:' General Project
l — , Dirgctor (Associate Commissioner
X ~ for Professional Development ands
?ﬁii:téxtg;mg‘%zti;ef?;@:gie- ) K Instructional Services, Texag Edu-

cation Agency) -
ment of Educatlonal Systems -
P,rogect g ‘ .fK,Tf}e' Kil]zg_ggh. Project Directod |

A B

.
o
&

Local ‘I“g{cher,Center : - {15 Eocml Prdject Teasher
Advisory Boards. - B Centers
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As a oevelopmental effort is completed and 1nternalized therefore,' -;%.

addltional and supportlve developmental efforts are desfgned t0 provide con- "
tinulty and”iong-range support and cofmitment to each major component.

el - :EVZ_‘Q
Parmicipating Educational Systems

~

4 -
. <

R4

-2 ;,».} .
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'+ .. majer goals:.

As shown in Chart 2 during 1973-74 the network of B¥ojectifeacher Cen-

ters 1noluded 34 teacher training 1nst1tut10ns, 65 elementary and second-

ary school. systems, and all 20 Regional Educatior Service Centers. Also o

included but not shown are professional associations representlng eacﬁ Len-,

ter. The teacher trainlng institutions prepare approx1m§iely 90 percent

of the education personnel in TeXas, the school systems gerve over 809,000

‘eihmentary and secondary students, and theyeddcatlon serglce cengers gerve, S
all 1,X49 school systems in the.State.™ e

. ,g g%, e
T

Each Local Teacherdsenter advisory board has establlshed bylaws and .
conducts negularly scheduled meet1ngs Programmatlcallyéghey neve as their,. ¢
g

)
_P_\

Goats of Teacher Centers . LT Z; -

) . - . &4 “ g
1. To base program(s) on.a comprehensive overall assess- ]
« ment of local needs. %
@r ti . I RS
2. To assure the cont1nuous partnersh1p of school systems, ' >
teacher tra1n1ng institutions, education Seryice cen-
- tefs, the organized profession, the communlé%, and the .
’ State for the 1mprovement of educatlon : N al -

. g

To prov1de a link between’ Dromlsing, newly validated

- practices and products in edycation_and theﬁ§ upprg- . -
cation in the schools and/or educational personnel 1 hd

training programs. . ) e

-

w,’

', . = “ue

4. *To prOV1de the manager1al support necessary for con- .
tinuity, change in focus, and innovai ive—efﬁorts by R
involving middle management personnel in teacher ' SN -

. center operations and :by assisting them to plan
their own strategies to assure quality *% oy T

a
.

5. To provide for assessing impact of programs?by a . e
" 'problem-analysis/solution design, and to serve as ) i
a basis for establlshlng priorities and allgcating o .

. developmental resources. - ﬂ

“Eo, A - ° ~

6. To provide for replicatlon strateg1es and - Véhl- —
- -, cles, g . - : . LT
N . P
Each’ %dv1sory Board develops its own strategies for. accomplishing -
these goals., =
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Abllzene Chrlsigian College Abélene . { Huntsville Region I
Austin College i . Alamo He1gh'§§ Katy = Region IJ
* Baylor University . i Aldine Kilgore Region III
Blshop College C e ce ¥ I ‘'Kingsville Region IV
Dallas ‘Baptist College Amdrillo - & Larédo Regior V
East Texas State University Auptin " - Longview Regién VI
Hardin-Simmons University * Beaumont® ¢ Lubbock Region VII -
Incarnate Word College. Bellville McAllen/ ﬁeglon VIII .
Jarvis College = -7 _ | Bishop ~ 3 »McKlnney Region IX
Lagar Tech - - Bonham ..".<%° .Magnolia [ Region X;
McMurry College Brenham Midland Reglon XI~
North Texas State Unlver51ty Brookshire - North EaSt 1. ReglomJII
Our.Lady of the Lake College Brownsville * North Park Reglon XIII =
Pan American College Qdlallen:. ‘Northside Region XIV
-Prairie View A & M College Cényon Odessa Region XV
St. Mary's University - College-Station Pharr Region XVI
SamWouston State University Corpus Christt Plainview Region XVII
\San Angelo State Cypress- Plano Region XVIII
Southern Methodist University Fairbanks Premont Region XX

- Southwest Texas State Univ.. | Ddllas’ . Robstown .Region XX, .
Stephen F. Austin ColléZe Dénison Randolph
Tarleton State College East Central St. Martin
Texas A % I University Edgewood- ‘*Hall ’

- Texas A & I at Laredo Edinburg San. Angelo -
Texas A & 3 UniVersity © Y El Paso San Antonio

,Texas Christizn University Ft.. Sam Houston San Marcos
Texas Southern Univergity Fort Worth "Sherman
Texas Tech Uriversity Gi'eenville Sealy >
Texas Women's Unpiversity }gar,land‘éle i Southwest .
Trinity University Harlingen ° Southside®” ’

. University of Houston Hempstead Tyler
Undversity of Texas af’ Austin Hereforg} Waco
University of Texas at N Houston Valler.
* El.Paso - -, Ysleta~ \
West Texas, State University A ‘}Cl : k¢ £
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‘.. . Pyramid of Schools and Training Sites

.

The most critical condition for Project Teacher Centers is the identi-
fication,, by each Center, of a pyramid of schools within which to conduct.
the majorvpart of Teacher Center efforts. "It is within "these pyramids, _
obviously, that one can ascertain the effect that project efforts are
having on the clients--students, parents, professional trainees,, gl prac-
tlcing profes31ona1s, . ; . .

The pyramid of schools is. characterlzed by . A
‘1. *Elementary and, junior high schools ass001ated with
. a-single high school in a lapge city school system,
and the same composition in suburban and rural-
s areas but with individual school caijpuses from -«
different school systems (5, 000-10 Y00 students

%@gg’rwnid ) ) .
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A high concentratlon of students from- low income |
families and/or

A high *concentration of students with learning and | b)
-beltavioral problems and/or # . '

CEE e
S

5.
R

3%
.

4. A high concentfation of mlgrant and(non-English .
.°speaking’children. __ ___ ___“ﬂﬁ D e e

Evidence of 1) past efforts to improve the.educational. opportunities of
students, 2) special-staff training programs to meet the needs of the stu-
_ dents, and 3) community involvement to improve the learning opportunities of
* the students must also be characteristic of the pyramid of schools. R

The installation of a process Qf educatiOnal change which creates self-
sustaining reform mechanisms, and signlflcantly ralses the educaéional per-
formance of students are thé major goals of each pyramid of schools. >

The staff of the. local pyramid of schools is responsible for the plan--
ning, implementation, and day-to-day operation; the Local Teacher Center is
responsible for coordinating efforts .and available resources in a compre-
~Jdengive and effective fashion to facilitate the local site's efforts; and
the ICIES project is responsible for coordination and dissemination across
Teacher Centers -

The training sites are selected by the local Adwisory Bodrd and are .
hysically located either 4t the loeal university, school systems, and/or
éducation service center, depending upon the program and the‘location of
the most,appropriate personnel to perform the task. Each site, however,
must,meet the- following minimum criteria . v

! .1. Deliver a program(s), determlned by the Teacher
Cegter Advisory Board, based on a éomprehensize )
asS8egsment of local needs. ‘
]

{

:io g2 .
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e : ~ . .
P s .

. 2. Provide for“eclients a ‘"hands-on" learning center(sjv
- : for personnel fraining (student teachers, teachers,
administrators, teacher trainers, parents, ete.). ’
3. Have an information system capability for use by
clients. 3 s '
—y :
* 4. Make provis1on§ for learning opportunities for all
educational personnel. (professors, administrators,
'teachers student teachers, ete.).

“,
rJ

$

. Providg t e managerial support necessary for contin- e
. u1ty, ge in focus, and innovative efforts within
o , -- - the pro ¢ .
™ " ‘. - 6. Assess% the 1mpact of the tra;ning program'% ‘ ) .
. B 25 . w o
" 7. Have a digsemination capability L
\ The local Teache Centérs, therefore, serve as. .primary resources for _

. » substantive ass1stance to th respective pyramid. They also serve as mobil-
ization points for tec%iical asgistance, training and ‘retraining, evaluation,
- dissemination of préoducts of' research and development, @nd other resources

needed to meet the needs of the pyramid o ) st -
- — - v . - - — ]
7 g

Evaluation ‘ § - ,

.
i

. "Research and evaly ation are 1ntegral aqpects of the missions of the

, Texas Center for the Improvement of Educational Systems (TCIES) Project.

The primary mission of. th1s prcject implies a multiplicity of evaluation

needs ranging from asseSsment of educational needs and changes to appraisal
. of project outcomes” Evaluation is needed to provide adequate, information

to decisionm makers ¢n the various functions and projécts of TCIES. Evalua-

tion emphasizes continuous, useful, longitudinal empirical and objective

. collection of informétion. .

. ' 3

-

v

. Research activities are directed toward utilizing the functitnal areas
o of TCIES to prov1déﬁknowledge regarding the variables in the domain of con-
cern, Such knowledge is helpful in program improvement and replication of
~ program results ';~ . g .

| . TCIES utilizes the discrepancy evaluation model as the primary methodh .
| JUtilization of other research, development, and dissemination models, in .
| &
| whole or*in part, is not excluded but attempts are made ta adapt other ’
|
\

models and strategies to the discrepancy model. Evaluation is defined by . °-

TCIES as the process of obtaining and providing ‘useful information from the

Teacher Center .to decision makers. . The comprehénsive nature of this defini- .
; .Jion of evaluationosnd the types of evaluation delineated i ¢he model covers
. information ranging from the planning ‘of an operation to the- final assessment i
of success of the operation. Thus, many information needs and systems often

¢ treated separately in other evaluative modes are encompassed by the dis- . !

- crepancy model. . \ ‘
l: C S FAs Ny -0 ‘ .
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Projedt ‘Successes and Problems

The question, of causation: "To what degree has the Texas Teacher Cen-
ter Project been_responsible for changes in educational practices at the
classroom, 8chool building, college or university, and other agency,, insti-
tytional, and organizational levels?" is of course impossible to answer. |
There is no question, however, that educational personnel development pro-
g in Texas are significantly different than' they were a decade agq.

e significant discretionary and legislative and regulatory efforts engin-
e%réﬁ in the State have caused these differentes, however, the Texas Teacher
Center Project has played a mogt important role by providing a most vital'
1§nk'withou§ which the other pieces'would have been an incomplete whole. -
24 LA Coa e < o ’ - N
§ _Further, it is hypothesized that most of the significant changes that~
< w%ll result from ghe Texas Teacher Center Project and the other efforts cited

rémain to occur. There has no§ been enpugh time lapse for significant oper-

ional chenge, but there is ng question that the State's posture about edu-
cationalgpersonnel developmentj teacher, éducation specifically, has gignifi-
chntly changed. *Thé many features of personnel development programs )
d?scribed herein should have a_significant impact in Texas for years to

come. - . ‘

3
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institutions of higher educaticn.

Competenty-based teacher.éddaatioh programg are
successfully impleniented in 34 df the State's

Among sdme of the mos@isignificant su¢cesses of the Prﬁﬁeét, moreover, |

@

-

The degree :

of implementationhvaries:from the total under-- . -
‘graduate elementary education’at the University
. of Houston to one "course" at some colléges ‘an
.2 . univarsities. T

.
4 - ’ “ 4 * 4 *

v

The delivery system of prover'and promising edu- s s
cational practices is in place which significantly o

reduges the time' lapse between development, test- ° .
ing, afid implem%ntatégn. v, s ‘

1]

~

( _ . .
. _ JLocal Teacher Centers are opergtional, pmeuiding
; . data that make it possible for other, later local - ‘
Teacher Centers to be more successful more quickly.. .
The,-statewide mechanism is no.longer a dream; it is ’ .
. a reality:, Enough prototypes exist™in different .
. forms-and-in various planning and implementation
‘stages so that there is nd longer any ‘question of

o

heir fedsibility or viability.. °

“ K

L
v e oo

.. . PR LN
eacher Center Project efforts have contributed to .
. [the ‘emergence’ of ¢qual educatienal opportunity, ' .
around the.State.- "Although parity was not dnd ,
i85 .not'a goal, minor?ty ngnions are heard. through T e
the governance stiuctures of each Center, and’ . .,
taken account of in teacher training activities.

S
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Yo . e ‘Perhaps~most'important, however, is the fact that -
) _ most of the new CBTE programs being developed con- - .
- tain both cognitive and affective' elements associated
. _with bilingual/bicultural students. Dadlas, Prairie .

View A&M, West Texas State, Region VII, and Univer-

sity of Houston are focusing spec}fléally on train-"

ing personnel to work with minarity ‘students. -
. J - -
Yot o5, Local Teacher Centers have and ,do aei as a focus . b
. for. generating local 1n1t1at1ve Although each - )

@

T

L Center is generali& similar because of the require- v
: ments of Senate Bill 8, the Teacher Education
/s + . Standdrds, and the Texaz Teachet Center Projecty . -
R eaeh has’alsp developed, elements that would not . °
H SR have been developed hadythe: Teacher Center, concep¢
o a not provided an organisz tional means for focu31ng
local 1nterests The Tgacher Center Project does .
2 not provide a finished #pd invariant mold for any
) 1o local Center, instead each Cénter can build its X .
. '§ - own adaptations and variations to suit its own IR
; needs. Therefore, locdl gxeativ1ty is not stifted.” ™
i

- s

3

> 6. A sigm1f1cant~number of collaboratively p&anned
..training activities have occurred. These inclhde
doth pre-‘and inservjce activikies focused.onj
- teacher education traineesg practicing profes-
, sionals (supervigors, classroom peachers, adminis-

N © trators, and college.and university personnel ) .
- e S - paraprofessionals,, and: community personnel. ey - . :
’ -, have’ ranged from training in the implementatggg ofs +

‘< an educatignal product to thé sophisticated nocess '
‘of designing, developing, implementing, and evalu-
ating competency-baged training programs. Alterna-
tives to'this training would have been conventional
Lo inservice activities in a local school system and . .
- " education service center, and university summer ses- . .
. L sions, og.possibly, none at all ik -the specific . i
W programs of the Teacher Centers. S -

R A Communicatlons have been I roved, The Teacher Gen-
% - . ters bring-to the planning table representatives .
. - from institutions, agenciés, and organizations whose - o
. A relajionships’heretofore Have been primarily one of )
’ RN : competition. Moreover, such an organization pro-
i‘ - vides each partner an opportunitx to relate and ~ . .
o, . some stakes.with which to play " This: tends to give S
| / Coe . a balance of power and vulnersbility on the part: of .
- / ': + 7 all. Within each participating 1nstitution” agency, - ;- - -~
- and organization, moreover, communication is now % ° o
occurring that281mply did not exist before. Liberak ‘ )
- arts and education facylties in the Project univer- T e
sities and colleges tehd to have more interaction f .
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C .~ Im the school systems teachers and administrators

3 meet ©n new grounds.’ Elementary and secondary .

.+'-  teachers are beginning to know each other better . -

- and are therefore more cognizant "of eacli other's :
. - problems and needs.- Trainees are getting a first-

SR, hand feel, over an -extended period of time, of

P - the ['real world" of teaching and administration.

" L L. Teachers and administrators from different build-
ing$ convérse and plan together. University and ) )
college faculty from different systems ,onverse,

« ° plan together, and share more than they have in

" = v tHe past. And, finally, the State Department -of’
Education is being viewed more, as‘'a supportive
G and leadership unii than as a regulatory unit . .
T ) ., cons1sting of "black hats." ! _ . -

A Y
.

N
L

8. Excellent leadership has emerged both at the State
and local levels. Obviously, Such a change from,.
classical organizational structures and functions - .
requires dedicated, competent, and committed lea- .

- dership. Many persomnel have formed not only the-
backbone of the present effort but will continue-
to serve as a leadership cadre for years to come. -

D N I T PR T T
SEEENGE

e, Although the Project has many successes, it also has and does encounter
. .*  many problemsc_.Organizationally, the Project efforts are viewed by some as
- being external to the existing legal structures of the State; therefore,
o institutidnalization is rather difficult. There does not appear, moreover,
. to be an adequate reward mechanism for either educational systems or ‘indi-
S <— viduals to part1c1pate in Teacher Center act1vit1es
The complex structure of the governance boards alsa causes some problems
, in that too often the diversity of opinions and feelings tend-to get, in the
.  way of decision meking. .And the role and selection of a fiscal agent within
- Center is most difficult. L o
— g . A
Funding Teacher Centers is also a major problem. Lick of a stable fund-
ing base, the inability to orchestra‘te funds,*and the unavailability .of cost
estimates are of continuous concern to all invdlved in Teacher Centers.
. Perhaps the most intracteble problem of the Texas Teacher Center Project
is the inability to orchestrate the members of the local Teacher Centers.

ST
LY

. " Such orchestration, not only of members but of their resources, must occur kfﬁf
. if the successful exploitation of the potent1al of the Teacher Center con-
¢

.

Lack of evaluative information is also a major prqblem. To some,‘e'valu--°

_ation is a threat and to others it is a "rip-off" or just another overhead

item that contributes little to,the ngJect, and the diversion of funds to
evaluat%gn means that‘some worthy program w111 not be mountéd. -7
. H] N .
" The new roles required of Teacher Center partners is a a massive problem.

. In most instances the new roles required of teachers, professors, school ‘
J
|
|
|

g

cept is to become more of a reality. ) T, N i
|
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system personnelg and students are significantly different from the roles
in which these persomnel are accustomed to fupetion.

hHowever, is being paid to mechanisms for the orientation and tralning and

retraining of personnel who will occupy them.

[

. :
&ecommendations

—

The Texas Teacher Center Project is- nelther a smashing success nor a__

-
-

dismal failure. It has and is a feasible, viable, and prom1s1ng mechanism
for the improvement of educatjonal personnel development in Texas. It has

by no means reached the end of its cycle but rather continues on in a dyna-_

mic and emergent posture. The  recommendations presented below, therefore,
are illustrative of the kind of counterstrategles that could be used in

addressing the problems of Teacher Centerlng in order for it to become more
, ¥iable:

A
*

Substantial and sustained outside fundihg, from
diversified sources, must become a reallty Risk
or “‘venture capltal is always necessary to spark
change, -and in this ‘case the fact thatr funds’ were
avaidable from several sources over a perlod of -
time *has been the major factor in facilitating the
successes of the project. Further, risk funding
is absolutely necessary, however, and certainly--
if any aspects of the Project are to‘be rep11cated_
elsewhere--venture capital must be ava11ab1e in -
the recipient s1te(s) e o °

b ' . g .
A critical mass. of dedicated, commi-tted, and
insightful persons must be available to conceptu--, N
alize and implement ,the efforts. No -effort of
the .scope of Teacher Centering as practlced.ln ‘-
Texas can be.planned and implemented without
talented personnel who are willing to devote the -
time and energy necessary to make it go.

State’ and Federal p011t1ca1 support ‘which ¢ulmin-

ates both in ﬁeglslatlon and fiscal support is a |
necessity. There is no question that the Teacher :
Center movement in Texas would not have progressed -
very far without consideragble legislative and
administrative support, and U. S. Offite of Educa-

tion support Therefore, any State that mlgnt )

wish to emulete the Texas efforts should move -

- toward legisladive. and fiscal support as qulckly

as poss1b1e
5

Existing functional groupings (State, higher edu-

cation, regional centers, school systems, and pro-
fe'ssional organizations) shoyld be utilized as

the basis for Teacher Center organization. The . -

9/

Not enough attention,

!
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-3, -opment, demonstration, and dissemination functions.

- f *
\
K] J— e °,

4

change strategy of bullding organlza onal : -
stiuctures that parallel (and eventuglly circum- - Lo

% vent) existing structures rarely if ever exhibits .

: 1ong~range acceptance and permanenc The usual Tl
tendency is for them to flourish oniy as long as -

- outside capital is available. It is much more

,jloglcal to build upon what is alrdady present and
fto reinforce local priorities, cokmltments, and '
interests than it is to continue/ ¥ réinforce com-,
petitlveness within the educational systems. . T

¢
\ *

The emphas1s of Teacher Centers should be on .
flexibility and alterratives; The_opportunlty -
“for different organlzationar and operationsgl
. efforts should be stimulated to foster the devel-

opment of alternative-modés; not predetermined ° .
modes imposed which often stimulate negative or
hostile responses. - /

6. Teacher Centers must}ﬁe willing to ‘display a high ,

risk posture, and indeed to follew up by taking . .
risks. * If a Center does.not venture perhaps too .« ‘ '
much, take on too many functlons, and actually o

extend itself well beyond its capital;-then it . N

more than likely will have.a net effect which will

be too small tp make any difference. '

3»7.‘."L1ghthouse" Teacher Centers should be identified

and provided special funds-to perform their devel- . —~

4 They should be self-se;gcted to be sure that maxi-

Ja |, mum motlvatlon and commitment is built in. They, ~

% moreover, should be reflective of alternative models

% to provide the flexibllity and options to other
interested sites. Sufficient fiscal. support should
be prov1ded each "lighthpuse" by Federal, State,

\zand local’ sources, and for_ a perlod of time that

nEWlll permit adequate development, testing and

evaluatlon

Q\i{’ LY

8. nFacllltatlng and coordinating units, such as TGIES,

-ghould be funded to establish networks of Teacher -
Centers throughout the Nation. Technical assis— | .
ahce, dissemination, and communications would be {

the-maaor functlons of each such unit.

9., t10na1 level unit should be funded to servé
bot the needs of the network units and ‘some of O
the meeds of local Centers . .

J‘

There is no .fxtrinsic reason to doubt that the Teacher Center concepts

are in fact transp‘ table. However, they canno be transported into settings
. 1 .
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\ v
that are not read.y to receive them; i.e., that cannpt meet reasonably well
the aforexentioned recommendations. It is not argu d, .moreover, that the
Texas pat’@ern should 5e followed; it does_have major\problems. Conversely,
" however, the guccess factors can be duplicated and, through some kind of
national g;etwork, begin to resolve the major problems .

¥
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’and the personnel withiniit.

. ** V. THE RHODE ISLAND TEACHER CENTER:
& . . v
' . A STATE BASED CENTER
3 - o Edwin Dambruch -

Rhode Island Department of Education

3

In May 1969, ‘the R. I. Leglslature created e~81ngle Board of Regenﬁe~
responsible for overseeing education in Rhode Island at all levels--K-12,
higher education, and adult education. This action spurred an examination

.0f the existlng structure and focus of the Department of Education and espe-
“eially the Division of Academic Services. This examination soon led to a

reorganization of the Division incorporating as one of its elements the
Rhode Island Teacher Center (RITC).

#®  Before the reorganization, the Division of Academic Services was
responsihle for the administration of categorical funds, both Federal and
State. In addition, a staff of specialists (e.g., mathematics consultants,
reading consultants) provided services for local educatlon agencies (LEAs).
These services consisted of independent activities with little or no coor-
dination among the consultants. The Division ol Academic Services, later
named the Division of Development and Operations, was reorganized to provide
for integrated services to LEAs. .The new organizational structure contained
two Bureaus: 1) the Bureau of Federal Grants .and Re aﬁlons whose responsi-
bility was the administration of Federal programs and grants, and regulatory
services, and 2) the Bureau of Technical Assistance (BTA) which was respon-
sible for providing total program development assistance to LEAs.

' Introduction of thel RITC . N L

-

In June 1971, e U. S. Office of Edutation selected the State of
Rhode Island to develop oné of a number of pilot teacher Genter projects.
The Center started ag a 5-year project and involved participation of insti-
tutions of higher education and local education agencies. Those Center
activities which prove successful were to be institutionalized within the
State educaticn system. - o .

©

.
- * . s

Purpose of "the Progect . T

o e

e e The _Rhode Island Teacher Center (RITC) is a ¢ollaborative and COoper-

ative organization whose purpose is the improvement of education for all
children , Based on the belief that reform which does not recognize the
interrelatedness of indi duals and ‘the system within which they operate
will have .1imitéd payoff), ¢he RITC is designed to improve both the system -~

°
-

Major pﬁrposee of the project are:




3 ’ '

‘.H ‘ ' * !
¢ . <
1. To develop a model for needs assessment and to .
. assist 1ocal/educat10n agencies in assessment of
needs . .

° 2. To conduct statewide needs assessment in thé area
) of staff development

3.  To 1link Rhode Island éducators with national,

- o regional and locdl sources.of educational mesearch
; and with new and validated approacEes in educa- : 5
tion' : T

v -~

4. To*éupport and -assist adoption/adaptatiom of vali-
dated educational programs which are consistent
with local and statewide needs through inservice

training in local education agen01es -
Y .
- 2. To study and develop a pilot performance-based

teacher education and certification system. '

Governance of the Center

A 15-member Board of Directors, operating on the principle of parity,
serves as the policy recommending body for the Center and is respons1b1e
to the Commissioner of Education. This Board includes teachers, local edu-
cation agency administrators, higher education persomnel communlty menbers
and State Education Agency staff. The director of the R}TC is responsible
for management of the Center, coordination’ of all resources--huyman and tech-
nological, operatlon.of the program components, continuing evaluation of the
‘Center's operation, and institutionalization of successful aspects of the
Center's design and activities into the regular system. This concentration
of responsibilities gives direct control over program development activities
to the RITC director and more readlly facllitates achievement of Teacher
Center obJectlves - :

Coordination of Operations = ' .
14

~

The RITC is housed in the State Educatlon Agency (SEA), but the'grant@\§
T 1is to the University.

4

. ol
As part of the 1n1t1a1 RITC proposal, it was determined that activities_
L~ which proved successful would ‘be institutionalized within the State educa-

’ tional system. A first step in the institutionalization process was the

_ integration of RITC activities into the: Bureau of Technical Assistance in .
e the Rhode Island Department of Education Operating in coordinatidon with
the Support Services and Program Development Units in the Bureau) ‘it pro-
vides a total system for delivery of services to LEAs. - Institutionalization
of the project has continued with, the Board of Regents funding ‘the staff
positions within the ‘project with State funds. The Bureau .of Grants and
Regulations has requested the "teacher centex.process" as developed under
the pilot grant be applied to the staff development requirements required

N
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‘awareness, developmental assistance, inservice trainlng and program instal-
lation assistance. ’

by the1r categorical legislation. The primary components of the Center--
Needs Assessment, Altérnate Learnlng Cepter, and Competency-Based Teacher
Educatlon/Certiflcation, along with the RITC Internal Evaluatlon Upnit, _are
descrlbed below:

-

~

-~

.
'

Teacher Needs ASsessment --The formation of the Teacher Needs Assess- >

.ment unit of the RITC 1s to identify staff needs at both the State and local *®

levels.. Speclflcally. this component is responsible for conducting statewide =~
needs assessment and ass1st1ng the local education agency to 1dent1fy needs

in the area of staff development. The Teacher Needs Assessment focuses on
perceived needs of teachers and administrators on a statewide basis in rela-
tion to program planning-at the LEA level.

Statewide assessment prOV1des for identification of major areas of néed
among teachers and administrators’. One of the responsibilities:of the Needs
Assessment Coardindtor is to encoutrage support by professional organizations
in the State for statewide needs assessment activities. Their support is
considered a prime factor in condutting effective needs’ assessment. The
assessment coordinator also administers statewide needs assessment activi-
ties, establishes a teacher needs and adminisirator needs data file, and
arranges for sharing of these data with others such as teachers, adminis-
trators, other RITEC coordinators and State Education Agency staff, and
teacher/ddministrator educators. . . s

The needs assessment coordinator, in cooperation with the. Program Devel-
opment consultant, provides information to local educators on prerequisites
Tor assessment and the needs assessment process as descrlbed in the Needs T
Assessment Manual (a '"how to" approach t0 needs assessment) In addition,
technical assistance is given to LEAs by providing consultation on problems.

P

S

Alternate Léarhing Center.--The Alternate Learning Center (ALC), the .
indervice training component of the RITC, responds to the needs of teechers
and administrators by providing on-site trainidpg. Its major objective is
the diffusion of validated educational training programs¥* and products in
Rhode Island schools. Validated programs derived from research and devel-
opment labs are collected by the ALC coordinator and reviewed by the pro-
gram selection committee;** final selection of programs is made by ’'BTA
staff. The focus is on relevant and workable solutions applied on site to
school problems. Four major ALC functions which support{ that objective are:

A

The primary procedure for creating awareness of these programs’is the g
Statewide Awareness _Conference.,k At these conferences, validated educatlonal

" *¥A validated program is defined as one which has clearly Stated objec-
tives, has been implemented for a period of time sufficient to demonstrate
significant improvement by means of an evaluation design, and is amenable to
replication (i.e., capable of adoption or adaptation and cost feasible).

o ¥¥The program selectlon committee represents teachers, administrators,
higher education personnel SEA staff, and community members. >
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programs idéntified as consistent with local and statewide needs are demon-
strated. To dafe, six awareness conferences inyolving over 1,800 partici-
pants from all LEAs in the State have been held and 25 programs have been
presented. In addition, printed materials and video tapes are used to
disseminate information about selected programs. Program development con- -
sultants from BTA are primarily responsible for ﬁrovﬁ@ing this informatidn
to LEAs. ) ~
¢« ° Developmental assistance i% a function carried out by the Program
Develgbment Consultant following the Awareness Conference. It includes
assisfance to LEAs in exploring awareness programs for the purpose of
deepfr exploration than is possible in a one-hour conference, and in pre-
paring ALC proposals for inservice traihing. Each Program Development -
Consultant serves as an ‘advocate of ALC proposals’ from the districts to
Q which he/she is assigned as it goes through the program review process. To
T\\\\date, 210 of the 250 proposats submitted for ALC inservice training have
Deg funded. :

s o —

\LWE\NQ\Fation of inservice training is ar;;ﬁggd by the ALC coordina- .
tor. Prior td&gstallation of training, Rhode Island educators are trained

ag8 trainers by’pf?iu\p developers in the selected programs. Graduate credit, ‘
sperceived by many educd¥Qrs in the State as an incentive, is also obtained

for participants in ALC fumdad training. In addition, -the ALC coordinator
arranges for scheduling of tralhsys, identification. of LEA-based training

Sites, purchase and delivery of traipg materials. -Whergver needed the

Program Dévelopment consultants assist wi%g this function:E& providing link-

age between th§§ALC coordinator and the LEASTSAt this tinfe more than 7,000
d

of Rhode Islend's educators from 95 percent of tReXlocal education agencies
have participated in ALC school based inservice traim¥qg. \~’,$*;}?.\ .

. $ . . .. -~ D. ’ R <+ .I )
, Competen¢y~Based Teacher Education/Certificatgon.--The mission of the
Competency-Baséfl .Teacher Education/Certification (CBTE-CBC) Componént is to .

provide leadership and assistance as CBTE-CBC is developed in Rhode and.
' Its focus is on establishing agreement on a theoretical base and then v
developing operational plans. A key element underlying the processes an .

activities which -support this function is involvement of representative’
educationdl groups throughout the State, including teachers, administratorsf
higher education personnel, and-State Education Agency staff.
Thrqp major processes are involved in the operation of this cgmponent:
" *expansion of a region-wide data bank on CBTE-CBC, support of competency-~ - .-

' based teacher education programs, and support- of State level planning and
.development of CBTE-CBC. “Expansion of a region-wide data bank -on CBTE-CBC. . -
i§"accomplished by the €BTE-CBC coordinator in conjunction with the Educa—

_tion Information Center. Competency-based teacher training a¥ certifica-

" tion information are collected, screened, classified and di%geminated among

~ Rhode Island educators irmterested in CBTE-CBC. .

Rl
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Support of CBTE programs at institutions &f highereeducation is provided
, thrqugh assistance to. Rhode Island College and the, University of Rhode Island ,
~ 1in the deyelopment, field testing, and revision of competency-based educa-
" tion alternatives. | Rhode, Island College has developed a number of - *
e -t : ‘[\ - o - - ‘
. e . T l / 8l . 103 !
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educdational psycholegy modules, reading modules, and a self-directed audio-
~visual proficiency component; the University of Rhode Island has developed
performance based modules for the freshman, sophomore, junior and senior
years in elementary and secondary teacher education. Expansion of these
activities at both institutions is in progress: :
State 1lgvel planning and, development of GBTE CBC occurs primarily

.. through the Associate Commissioner's Committee on CBTE-CBC, which includes
representatives ¢f the major educational groups within the State. Tech-
nical assistance i% provided to the committee by the CBTE-CBC coordinator
by developing a.set of standards and guidelines for operation of comeptency-
based pilot programs in the State.

°

!

‘ Internal Evaluation.--The BITC utilizes a discrepancy evaluation model
to assess’Bureau operations and effectiveness in meeting its objectives.
This evaluation model requires specification of program standards (program
design) and evaluation procedures (evaluation design) for determining dis-
crepancies between standards and actual performance. The Evaluation Re-
search Center at the University of Virginia serves as a resource to the
RITC internal evaluator in operationalizing this madel.

-~

. To date, a flow chart has been prepared for each Teacher Center compon-
s ent and for the supportive functions, i.e., Management, Program Development
N Unit, and Internal Evaluation. In addition, the interrelationships among the
components and support units have been specified. Flexible communication
channeld between the internal evaluator and component and ftinit managers have
been valuable both in preparing and updating the program design.

The evaluation design, which stems from theprogram design, includes
identification of critical decision points and preparation of a precise work
lan for gathering data relative to these decision points. The work plan
calls for such items as instrument development, population sample and strata,
. number of respondents, frequency and dates of admlnistratwon, and data®
analysis. . . '

The Program Development Unit and Management have been 1dent1f1ed and

~ are being assessed according to the criteria Spe01f1ed in the evaluation
work plan. The internal evaluator assumes responsibility for Implementation
of the work plan and feedback of data to component and unit coordinators | «
and to the managenent staff, These, ddta then serve as a basis for deci- °
sion making with regard to program operatlon, maintenance, modification

and change. N

1>

Summary of Selected Key Elements

. The chart which follows provides a. summary of concepts referred to in
“the description of RITC component operations. ‘The intent here is to high-
L*%ht the .other functions, clients and 1nc§nt1ves associated with each

*  unit. In addition, a brief view of componépt relationships with other SEA -
units and with education agencies external to The—SEA is presented.

82 ’ b \
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Lhart 1.--SUMMARY OF SELECTED KEY ELEMENTS

Incentives

Relationship'to SEA and
Other Education Agencies

Obtaining information
on needs

Free Technical Assis-
tance

Linkage to the Bureau
of Technical Assis-’
tance and the SEA

Input t6 ALC selectlon pro- 3
cess

Input to SEA master pldnnlng
process

Service unit to LEA'S through
Program Development consul- .
tants linkage system

Graduate Credit -

‘Free training in
validated programs

Responsiveness to
local needs

Tra1n1ng conducted on-

© site: convenience,
time-saving, gas-
saving, moral sup-
port (fellow staff
members )

Implementation™support
(fellow staff mém-
bers) =

Service units® to LEA's through
Program Development consul-
tants linkage system .

Organizer and facilitator of
linkage between LEA's and IHE's
for on-site in-service train-
ing . .

Integration with unit for util-

ization of State in-service

training monies ‘

[y

Agent Function(s) Clients
;- . . _
Needs To identify stalfl lTeachers
Assessment  needs (statewide)  Administrators
' . Boards of Edu-
* . .. cation .
CSEA (planning )
4]
Alternate .To provide inservice Teachérs N
Learning training in ‘vali- Administrators
Center dated programs to Boards of Rdu-
local education * .cation
‘ agencies based upon
identified needs
../
.

. . .
Competency- To provide leadership IHE Person-
‘Based as CBTE/C is .devel- nel-
Implementa~ oped in R.I. . :

R tion/ _ s -, . ' :
' Research To-assist IHE's in

. developing and imple-
menting preservice
competency based
‘teacher education -
?rograms in R. I.

Alternatives for teach-
ers and students:
. scheduling, format, .
methods/procedures, -
" ledrner-rate adapta-
T bility

Se‘rviég’ un.{t ‘to IHE's

102 ¢ o
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. Matéerials Produced by Teacher Center Project. . PN
] . . . . ., , <
1. Gudidelines and Proposal Manual .--Alternate Learning Center Compon-
ent of the Rhode 1sland.Teacher Center Project. This manual discusses the
four major fufictions of this component, provides information for the pro-
. posal submission process, criteria for funding, and the application forms
which are utilized. ° . . . '

- . o

a ¢ ° «
2. Abstracts of Inservice Training Programs.--Alternate Learning Cen-
ter Components of the Rhode Island Teacher Center Project. This publica-
- ~tion describes in abstract form the Validated products/practices for which
‘inservice training is available through the project. .

. 3. Needs Assessment--A Manual for the Local Educational Planmer.--This
-manua¥'§espribes a process by which local school districts are encouraged
to implement .4 comprehensive needs asséssgent as a part of their plamming -
seffolteny ”. . ‘ . ) .

I T » .ot '

4. Provus,-Malcolm, and Others.--The Rhode Island Teacher Center.

The Annual Report, vols. I, II, III, IV, Evaluation Researc¢h Center, Chat-
lottesville, Virginia. ’

‘Needs'Assessmént: Summary of Outcomes ® N

.

The needs assessment component$ of “the Bureau have been engaged in a’
- variety of activities to support needs assessment in Rhode Island local edu-
cation agencies. Specific accomplishments of this unit are cipgd below:

// \\\lf Identification and.sharing of relevant needs assess-
. " ment. resources (experts, materials, resources ) essen-
tial to the support of needs assessment activities v
in LEAs. :
2. Collection, review and analysis of approximately 25
- - - needs assessment models and reports in preparation
' for development of the Needs Assessment Manual. ' ° ’

! 3. Dev%lopment of a "how to" Needs Assessment Manual
for 'us€ in LEAs. ' . .ot .

- ¢ -

4. Training of Program Development consultants in use
@f the Needs Assessment Manyal with LEAs.

< .
- 5. Technical assistance to 5 LEAs (involving more than ~«
. 150 administrators,‘ teachers’, school committee and
o - commynity memberg) in tonducting needs assessment,
7// 2 LEAs--affective student needs assessment
2 LEAs--cognitive and affective student
\ ) , needs assessment . ’
1 LEA--special education needs assessmént‘

§ - . C ed . | .
. 10 s ) %Nfﬁﬂmﬂmﬁﬁ
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e Needs assessment awareness activities in 6. LEAs
2 non-LEAs, and among school counselors across the
- State.

PN e 2

> Alternate Learning Center: Sﬁmmary of QOufcomes l “,

Since November 1972 four cycles of ALC act1v1t1es have been initiated.
The fellowing data deseribe the major outcomes resulting from ‘these cycles, -

. Numbep of Awareness’ Conferences . . ... . .. . 7
‘Number of part1c1p ts in Awareness” Confer—

ences . : . . . . . oo 2,100
Number of LEAs Represented at Awareness .

Confefences G e e e e e e e T 38 (100%)
Number of Programs Presented N 2 |
Number of Proposals Submitted . . . . . . . .- 210
‘Number of Proposals Funded . ... . . e 200
Number of LEA Teachers and Administrators

Receiving Training . . o ¢ . 7,000 (approximately)

* Number of LEAs Represented in Trainlng « oo 29 (76%)

.

N

Evaluation of the Awareness Conferences indicates that the conﬁerences

were viewed quite pos1t1ve1y by the part1c1pants The participants_felt that

1. The conference was relevant to their needs. o

.

2. The conference time was well spent._
~ .

The presentations were .clear and Antelligible,

They had Sufficient time to ask questlons and seek
clarlfications

They dld not have sufficient time te discuss each of
the,products perspnally with the product presenters.

- 6.7.This donference was better than most others. they had
_attended .

Analysis of data on ALC training feedback also indicates p031t1ve

R reactlon to ALC sponsored 1nservice training. -

-~

. .
I3

'u i. In the 'perspective of trainees sampied the mean
. * response indicates that the training had greater
v value than other training o N

.

Respondents indicated that the training was "good "
" In terms of being ‘current and reflecting up-to-

date professional views, the training was rated
as good . .

195
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. 4. Respondents considered the material to be very
. ' . appropriate :t.o the training. ‘ y

C 5. Respondents rated responsiveness of .instructors
’ very highly. . .

C e 6.  Trainees felt that sufficient time was given to - Co
o . training in order to achieve the dbjectives of

P ) the training workshops. .

L3 ” v

N 7. Sixty-four percent of the respondents 1nd1cated
T C that no topics were omitted from the training ses-
) * sions. .
- . ' 8.. Seventy percent of the respondents stated that _

’ they would take the" workshop again.

9. The coursework &f the trairning sessions was rated
° . as important to the trainees' work with others in’
the field. )

10. Seventy-seven percent of the respondents indicated
that concepts would be implemented in pxiactice.

o

. / . s; 2 ../ . . ‘ .
Competency-Based Teacher Education/ Certi fica-
" tion: ,Summary of Outéomes

- -

R The CBTE/CBC component‘ activities have been directed toward building
~ g foundation for the development of performance-based teacher education and
certification in Rhode Island. Specific accomplishments of this unit
irgclude.

1. Ongoing identification, collectionb and screening

: + 7 and classification of CBTE/C materials and inforpa-
’ tion resources. Approximately 500 documents have
been identified ° S

2. Development a.nd dissemlnation of information pro-
ducts:

e ) « Two New England Program in Teacher Education ) ;
) (NEPTE) working_ papers-—approximately 350 copies
. each. | . ‘ . .
L o . " One EIC information package on CBTE/C--approxi-

e T mately 300 copies.

. cL. 3. Development of documertts for development of CBTE/C )
- e in Rhode- Island- (e.g., "Plan of Action of Competency- .

, : " Based Initial Elementary Teacher Certification," -

: "Plan of Action of Development of Competency-Based

o, ) e . Teacher Education in Local Education Agencies,"

S 1)) .
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. and."P081tion Paper and Recommendatlons of the Rhode
Islan%)Certiflcatlon Advisory Committce.™)

4. Organization of a State steering committee on CBTE/C
LAssoclate Commissioner's Committee) and provision of
“ihservice training o that committee. Eight meetings
were held, one of whlch was a full-day inservice
workshop. - '

5. Conduct of a statewide conference on CBTE/C, which ' ,

. was attended by representative education ‘subgroups
throughout the State. '

.
-

6. Assistance in development and review of 24 compe-'

tency-based teacher. education modules developed. at -

*RIC and'-URI. Thirty-ohe visits to RIC and URI haye
been made by the CBTE/C coordinator to provide this

assistance .
b ¢ . e J

Various aspects of the work of the CBTE/C component have been evaluated
Summarized below are the results of evaluation activities.

-

1. Statew1de CBTE/C Conference o

S—

s
A, Partlclpants thought that conference time was

- used adequately

'B. Participants felt that most presentations were
clear but the State position svas not clear.

C. Part1c1pants agreed that ‘suffidient JYime was
¢ allowed for asking questions in the “small group
esessions .
. ¢ ‘
D. Participants rated the confefence as better
thap most ‘conferences they had attended.

J 2. 'Installation Costs of CBTE‘Mo&nles: ! ) o .

»

" A wider variation in time and tost per module exists.,

N ; A, The numbei of hours spent to date by module
© . developers -ranges from 31 %o 66 hours, mean
.gumber of hours is 41.

B. The- cost -of materlals necessary for develop—

ment of the modules ranges from $20 to $255,

'mean cost’ for materialsxii $129.,

£l

*
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"”E,’ Twenty-nlne percent of the modules recelmed

H. Forty-six percent of the modules received

1. sZero pe}cent of the modules received ratings

« : - ., ~

Eveluamion ef;éBTE Modules:

Evaluation by ‘external evaluators of compeyency-
based teachex}educatxon modules developed at RIC
“and URI revealed wide variation in overall qual-
ity of the modules developed and a considerable
number of discrepancies with regard to adherence -
to design criteria. This appears to be due, at
least in part, to tﬁgéfact that no general format.
was agreed upon nor were all of the criteria for
evaluation specified in advance to the module
developers. In addition, the somewhat low rat-~
ings on certain modules or on certain criteria
across modules is to be expected con31der1ng
that CBTE module dévelopment is presently in an
exploratory stage of development in Rhode Island.
On a scale from 1 to 5, 1 being the lowest rating,
5 being the highest rating, with a rating of less
than 3 being considered weak, the following evalu-
ation results of the 24 modules aéross 11 criteria
were tabulated:

A, Sixty-seven percent of the modules receifedr
ratings of 3.0 or higher on Content (theory).

B. Seventy-one: percent of the modules received-

ratings of 3.0 or @igggz_gg_gggzept (clarity).

C. Eighty percenf of the modules Teceived-rat-
ings of 3.0 or higher on Objectives.

D. Eighty-eight percent of the modules rdceived
aratlggs of 3.0 op higher on Learnlng Experi- .
enees - .

. / *

ratings of 3. O or higher on Learning Alterna— ff:
tlves . R

Q

F. Slxty*;e;en percent 9 the modules received
ratings of 3.0 or. h1g r en.Pxe~Assessment

G: Sixty-threeﬂpercent of the modules received
ratings of 3.0 or higher on Post-Assessment.

ratfﬁgs of 3.0 or higher on Self-Assessment.

,of 3 0 or ‘higher on Revision, Data.,

» _—
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. : -J. Zero percentkof the modules received ratings
- of 3.0,or higher on Test Plan.

s B . ;

K-.. Sixty-seven ﬁércent of the modules received

Alternativeﬁﬂ‘

. L. Seventy-five
“ v ) . " ratings of: 3.
v Rating. .

ercent of the modules received,
or higher on Overall Module

*

4.

1

‘ “ 4. Attitudes toward CBTE:
o A Vo ER
An attitude sufveylﬁas administered at URI to
P Juniors preparing | be' teachers (67 percent
. of the respondents) and to teachers.

On a scale from 1 to 5, 1 being the lowest rat-
- ing and 5 peing the highest rating, the follow-
ing ‘results were obtained:
- \ . .

A. The mean for both student and teacher ratings
was 3.5 or higher With regard to understand-
ing of performancetbased teacher training.

- \ » '
B. The mean for both- student and teacher ratings
s ae : " was 3.3 or higher with regard to the quality
of organization and’planuing of the CBTE pro-
gram with which they were asspciated.
’ C. The ‘mean Tor both student and teacher ratings
~ o was 4.6 or higher wiith regard to the agree-
ment which someorie I
might be likely to dfree with the concept of
performance-based telcher education.

mean for teacher ratiffgs was 3.6 with regard’

to competency-based ¥
perceived as an advand

future employer. Y,

. - +~ E. .The mean for both stﬁd%ﬁt and téacher ratings
was 4.1 or higher with ﬂggard to ¢ompetency-
- ' "based teacher training gaining acceptance

(versus just a "fad"). .

* - ) i
F. The mean for both studeﬁt&and teacher ratings
was 4.0-or higher with regard<to the overall

opinion of the CBIE prograij with which they
. b were associated. %K v
’ ’ ’ el
A 89 s
. _ ’ .\
. - 1z %

* ratings of 3&9 or higher on Rating of Listed

ke oneself (the respondent )
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Summary of Outcomes

- Internal Evaluation:

. The Internal Evaluation Unit is nesponéible for implementation of the
Iﬂscrepancy Evaluation Model as a basis for planning and decision making
in the‘Bureau of Technical Assistance. The follow1ng act1v1t1es have taken

Place as a part of the evaluatlon effort: -
° Y o
1. Preparation and update of the Program Design as

needed.

°

Preparation and update of the Evaluatlon Design, -
as needed.

3. Evaluation training--2 days of formal training at
Evaluation Research Center, University of Virginia
and 5 days of inservice training provided by the
Evaluation Research Center at the RITC.

e ‘a
-

4. Linkage provided between the RITC and the E&aluation .
Research Center at the.University of Virginia.

& 5. Evaluation of the following componentg: . \

Needs Assessment -
Education Information Center .
~Alternate Lgarning Center ‘
Competency-Based Teacher Education/
. X Certification
+ - ; Program Development Unit
Management- i - S
Admlnlgtwétlon of 17 evaluatlon 1nstruments to "
- ) approximately 2,700 Rhode Island eQucators .

(o
~g&§
&

7. Summary and analy31s of evaluation instrument
admlnlstered as a ba31s for component planning.
v - . 8. Assistance in the preparation of 4 internal ' -
evaluatlon reports. ’

-

° 9. Céordlnatlon of the admlnlstratlon of the Terminal

' Objectives Survey which was given, by random sam-

pling, to more than 300 Rhode Island educators .in

10 local education agencies: 1 superintendent in ~
each LEA, 6 principals in‘each LEA, and 6 teachers ~ :

- — " in each of the 6 buildings in each LEA. (These ,
o ;~;“ 3%- . data are used to assess achlevement of long-range 1
P obJectives ) . .o .

3
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VI. THE BAY AREA LEARNING CENTER: A STUDY

. IN DISTRICT COOPERATION
John Favors
Oakland Unified School District

e @

The Bay Area fearning Center is a three-district consortium designed
to provide and coordinate staff inservice training opportunities geared to
the improvement of inatruction. The Center is committed to the full util-
ization of every child's arled talents and capabilities. The major focus
of the P&oject is' ‘the cooperative involvement of the community, classroom
teachers, supportlye district staffs (administrators, auxlllary personnel,
skilled specialists, paraprofessionals, volunteers, etec.) in program devel-
opment to meet the needs of each district, school, and Ppupil.

. - § -
T~
History, Copditions, and Directions

RS .

The Teacher Center Movement has grown rapidly within the past few

years. 'Many conditions have contributed to its emergence. Fiy& major
factors have influenced the genesis of the Bay Area Learning Center:

1. DW1nd11ng flSC&l resources

2.  Decentralization of thé three partlclpatlng gchool
districts (Berkeley, Oakland and San Fran01sco)

3. Restlessness of teachers and community groups with
traditional inservice programs

4., Strong ‘desire of teachers and the community to be-
come involved in the education proce{ss.in new ways

5. 'Willingness of the three school districts to cpoper-
ate with the U. S. Office of Education in pilotlng
¥ , a new staff development approach.

The Bay Area Learning Center's (BALC) ultimate purpose is to improve:
the quality of 1earning experiences of all students in the Unified School
Distrieis of Berkeley, Oakland and San Francisco. Minority students and
all other students who experience learning difficulties within these dis- ~
. tricts are the target fop the efforts of BALC. To help eliminate these
learning difficulties®s to increase the competancles of all facilitators
.of learning in these three districts.

N
v

The Center is sensitive to the fact that desegregation is an evolviné
reality in the districts. This has dramatized the need for a new kind of
training for educational personnel. Those most iny?IVed in the educational

ol
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process--teachers, students, parents and administrators--have had very 1lit-
tle, if any, training in expediting learnlng in a multlcultural,‘varled i
ethnic classroom. Our ‘training institutions in the past have too often
trained individuals from all ethnic groups to teach students with a white,
middle-class orientation, including value structures, behavior patterns,
learning styles and vodatidnal expectations. Minority students have suf-
fered most from the narrowness of this educational imposition. Teachers
and other personnel have also suffered from frustration arising from their
inability to provide meanlngful educational experiences for the majority of
their students or to help them actualize .their vocational plans. The BALC
is engaged in a collaborative effort, with all three districts, to correct
these conditions. . c
. v

BALC sees its role in relationship to the three Bay Area School dis-
+ tricts as that of a coordinator or helper. .It does not have power, éxcept
that which is granted to it by the three-districts. It does not have cli-
entele, except for those who volunteer fo partlclpate from each district.
It does not have facilities, enly iimited office space. It does not have
an extensive budget, but only limited grants from the' U. S. Office of Educa-
tion and the Carnegie Corporation of New York City. Yet, the challenge of
coordinating an innovative approach to staff development was accepted by the

o

> tri-district consortium. . \ )

The Bay Area was selected by the U. S. Office of Education because of

the interést of three school districts--Berkeley, Oakland, and San Francisco--
¥n collaborating to discover better ways of providing.inservice training to
their personnel. Each district has been engaged in developing detentralized,
autoriomous, and accountable systems designed to give.greater freedom and 3
impetus to individual schools and teaghers. They had encouraged them to .- By
change their curriculum, structure, and teachipg technlques to fit the~ ?
ugique needs and interests of their students, ,In the midst of those devel-
opments it was recognized that teachers should be kept informed of the’
latest curriculum development and new teachings techniques, that they should
have more freedom for program development to*meet student needs, that there
should be better communlcatlon for sharing what' has proven to be most.effec-
tive in increasing the quality of student learning, and that inservige train-
ng programs should be redesigned to better meet the needs of learnlng facili-
. tators. .

.
~

Out of these needs began the movement to establish the Bay Area Learn- .
ing Center. It developed in three phases, culmlnatlng in a fully operational
prograi. - Phase One was a planning phase which began in June 1971. A grant
was received by the Oakland Unified School District, which was ta assume
administrative responsibility for the project. The initial task was to
develop cooperation among the administrators of the three school districts
in ways that would guarantee their meaningful involvement in the pianning
and future, development of the BALC. This Was accomplished through Superin-
tendent meetings, the development of a proposal to the Office of Education,
liaison and coordination among the Districts, and liaison with USOE staff.

Plemning operation$ were to be designed that would necessitate the
-involvement of a broadly based P}anning Advisory Committee and a Management ;

s . -
. -

) °
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Support Group comprising a copsSrtium of management consulting firmg. The
initial fact finding, data c¢llecting, and proposal writing activities, how- *
ever, were conducted by an interim Bay Area Teacher Center Management Com- -

* mittee coordindted by the Oakland Public Schools. The planning process cul-
ninated in a response to a Request for Proposal, dated November 1971., which
provided-the base for this present project and the framework for further .
plannlng/by the Planning Advisory Committee and the Management Support
Group/ : . e

By June 1972, the -Planning Advisory Committee had identified teacher

training institutes in the area, assessed minority potential for involvement

- 1n the project, developed demographlc data charts for the three districts,
prepared a time line of major tasks to be achieved, developed behavioral
objectives for the BALC, developed recommendations for the functions, organ-
izational strycture, and an operational plan for the Center.

Phase Two occurred between July 1972 and April 1973. In July a Coor-
dinator was selected to monitor the project development. The Management
Support Group submitted a preliminary draft of their report. —It included
an account of the development of BALC and the mission, structure and oper-
ating procedures for a learning center. It also suggested an approach to
prograns and their evaluation and a plan of implementation. Although the
contract of the Oakland Unified School District was with one management
consultant firm, the Management Support Group consisted of ‘three consultant
firms worklng as equal partners. The two firms sharing the project tasks
w2re subcontractors secured to assist the o;1g1nal firm. The Planning
Advisory Committee voted w: accept .the draft in July, and the Superinten-

— . '‘dents accepted the final draft in October .

The Plannlng Advisory Committee voted to continue on an interim basis.
From its membership a core committee was set up to add four new memebers
from each district to serve as a.selection committee. The core committee
later reorganized itself and asked each district to provide-twelve members
for thlb comzittee. Tais committee operates, now, under the name of the
* BALC Adv*sorj Board. .

>
L

\ Pbabe Trhoze, ke sperational aspeét of the BALC, began in mid-April
1973, with tr2 appointment of a  Director. Because of, the long planning time
scheduled for the development of the BALC, it became a high priority of the
Director, the Advisory Board, and the Board of Directors to engage the Cen-
ter in pragrzms aired at 1ncreasrﬁg the competen01es of learning facilita-
tors. . , . )
In each school district this priority was carrled out through exletlng '
staff developnent facilities and programs. These programs have been inter-
dependent with BALC in théir development.  In Berkeley, programs were car-
ried out through the Staff Development Center; in Oakland through the Stu-
dent and Teacher Access to Resources and Training (START) Center; and in
San Francisco through the Teacher Learning Center (TLC) wtach Centéer has
a different approach to i{s staff development problems, and therefore each
Center had something unique to share with other District staffs.
J
"he Director spent a significant portlon of his tlme in consultation
with the staff of each of the8e Centers and in developing with them the

. 93 11()
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programs and activ1ties to be funded by BALC “Through plénnlné togéther the
BALC Director learned what programs were already operatlng, how they could
be developed to serve other districts, and what common neéds could be met -

t 3 through the initiation oﬁ new BALC programs. = - e ;

2

i cmo

Informatlon was gathered, through consultations, to enable the Dlrector ’

to allocate funds ‘that were needed 1mmed1ately for summer programs in each
of the three Centers. .In addition, each school distriet pr0v1deg,the BALC
o with an assessment of, 1ts staff ‘development needs. These needs assessments

became the basis for planning how portions of the BALC budget®would be

allocated in the region to assure staff growth and student learning,

> s I .

Project Goals . : . :

-The following Project goals have been established by teachers, adminis-
. trators, the community and students.
T A
1. To establish communication among the Board of Direc-
tors, Advisory Board, and Program Dfrectors and - ~
. Coordinators 1n order to develop collaboratlve ‘
) programs
2. To encouragé interdistr#dt participation, on a
. regular basis, by staff members (Berkeley, Oak~
Jdand, and San Francisco) ip as many BALC activi-
. ties as desired at e1ther, or both, of 'the Staff
Development Centers (Teacher Learning Center in - . )
. . San Francisco and START Center in -Oakland) . .

3. To minimize the duplication of services in the
three districts s R ,
4. To foster the cooperative involvement of parents,
* *  ¢lassroom teachers, supportive- district staff
i (adminlstrators, auxiliary personnel, skilled 7
. spec1allsts;$paraprofe551onals, volunteers, etc.) ‘
A in program development to meet the needs of each
S district, school, and pupil

3 .5, To maximize the mileage received from innovative
. + ¢ resources and to conserve avallable flSC&l s
R resouroes . " - !

6. To develop a’staff d< elopment nodel'that can ‘be
replicated in other areas of the State and Nation.

.
i - . —

+ " The Bay Area Learnlng Center is unlque and different in-its method of
rnance. The unique quality is found in the governance design that
al ows the consumer to participate in determlnlng how the product will be

V-
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produced. The BALC's governance procedures have been so orga;;;Ea as to

provide opportunities for the community, educational persomnél, and stu-

dents to be involved in determining the nature of major staff development .
_components within the tri-district complex.

. . tEM
Advisory Board.--The programmatic involvement of the consumer has its

genesis in the activities of the Bay Area Learning Center's Advisory Board.
The Advisory Board consists of threé¢ representatives from each school dis-
trict, who are appointed by the Superintendent of the respective district.
The Board maintains an ethnic balance reflective of the ethniec composition
of the Tri-District Consortium. In addition, the Board is balanced to
reflect commnity, student teacher, and administrative concerns.

-

Just as BALC serveslas a coordinating umbrella for tri-district-staff
development activities, the advisory Board serves as a screening umbrella
for BALC involvements. The Board is primarily responsible.for:

1. Participating in quarterly meetings, and at other
times as determined by thé board -

*2. Participating in. the\gevelopment of the overall
project design -

lm : . .
R . \3. Assisting u;th .the preparation of the annual bud-
. get

4 \ ¢

v Ao 'Mbnitoriﬁg the progress of_the program

o 5. Monitoring the budgéf as it relates to program . .
R development o :

“ 6, "Formulating overall project goals and objectives

O 7. Reflecting the concerns of the various segments-of
t the communities - B
. . ‘ ' - - ) - L+ NN
) ) : 8. Recommending changes to the Board of Directors : -
) Rrograns originate with the Advisory Board.and recommendations for
changes’are then made to the Project Director, who is responsible for trans-
mitting and interpreting the recommendations of the Advisory Board to the
Board of Directors. All recommendations for change are based upon a dual
needs assessment. First, each school district conducts a needs ‘assessment
query on a yearly basis. The dlstrict-lnitlated assessments Fange from
special pnoJects, such as programs conducted under the provisions of ESEA
Title I and California's Senate Bill 90, to total district assessmgn%s:f\~,
.Second, BALC conducts an ongoing needs assessment as part of a regular ’
evaluatlon procedure submitted to participants. - . x

\

. ~_ o : ; . )
Board 9£,Directofs.--The Board of Directors consists of thé Superin-
tendents of the three school districts and the Director of the Bay Area™

‘ N 5 . A + . i .
o | ”11E _ ’

-3 H
¢ - :

Ny

e B
Fed ~
-ty .




:”‘ .l ~ ,!.},\ .
L e r N
Learnlng Center Orlglnally th1s body{;as to meet togethen?&'tlmes a year.-
In the-past #7years, howeyer, the Superintendents have actually met on 4 .
L diffe oc ons to cgnsider .the recommendations made by the Advisory

" Board a#d ‘to deal with other collaborative matters. In the absence of
- formal-meetings, there is a constant flow of communication by telephone or
_memos between the PrOJect Director and the Superintendents
o L3
' The success of the tri~-district collaboration rests heavily upon the

-cominitment of the top’echelon admlnlstrators BALC has been fortunate
because this commitment has chara¢térized- the behavior of the superinten-
dents and their support staff's. The1r suppqrt 1neludes, among other things,
acceptlng recommendations from the Communlty Board to making avlilable dis- .
trict personnel and facilities to assure the successful-implementation of
various training phases. - ) o ..

A ‘ - D
Oakland's Board of Educhtion.--The Oakland Board of Education serves as
the Local Authority (LEA) for the project. Oakland, therefore, is both
legally and programmatlcally responsible for the approval of recommendations
from the Advisory Board and the Board of Directors. These recommendations
are screened through the fiscal and programmatic procedures of-the Oakland
Unified School District. All programs presented to Oaklard's.Board of Edu-’
cation are reviewed by the Superintendent's Cabinet. This in effect could -
be misconstirued by some as givihg Qakland's Cabinet veto power over the joint
decisions of the three Superintendents of School. Legally this fact exists.
However, it must be remembered that Oakland's Superintendent serves as one
of the members of the Board of Directors, thus providing fiscal and program-
matics support for the consortium. Nevertheless, tHe ultimate decisions
" relative to the existence of the .Bay Area Learning Center are made by Osk-
land's Board of Education. Naturally this legal authority gives rise to
certain concerns on.the part of the other districts, but the Project has
handled them successfully. BALC has 1n1t1ated three types of involvements
with these districts as follows: ~ .

- v b <
) ’ 1. The Oakland Board of Education enters into con- -

T e borating school districts. v ] -~ 3 - .
4 g k1 3 ] . ‘ {

2. The BALC central administration provides inst

tional supplies and consultants directly out of T
Oakland Publicy Schodl atcounts with the maximum . .
) amount allowabgi for each;category specified in -
a tontract’ entered into between Odkland ahd the U
~respectlve school district. y - '
- T3 BALCﬁgbnducts ‘& number of trl-district operations > .

coordinated and superv1sed by the Project's cen-
tral staff. All non-Oakland employees, or com-
munity people, are reimbursed for their services . U
. - through the signing of individual agreements and’ ‘ i
* are paid from the accounts of the Oakland Unified
School District. This arrangement provides the
necessary freedom to the BALC—staff to use the

. LN ‘
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o _serVices of tri-diktrict personnel in staff i -8
; development dgtivities. . ' ~
" Project Director.--It was the original Aintent of the Planning'Adv1sory T

Cormittee and. the Management Support Group that the Director of the Project
should serve at the level of Superintendent of Schools. However, there

are no legal provisions for the creation of this office”within the frame-
work of the California Stats Fducation Code. Nevertheless, the Director
does communicate at this level as & member of the Board of Directors of the
Project. The Project D1rector s -salary was originally established at the
approximate level of the lowest paid superintendent of the™ consortium; which
placed him on the fourth step of Oakland's Associate Superintendents' salary |
schedule. The Project Director is responsible for the overall supervision RN
of the total project, including office management, coordinating the Board
of Directors and Advisory Board meetings, preparing and supervising the bud-
get, and supervising any other aspect of the program including needs assess-
ments and evaluationst ) .

.

- Assistant Project Director.--The Ass1stant Project Director is primar—
ily responsible for program development and the supervision of evaluation.

[y

BALC Staff and Méetings. ——Tﬁg central office of.the project is Iocated
in the administration building of the Oakland Unified School Distriet. The
main office staff consists of a Project Director and two secretaries. Re-
cently, Raymond College, of the University of the Pacific located in
Stockton, California, provided the project with a full time student adminis-
trative assistant. The student assistant Wlll remain with BALC for dne
semester., ey

. Their Centers and one subproject are partially, or fully, supported by
BALC. They are the Berkeley Unified Sechool District's Staff Development )
Center (SDC),jithTancisco Unified School District's Teacher Learning
Center (TLC), Oakland Unified School District s Student Teacher Access to
Resources and Training Center (START Center). The subprogect is the Shelter S

" Institute located in San Francisco, a private sulicontractor. One or more °
. representatives from these Centers and the subprogect participate in regu- -
larly scheduled BALC staff meetings X . '
s ' 4 A A
BALC funds the full salary for one coordinator of each of the three
. Centers. In addition, BALC funds the staff‘development act1vities of
Shelter Institute with funds sectired .from a pr1vate grant administered
by the LEA N

’ - - - » ¥ [

) " Staff meetings areg conducted by the Director, or the Ass1stant Direc-
4or, of the BALC Progect The staff meetings prov1de a major collaborative

opportunity-fqr o . .
- 1. -Tri-District interaction ﬂ T
- L 4 . A‘ ' ] !
2. The elimination of duplicate, trairing activities >
. - > ‘ s 3 3 . ’
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‘ among the varibus projects and other departments
. within the tri-district consortium ot .
. , [N
- . -\. 3. -Updating of staff development activities in pro-
T il - gress n the various districts
;‘ ’ 4. The BALC staff to provide technical assistance to
M Lo the Centers ,
Lo A g;_,e . ) S - . . N . ? 2 [}
.o S5¢7 The 1dent1f1cation of outstanding educational lead-~
- ers among the consortium, such as successful &lass-
- . “room teachers, administrators, higher education ‘
JEEEE specialists, and community representatives, capable ’
° :. .7 of sharing promising educational practices developed ’
- - - Within the loeal Setting "~ ‘
M Programs f , . . <
. N ' il
s Durdig the fiscal year 1974-75,. the Bay Area Learning Center ass1sted

with or conducted staff development_ actrv1t1es in the following locations:

3

1. Berkeley Unified School District's Staff Develop-
.w. - . ment Center . . ' o

(i c\
2. Oakland Unified School District's Studerit Teacher
. - " Access to Resources and Training Center

;e ' ; 3. San Francisco’ Unified School District's Teacher
. - N ’ LearnLng Center : . ) \
s - . .

T 4. Shelter Institute. '

PR

The Bay Area Learning Center also conducted or assisted with the fol~

" lowing 1nnovat1ve programs - ) . .

-

- 1. The community as an Educational Resource, Tri-a

. District .
- T 2 4_‘.‘,1;3’» \k;x .
s .2, Early Childhood Education Inservice ProJect, Tri--"
e ‘“””District AN S & 1

-

3. Special Education Inservice Project TrirDistrict

. . y

SR 4s Aggmlnistrators' Semirhrs, Tri-District . . o
< . e . ,
‘ 5. Mult1—Cultural Education rogram Development Tri-
R . District ' 3 P / \
w; < o " 6 Summer Inservice Ihstit e, 1974,’Tri-District

04 ¥

7., Summer Inserv1ce Institute, 1975, Tri-District

"
» - . ’ . . < -

)
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.- School District.

-®

. cate a minimum level of commitment to BALC.

“far greater than the acceptance of a basic contract, for the effectiveness

. t@ry funded by BALC. Each is a regular employee of the Berkeley Schools. .

. Qéveloped as a participant of SDC training. The very nature of the work

- gone_through radical changes. From 1964-1968, it was in a formal process

pressure wgs applied to racially and ethnically balance the staff and

.1‘. i‘;{ ] .- . ? . .{‘._'.\_ . T - .y ) '
. - , L0 ’ ‘ 3 -
. - . . . - L. . 3
8. A Bachelor of Arts-Degree Program in conjunction - —
* with California State University at Hayward |
9. A Master of Arts Degree ‘Rrogram in conjunction ¢ L
with the Institute for Professional Development '
and the University of &an Francisco - .

. , .
The characteristics of each of the foregoing site activities and some
problems will now be considered. :

Berkeley Unified School District's Staff Development Center.--The SDC
is an integral part of the staff development program of the Berkeley Unified -
It-is included in the Distriet's Organizational-Chart™and .
placed under the supervision of the Assistant Superintendent of Schools in
charge 'of instruction. BALC's relationship with SDC is legally determined

by contractual arrangements entéred into between the LEA and Berkeley.
' " ¥,

The contractual arrangements are significant in that they provide & ~
legal basis for fistal resourées to be shared by the districts, dnd indi--
However, the significance of
the acceptance of the BALC concept by the Berkeley administrative staff is |

of a program is determined lgrgely by the commitment of the implementers.
= : . ) [ B §

. -The district identifies. its staff deveTopmeht needs and relays ‘them to
the Staff Development Center. The Bay Area Learming Center is in a.pivofal
positioh to call on the resources of the tri-district cgnsortium, and other
resources, to provide technical assistance to the SRC. Such regources are
available through the, Counties' Office of Education, Stape Department of
Education, Institutions of Higher Edqution, BALC subcontractors, and cher .
iri-distriet personnel or community consultants. Thig kind qy/éollaboration
occurs within most of the BALC's programs. - . :

-

» .
1 A A

The Staff Developmeht Center is hbused in the Central Administration
Building of the Befkelex'PUblic Schools. The core staff of the center con-
sists of the Director, a Staff Associate Trainer, &nd one full time secre-

~. — a . .
. The Director of* the Staff Development Center is a part-time employee
of the school district who, additionally, serves as a lecturer for the Uni-

versity of California, Berkéley. - . X .

.

—~—— A

‘The Staff Assosiaie Trainer is a full-time classified empleyee skilled =
in staff development fechniques. ,The Staff Associate Trainer's skills were

assignment requires %in-house™ development for this position.

atic.thrust has evolved as the result of a compliéaﬁed ®
Since 1964, the Berkeley Unified School District hag ™ .

SDC's programn
historical process.
of desegregation. Schools became racially and ethnically balanced, and

' ¢

' ! . . .
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teachers of the.district to correspond with the balance of the student popu- -
lation. . .

‘"From 1968 to 1973, diversification, for the purpose of protecting the
demands of pluralism, became the unspoken theme that pervaded the district.
It was a time for finding other than wh1te—m1ddle class ways of doing things.
Alternative schools sprang up, experimental programs and special projects
were developed. All operated with autonomy. New "tribalisms" developed.
Task forces were created to study fractionating issues.

On the other side, after desegregatlonq and with a concern for’ plural-
ism, standardized test scores improved for all ethnic groups. However, in
the midst of the turn toward diversity came mistrust between teachers and
admlnistrators, parents and schools, students and teachers, and between
teachers, admlnlstrators, parents, and directors, on the oné hand, and the
central administration on ‘the other. .Confligts, long suppressed by sepata-
tion and isolation, surfaced. This mistrust and friction mitigated against

the realization of the district goals: :
1. The achievement' of a year's growth for a‘year's - ‘e
. ' attendance for all children, and, particularly

m1nor1ty children who were underachieving

1

2. The efadication of institutional racism.
In the spring of 1972, a new theme began to emerge. There was a need i
_for cooperation and suppott as a corollary of diversity. An emphais on .
‘diversity had allowed relationships to become lonely and disconnected f7om
interdependency Support for exchanging one 's creative ideas was hard to
ome by, and this exclusiveness blunted the pursuit of one's own profes-
sional growth and development. The need for cooperation and support encom-
passed the d1str1ct as an organization, as well as individual menbers of a
staff. . : ' . S '
This problem was attackéd by the Staff Development Center. Representa-
tives of the district's diverse organizations met at the invitation of the
Staff Development Center. They participated in workshops concentrating on
media as a tool for observing behavior. They also explored ways that the
organization and the individual could maintain and enhance their diversity.
‘The unspoken search was for common experiences and a common language and
frame of reference all of which were necessary for building*wviable interde-
-péndent relatlonshlps This sharlng across lines of differences was neces-
sary if the district itself were to becomg a "learnlng_system" for staff

development. e

The representatlves were eased into ah acce%%%nce of media, particularly
video taplng, and its use in exploring one's behavior The response to this
method grew in momentum, stimulatihg inittal steps to implement a cooperative
undertaklng'1n~staff tra1n1ng during the summer of 1972.

It was clear to the Staff Development Center that the central adminls—v
tration as well as site administrators and staff should be involved colla-
boratively in planning for profess1onalld§Y§lopment To, follow up this

)
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insight an Organization Development strategy was combined with the individu-
alized self-study strategy. The combining of these selfzanalytlc procedures v -
) \provided a method for attacking specific staff development needs. _ This -
< method undergirded the theoretical position that cooperatlon and mutual sup-
port was needed as an adjunct to diversity, if the latter were to be a , °
§trength and not a threat to the larger organization. . o
Stated in the ethos of the present, it 1s important’ to recognlze that
too much ingroup spirit, consensus, and over-commitment to alternatlve
schools, or 'subsystem goals is destructive of the larger, district-wide
! obJectlves There is need to be complex; to learn to protect gnd keep the
positives of ethnicity, alleglances, and unique idéntities while at the
same time protecting and preserving the.cohesiveness and security tobe '
gained from fthe larger orgghizational objectives. A staff development
program must* reconcile subsystems and system goais

7 Top management must model behavior. It is impérative that top level
management be a cohesive and effective group, setting the "pdce for shared
decision making, joint problem solving, group practices in conflict inter-
"vention and other such team-building skills. Such cooperative behavior and - :
matrices of relationships.are best supported by an understanding of each
other's problems, ‘concerns, and strengths, and by a structure fostering a
joint decision-making process, rather than an autocratic line of authority
reaching down from the Board of Education. An overall priority of objes-
tives and accompanying strategies and activities must be formulated. There
must also be shared understanding of barriers that prevent work within and

_between the district and its community members. A viable training program
must reckon with the multilevels of the bureaucracy of both the district
organization and its community.

Site admlnlstrators and thelr staffs need to learn-how to promote and
monltor their own professional and personal growth. They need to learn how
to observe their own behavior as a way of engaging in self-study, self-

;evaluatlon, and self-correction. A self-improvement program, using the
reflective methods of &elf-analysis via media, was decided on as most produc-
tive for the present culture of the Berkeley Unified School District as it
moved from desegregation to cultural pluralism,>forward  toward integration
and beyond. The Staff DevelOpment program centered on 1nd1V1duals as their
own best consultants. .

School people on site need to learn how to free each other to risk new
ideas and changes coming 1n from the rich, diversified environments from
Bef&éley s alternative schools and frop out31de They need to learn to sup-
port each other through mishaps in failure as well as suctess. They need to
open up educational decision making and teaching to include parents and
students as well as educators. .

In an effort to meet these needs the Staff Development Center trained
a cadre of organizational specialists whose responsibilities are to assist
in reducing restraints. Additionally, a cadre of staff associates wer€
trained to teach media-self-analysis techniques. All Berkeley staff mem-

. bers-associated with the prOJect .are totallyxfunded by the district unless ~

otherwise indicatéd. ) ’
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Student and Teacher Access to Resources and Training (START Center)
Oakland Unified School District.--In 1970, Oakland began its transition from
a hignly centralized system to a regionalized system, each region having a
large measure of autonomy. This transition.has not been completed, but each
year progress is made. It began:by dividing the district into three regions
headed by Regional Associate Superlntendents

-

This reorganization entalled a new emphasis on the respons1bllity of
“site administrators for the physical educational, and emotional environ~ -
ments of their schools. It becahme the respons1blllty of each site adminis-
trator, in conjunction with the st&ff and community, to define and allocate
resources to meet the needs of the school.

‘The transition was not easy Although Oakland had not desegregated
its schools, desegregation was occurring due to shlfting housing patterns.
Ihe increased multicultural dlvers;ty within the district forced teachers
to seek "other ways" of facilitating the ‘educative process. Thus under
decentralization both admihistfators and teachers were seeking assistance
through alternatlvealeadérshlp approaches,

Improving indlvidual teacher and admlnlstrator skills des1gned to cope
with the conventional prablems of the distriect was not sufficient.” In addi-
tion, there was:a demé&nd for new ways of supporting staff, for.providing .
ways to develop skills required by changes ‘and for encouraging the staff to
design and initiate their own growth. Thus when Laney College owned by the
Oakland Unified School District "becamé available, a task force recommended-
it could best be used as 4 Jultiresource center for continuing development
teachers and admlnlstrators Mthough its -use by the community and stu-
Ggpts has been encouraged it has been used primarily by teachers, instruc-
tional assistants, parents, and administrators. v e 38
%

This faclllty ig now known as the START Center. It is maniged by a
team of consultants who are full-time, employees of the district. The Bay
Area Learnlng Center funds ‘one full-time position in the START Center.

. This position is, filled by, a class1f1ed employee who works under the direct’
superv1sion of the Co-Managers of START.

BALE is intrlcately interwoven into the staff developmen% fiber of the
tri-district~consortium. It cannot and should not stand alone, nor do the
three major teacher*centers (SDC, START, and TLC) effectively function- with-
out the support of the consortium.. BALC depends upon the fiscal support of

. the districts to provide facilities, and the fiscal support of district
staff to assist'with'the teacher centers v
Although START collaborates with in the_development of its pro-

grams, not all.of the programs are funded by BALC. Some originate from_.
within the-OakKlénd district and are funded by the district. Some come from
outside sources such as courses provided by the California State University
at Hayward, Merritt College and Holy Names College '

[

The STAR?:Center is now_engaged. in the following programs: . the Teacher
Shelter, an activity formerly located in ‘San Franaisco and identified as
_the Teacher Actlve Learning Center; Guided Self-Analysis, Leadership Labs

- L o 130 W
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for Administrators, and an ongoing Teacher Emphasis$8e§}es. These programs
are partially or totally funded by.the Bay Area Learning Center.

: T &

lum display section, the Art Magnet~for kindergarten through third grade,
and thé Renaissance School for seventh through the tenthygrade are all
housed in the START Centéf. The Co-Managers also assisﬁ%with a third
alternative school located at the Junior Center of Arts dnd Sciences known /
as the Mosswood School. This model provides a compléfe eflucational program '
for pupils in Grades 4 through 6. & .

Moreover, the district's Media Center, a pre-schooﬁ%program, a curricu-

2 ¢ ¢

Needs assessment is an ongoing process with the START|-fenter staff.
Each program is preceded by needs assessment questionnairef§, that are concise
and simple. They permit the participant to identify his needs, and. the
START Center staff provides training opportunities. When applicable the
needs assessments dre made on a tri-district basis. Some attivities are -
open to tri-district personnel, and others are exclusively for the Oakland
district. * :

> 2
Teacher Learning Center--San Francisco Unified School Digtrict.--Change
has been occurring in the San Francisco Unified School District at an increas-
ing rate. It began dramatically in 1970 when the dispgs began to desegre-
gate 12: of its elementary schools. Many of its teach®®s found themselves
unprepared to teach in multi-ethnic classrooms. _ N
{

Duripg this time the district entéred a regionalization program aimed

‘gl'(‘

" at decentralizing the decision-meking powers ard the responsibility for
- facilitating student learning. Regionalization was partially implemented

to share decision making with the community. It was & response to claims
by the press and members of the community that the majority of students
weré scoring below both grade levéls and national norms, and that decisions
and plans needed to be developed to change this pattern. It was hoped that
regidhalization would enable'those closest to the school's operations, i.e.,
site administrators and teachers, to solve whatever problems were relevant
to these criticisms. ‘ - o

With the beginning of desegregation in 1970 teachers developed them-
selves into "A Teacher Council" with'a teacher-selected member representing

. ~each school involved. The teachers. wére concerned thatsthey would not be

ready to meet the challenged stimulated by the changes within the district.
Out of the activities of the Teachers' Council grew the concept#f the
Teacher Learning Center. ' o , -

The Center was_housed, in a three-room structure until September 1972.
At thig TIme the Emergency School Assistance Program provided funds for the .
Centér to-relocate in an industrial building providing more than 11,000 :
square, feet of space. The warehouse-looking space was transformed by the =
staff’ into the, Teacher Learning Center. 'Teachers internalized the basic
‘concept of the Center and shared ownership in the total process.
v B . ‘ 3 52
- .The Center Director, who was a former teacher, principal, and district v

curriculum specialist, and § additional certificated employees are funded

-
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by the San Francisco Unified School District. The Bay Area Learning Centerl"

. funds one full-time coordinator of the three district programs, She is a
regular certificated employee of this district and is housed at the Center.
« l . L4 -

As with Berkeley's Staff Development Center, the Oakland Board of Edu-
cation has entered into comtractual arrangements with the Teacher Learning
Center. The contractual arrangements specify minimum support and involvement
levels between BALC and the Teacher Learning Center. The real relationghip
1s expressed in the spirit of cooperation within all facets of the district.

Needs assessment and evaluation usually occur in one operation. Each
participant in the Teacher Learning Center activities is encouraged to com-
plete a simple needs assessment evaluation form following each training
occurrence. The forms are tabulated by the staff and used as a basis for
providing additional training programs.

7 . .

Trainees now include paraprofessionals, teachers, parents, and stu-
dents. The students are involved as learners in many classroom situations
used for demonstration purposes. BALC programs are clearly identifiable and
visible in the Teacher lLearning Center operation. BALC furnishes funds for
.consultants some of whom are teachers and some are instructors from local
institutions of higher education. .

Some institutions of higher education insist on their preservice
‘trainees being involved in the actiwities of the Center. The difficulty in
meeting this demand stems from the fadét that there is usually a waiting list
of both district and tri-district personnel to be served. q

Shelter Institute—-ExplOraiions in Educational Leadership.--This project:

is supported by funds supplied to the local education agency by the Carnegie
Corporation of New York. The LEA entered®into a contract with Shelter Insti-
tute to implement a training, research, and dissemination program for the
preparation of high school principals in management skills.

The training portion of ‘the project concentrates on problem identifi- -
cation in an attempt to assist the participating principals with the situa-
tions which they must confront in day-to-day management. Some of the.prob-
lems identified by the project, in collaboration with the principals, are
not easily or immediately solved. They are manifestations of larger social,
economi¢, and political urban i 1s. However, ‘it is possible to design, or
devise, strategies that can reduce the intensity of these problems and-
improve the general condition of the schools. While working orr a one-to-
one basis with principals to solve or reduce critical problems, the'staff
employs a task oriented approach to extend and improve their skills in i
each of four other areas: executive effectiveness, social and political \
skills, information acquisition and ytilization, and leadership. ’

. During the initial period, the core staff serves ds iraihing consul-
tants to help the participating principals to identify problems, to clarify
and prioritize their management tasks, and to identify and utilize resources
inside and outside of the school system in public and private institutions.
The ultimate aim of the project staff is to utilize peer training, The

* +
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first group of principals enabled school sﬁstems to develop ongoing manage-
ment training programs independent of external support. Participation in
this program has been confined thus far to;secondary school administrators.

’

y -

BALC's Innovative Programs--Tri-District.--Although several programs
-, have been mentioned under fhe category of BALC innovative programs, tri-
district‘\;gé§/discussion will be 1limited to three of the programs, as
follows: nistrators' Seminars, Special Education Inservice Project,
and the Summer Inservice Institute. ' S

-

In the early fall an invitdtion was extended to top echelon tri-district .
admini strators to participate in a "think Tank" session with the BALC cen-
tral staff. The intent of the BALC staff was to have the group of adminis-
trators discuss the staff.development needs of the districts and methods of
meeting these needs through the innovative programs. The group followed
objectives of the session, including the development of plans for adminis-
trators' training seminars and the identification of appropriaté\personnel
within the distriets to provide leadership for the other innovative{programs.
However, the associate superintendents insisted on their own involvement,
as trainees, along with their principals and other support staff menbers.

Presently the «administrative seminars are being conducted within the.
consortium. Their agendas include such subjects as time management,
organizational strategies, value clarification, and political realities.

~ Usually the comsultants who conduct the sessions come from within the

tri-district consortium or from local institutions of higher education.

The human resources for meeting the needs of the-administrators exist within
. the population served. - - '

¢ We turn now to the Special Education project. The Committee for .this

project began its work with the aid of the results of a needs assessment.

This assessment_had been prepared and circulated in each of the three dis-

tricts by the §§¢cial Education Department of the San Francisco Unified

School District preceding the close of the previous school year. ;

-

The results of the needs assessment indicated that the majority of the
_ tri-district special education personnel had a keen interest in receiving "
information about California's recently adopted'Mgster Plan for Special .
‘Education. The committee ‘plenned, for four Saturday morning training ses-
sions at the rate of one per month. Two institutions of higher education
provided college credit for participants who completed the trainiﬁ%. N

Tmmediately-following each training session, the planning committee
reconvened to evaluate the session and to study the written recommendations - .
made by the partifipants relative to the nature of the next class. All of
the trainers come' from local schools, the State Department of Education,
various California County Departments of Education, and members of Califor-
nia's Mater Plan for Special Education Committee. Their sélection-was the
direct result bf the recommendationé of the participants.

-

©
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Tite Special Educatipn "Iabs," as they are called by the participants,
are produced by the Bay Area Learning Center and directed by the tri-district
Special Education Departments. The three school distriets collaborated with
the help of BALC in pooling their combined resources to develop a methodol-

. ogy to more effectively facilitate learning in special education.

Incentives i i

;Ja

Most staff development programs are plagued with the problem of getting
potential participants involyed in training procedures BALC has found that
the most effective way of approaching this problem is to involve partici-
pants'in planning. This generates a feeling of ownership of the program.

In addition, BALC prOV1des opportunities for professiorlal growth credits
within the respective school districts, and college or university cred1t
when appropriate. The majority of the trainers for the project are 1oca
people who are compensated at an appropriate level of funding. This method,
of compensation is also a type of 1ncent1ve to those within the consort1um

S~
.

Conclusions and Recommendations

The Bay Area“Learning Center is reaching its goals:

1. It has established, a collaborative process, and -
. its feedback indicates that teachers feel their
students profit academically from the training.

2. The three Centefs have devised a way of individu-
alizing training procedures for teachers, para-
professionals, parents, and admlnistrators‘based
.on needs, assessment. ' ,

. ' 3

3. " The resources of the three urban school districts
have been-effectively brought together to .saQlve
their problems. . 2

PR e

4. .The organizational design of *the BALE Project has .
providéd collaborative procedure by which the -

‘ ' goals of each district can Be met. g

. Bay Area Learning Center

This report was prep3red from materlals developed by various indi=-
viduals Who have’ contributed numerous writlngs relative to the project.

-+ o Dr. John Favors,_ Director of the Bayéérea Learning . ,
Center. . oo

. Gwendolyn“P/ DeBow, Ass1stant Director of the.Bay’
_Area learning Center.
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Rogers Carrington, special writdr for the Bay Area
Learning Center. . , _

4

Drt. Marie Fiélder, Director of the Staff Development °*

Center "6f thé Berkeley Unified School District, a
subdivision of the Bay Area Learning Center.

Mrs. Betty McNamara, Director of ‘the Teacher Learn-
ing Center, San Francisco Unified School. District,
a subdivision of the Bay Area Learning Center
Mr. Jerry Kindred, Director of Sheltet Institute,
an external subcontractor of_the Bay Area Learning
Center Lo N . " -

* Fe 4 * . \
Mr. Stanley Cohen and Mr . Kenneth Matheson, Co—
Managers of the START Center.

Mrs. Jane Criner, Special Educational Services,

San Francisco Unified School D1strict _— .
¥ .
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&5 ' 'VII: THE INFORMAL WORK PLACE: AN APPROACH\ )
N1 ) . : .

Lo TO TEACHERS' CENTERS \Lh\ '

N . . Kathleen \Devaney :

B v -~ Far West Regional Laboratory for Educationa N

N o g Research and Development

.

~ Since Sputnik and the Supreme Court desegregatioﬁﬁdecfsion, most re-

‘+ forms in public schodling have implied, if not required, a more professional
-role for the teacher. This role involves not only a wider and deeper com-
mand of subject matter--math, geography, languages, physics, natural sci-
"ence, lirguistics=-but a quite new responsibility on the part of the teacher
to remain a student not only of the subject matter but of the children who -
are taught. This responsibility involves discovering how different children
learn. It is not just that some learn more slowly, and some more quickly,
but that each student brings a unique background, a blend of home prepafa-

) “tion and support, of idiosyncratic learning sjyle, interests, talents, and

%§° available knowledge. The teacher's responsibility then extend to attempt-

: "ing to use the stident's background and interests, as well as his knowledge,
o motivate and facilitate his learning. Thus, along with integration man® .
dates, teachers now enceunterdemands for inteliectualization of subject - :
matter and for individualization of instruction. These three imperatives,
interlocking and implicit in most of the reforms of“the past .20 years, are
now beginning to shape the curriculum for the cvllege preparation of would-

. be teathers and the criteria for State certification of teachers. These new
demands ofi teachers underlie the organized teacher asseciations' demands for
more professional pay and stagus for teachers, while inability to meet these

gdefands constitute an underlying reason for citizen complaints against the

« 9
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ot Because declining numbers of students and jobs for teachers result in
a-diminished, frequently discouraged, and aging.teacher force; éfforts }o

bring about integrétibn,‘intelleétualizatiqn, énd individualization in the -
public schools increasingly depend on refreshing the education of tenured ‘
feachers through programs of inservice education or "staff developmekt."

e development needed is not simply development of the person who's teach- °
dng, but growth and change in the job itself--opening it up, in a sense, to-
:new instructional content, strategiesl_gpg&§pancg§ towards co-workers and — S—

© el

?

\_,N_,Qgﬁﬁhmiiheré is an alternative to such refreshmént and develapment of the I
& {eacher and the teaching job: it is to tighten up and to define the teach- oty
" ing act more narrowly and technically as the "delivery" to the student of ¥

“ ‘specified items of content for which the teacher is "accountable."

. - . Y - Y

Teachers' centers flow from teachers', administrators', and college

. . bprofessors' effprts to upgrade and refresh teachihg perfq?mance'by‘gpening'-
’ rather than tightening the teacher's role. This approach to improving
teaching practice is not universally endorsed, and may not be appropriate
In all places and situations. But it seems essential for concerned parents

g
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_and policy makers to understand that wherever new social ‘mandates are

. placed.on the public schools, and whenever the institutions of society

are in flux--witness television overtaking the influence of family and
churgh-=the ‘teacher's jot?conditions, tasks, and relationships inevitably
change, and a new structure for.the job itself must be anticipated and

5 facilitdted.-

L ¢ ot

.Over the ‘past 10 years a nationwide grpup'of American educators has
developed the idea of a small, informal, sometimes independent, sometimes
district- or university~sponsored work plédk where eleméntary teachers
<come, on their own initiative, to work on curriculum for their own clags
rooms. They work with the help of practi al-minded professors or masyer
teachers and with each other, largely in the spirit. of colleagues exghang-

ing rather than-experts train}ng. .

About 100 entities across the counffy loosely fit this definitiomn : T
dub them "teschers' centers," emphasizing the possessive in order to con-
note largely-voluntary (though often on school district released time)
se&f:programming by- teachers as they seek what they need and share what
they do well.” In the following pages I will detail some of the origins,
aspects and attributes of teachers' centers which, in the minds of those who
run them @nd the teachers who use them, set these centers apart from--and
make them better than--conventional inservice programs. Then I will touch
on challenges that the Federal program presents to the grassroots-evolved
teachers' centers.. Finally, I will suggest some problems and principles
detived from teachers' centers' experience that may be instructive for per-
sons concerned with the design of program and policy, for new teacher centers

" %o be funded by the Federal Government.

- ’ A

" What Goes On ‘in a»Teachers' Center’ ) -

‘But first, what does a tegchgfs' center look like?, What goes Qn’there?>

‘A typical teachers' center does not exist, because each benﬁer embodies ’
unique resources and attempts to fulfill unique needs. Some centers serve
‘whole school districtg, a few serve several districts, others just one
school zone or one building. Some denters charge fees or sell memberships,

some have Federal categorical funding, many are built at least partially -

into school district budgets. Some cenjers are general in subject matter
. focus, Yome concentrate Sh a single subject such as math. " Some are characZ

., terized less by their place than by their staff~-advisors or resource teac@—

ers. who- work, in_a nonsupervisory style at a teacher's request to enrich !
classroom curriculum or instructional repertoire. A composite ceriter might

be sketched as follows; , - . . o
~o - * ‘
S Origin.-—Startédzin 1970 in.-a subdistrict of a big °
- city in its first year/bf_desegregation to help teaech- /
' ers in 10 elementary schools revise and invent cur- f
. riculum appropriate for minority group children. /
Setting.-~Several classrooms 6§van 0ld school .closed ‘ /o,

as a fire trap. .

o : 109135 ) B
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Facilities.--Workroom for teachers to copy indiyidual-
Ized lesson'cards and 1earniﬁg games from displays of
curriculum ideds that have worked for other teachers;
carpentry shop where teachers learn to make their own
math and science "concrete-manipulative" materials,

d to construct wood or tﬁiwall cardboard bookshelves,
Zgﬁgiﬁs, workbenches for children in informal class-
roolms; plants and small animals in habitats to take
gnto the classroom, darkroom for developing teachers!
.and children's photographs; potter's wheel, clay, and

kiln; kitchen and lounge, furnished with)hand-me-downs,
for teaghers' informal talk, organized discussions or
seminars, and counseling with staff; library of adults'
&nd children's bobks, ‘curriculum materials; and store-
room of industrial scrounge materials, selected by an’
educa for their potential educational uses. '
Program.--Workshops presenting science, math, crafts,
xgooking, reading, social studies, art, music, drama
and other elementary curriculum in e. style that maxi-
mizes active, hands-on participation by teachers;
allows them to learn new concepts at their own, adult
level; and to experience again how it feels to tackle
new learning. (African ahd Mexican cultural patterns,
arts, and artifacts are emphasized in many of these ~
workshops, and teachers make materials to take to their

" .own classrooms.) Seminars initiated by teachers on

classroom-management; on ways that children's thinking
.differs from that of adults. )

Staff.--Two full-time and %hreembart-time‘masper

. ‘teachers. One full-time and one part-time .sgecretary.

Occasional consultants (including teachers acting as
workshop instructors). Director is & former profes-
sor of early childhood education involved in "active-
‘learning, discovery" curriculum development projects:
Besides teaching Workshops and providing informal
counseling in the center, staff members work gs-
"advisors" in classrooms of. participants who ask them

" to assist.. They make gepeated visits over an extended

Period and give critical but nonofficial evaluation of
the teacher's work in a troublesome subject area or
with particula? childrefi: Adwisors "modegl" a differ-
ent way to teach difficult kids; suggest more appro-
priate or varied curriculum materials; help rearrange
the classpoom--all the while providing constructive .
criticism about. a teacher's feft inadequacy, which

the teacher can accept because. it comesfrom a trusted’

co-worker, not an gvaluative ‘supervisor. .
) 4 Fr K R

the center's staff. e board suggests programs and

Deéision Making.-;Advis bogrg of teachérs, one from
each building served,éﬁ??%i5voice teachers' needs to

»
P
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recruits teachers to the center. A member pf‘thé
advisory board wrote  her first impression: "My God!
Teachers actually in cﬁgrge!" and her analysis of the
board's duties: "To explore our roles as teachers,
to take responsibility for improving.the quality of .
teaching, to raise the consciousness of the staff of
the schools. . . ." \
. . o &
Participation.--Free and voluntary!{ Teachers come

ﬁ‘ter\}ehool"‘ and on Saturdays on their ‘own time, as

well aspduring minimum days. CoupSes for credit--
such as| a semester seminar on ;i et psychology--
carry a fee. About half the elementary teachers’in
the school zone use the cenfer several times a year
and rally toisupport it before the board of education
every year at budget time.. Werk in the center is
accepted for saldry advancement credit. The staff
emergetitally promotes use of the center by principals
with whole faculties, curriculum task forces, Title
program staff trainers. .
Finande.--Established-with foundation funds which have
now expired, the center is "institutionalized" but
always vulnerable to budget cuts. Up to now the
center has been rescued by parents' and teachers'
politicking. There have never been funds for an
objective evaluation of tHe center's effects on
teachers. '

- a

‘ How a Teachers' Center is Different .

—— ¢
153

. versity inservice and from familiar notions of curriculum resource/media
centers.- In the words of several directors of teachers' -centers:

From Inservice and Extension

1

~ No single description will fit even two centers, but all centers share
clements in_common, and all differ from conventional school district or uni-

We provide continuity of sppce and time, and a staff

available to a teacher to work on an iyidualized
problem, either in the teacher's school n a separ-
atée place. - . <. ) : .

Theigrad courses at the university are geared to
advancing the teacher out of the c¢lassroom--becoming
a reading specialist or "learning disabilitiés" spe-

" cialist, or some gort of administrator. Teachers'
centers-are dedicated to helping teachers stay in -

the classroom and-experience their work as important,
stimulating, less fragmented, and less isolated.
Instead of emphasizing specialties and separateness
we try to nurture a whole approach toward teaching
and help teachers collaborate with each other.

—_
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' feelings 1ies jn the structure of the job itself.

. radically changed many public schools as work placeg.

2
3 v-ffi".

A o)

* We try to design ‘a learning program for teachers that
is nonthreatening, responsive, supportive but yet iden-
tifies major areas of concentration for the learning
,of the children, in those teachers' classrooms. With- .
sout such concentration inservice is trivial: a few
days & year; tip +0 brighten your classroom; fifty
-tricky treats to -make on Hallowgen  for all ethnic
groups. It is unfortunate that in -this.country the

- problems in children's learning are got valued &s
matters for sustained adult effort, But are defined
as matters requiring a quick delivery of "skills,"

A professiondl has }o be able to identify with a
serious, sustained endeavor. A teachers' center
defines the study of children's Tearning as a seri-
ous, professional endeavor. T T

-~

& LU

Teachers' centers come into existence to -adyocate and provide for profes-
sional growth based on the personality of the teacher and the reality of -
the ¢lassroom. Their programs are modest, pragmatic, sometimes makeshift,
but nonetheless serious. ) . :

. \\ LA
- L
‘“r

N

s *

What Teachers Need ,
3% .
‘h%hchers>who talk about thé"value of & teachers' center express a need
to "come in out of the cold"--the isolation, frustration,” fear of super-
visors' or. co-workers' censure, and their own more chilling perception of
failing to 'teach kids.. They crave warmth. Teachers using teachers' centers
say they need more local, practical, and profound lessons to use in the
classroom, lessons connected to students' lives (not just future jobsg); -
they demand concreteness and connection. And teachers in teach ' céntersg .
aspire to a self-aware, self-correcting, self-réflective kind of™t ”éhing:
they need time for thought, - )

E N .

N “»
* Warmth, -~ ) N
There is a feeling of wp}mfh here, a.feeling of com- -
- ¥ panionship, of play. What teachers' centers have
going for-them is that there's no failure really.

»

)

dIt's not a win-lose kind of environment:

Laymen dismiss or misread teachers' expressions of discouragement,
stress, even anger, because we don't perceive that a major source of such ,
] The American teacher's, §§"
role was fashioned during the past hundred years to fit awork place in %
which students in one class stood ay reagonably equal levels of achievement -
and had mastered one consistent style of learning, sothat the teacher up-
front at the blackboard could "deliver" one prepackaged textbook lesson t
the whole class. In the past 20 years, laws and coincident developments |
in Aperican soclal institutions--home, church, mass media, business--"
have drastically, changed society's demands upon the schools and thus hav
- The teacher role

.
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which most-laymen are familiar with from their own schooling is functional |,

now only in those.classes which are able to preserve or return to "homogen-

eous grouping.™ In those schools where such instruction is not possible, L
ttachers may feel unsupported.and ill-equipped to do the job society ex- Y *
pects. Daily stress may meke them inept, defensive, drained. In such con-
ditions, .teachers' centers 'set their first priority .as reducing -failure and

infusing psychic and intellectual energy. . . T . -
. - \ . . — - 1]
’ It's a place you come to bounce ideas off people who are ' .
‘ here. “They're doing theesame thing with you. You came ‘
T . _ kind of taking but all of a suddep y6u are giving. That , .
g P has got to be one of the most important things- going as ‘
: far as teachers are concerned. _ ' y .
BRI e ) ’
" > Concreteness and Connection.--In their ongoing emphasis on "concrete"

curriculum materials, teachers' centers hark back to the volces in the cur-

riculum development movement of the :'60s who called for hands-on, "real- )
life," lesson material with which to teach the 3 R's, science, and social

studies.- These materials, easily adaptable to students of differing achieve-

— . _ment levels, could be used with heferogeneous as well as homogeneous groups

’,of.smudents. Many teachers' centers are’led by first- or second-generation
leaders of those curriculum-projects.,°These people still concentrate on
inventing or adapting curriculum materials with teachers, “and helping «

" . . teachers make use of the potent learning experiences in nature, homes,
communities. “In_the teachers' centers' perspective, the curriéulum develop-
ment task is never-ending and must be teacher-involving, especially where

. there are schools operating under social mandates for desegregation, *"main- -

%iﬁstfeaming" mentally retarded into regular classrooms\, or with forms of mixed- |
N ability grouping. Such mandates create a multiplicity of learning back- ¢
grounds and styles among students, which in turn demand that a teacher con-
tinually collect; adapt, or concoct ‘new curriculum materials to fit particu-
. . 1lar ch¥ldren‘and to help children understand and value each other. Curricu-
sse  lum development -for such classraoms must gé hand in hand with inservice,
‘. and neither can properly be conceived only in terms of rejuvenative shots
from experts: . . e " ‘ s
_ Tt wouTdwbe silly to maintain that all teachers are, eager, self-
) repe%ing students of their profegsion’dnd, practiced inventors ogfcﬁstom-
. made curriculum. But the’ vast lot of teachers want to as thgip.gpp better,
and they understand that a successful lesson is not simply an efpert's
packet of subject matter, but a blend of subject matter; the student's
learning status and style, and the teacher's teaching style. Teachers'
centers show that it 18 not visionary to expect ordinary teachers to work -
. hard and'voluntagily, provided they can get help in revamping their own

-
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Time and Thought.--Teachers need supportive; constructively critical
help In importing new ideas to their own clagsrooms. This almost always
involves some.ad&ptation or even substantial reéinvention of the curriculum
materigls. "Innovetion" gnd "individualization" take time to rethink the
stidents' needs, the subject-matter content,. and the teacher's capability. "
| . g o s . : ' L T
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If I am, in'fact, going to select appropriate pieces of ‘
curriculum to fit my own students, my basic need is to .
. have a variety of resource people whose practical ) ‘
* . . experience I dan respect, and the ability to use one - -
&f thoSe people not in = one-shot, workshop but over
. time, in as much depth as I am réady for. It takes
mdre than .two days or a weekend or g momth to put
: “together curriculum. You have to use resources, re- '
. fle¢t.upon what happens thén with kids, and go back '
. ' and revamp what you're doing. : '

o Teachers' centers--or any staff development--must
{ . ' seventually’ take ‘teachers to a.state 6f development : ~
Y 77 -+ iwhere they gee the teaching act itself as a source
. - . _of knowledge. After a teacher has done these 472
© . . . ‘'Jactivities,.how does she abstract the key to them so
o she can create or adapt her own activities? If she
doesn't get a theory she has to have 472 new activi- - :
“ties. If you're going to be a teaching professional, -
‘you have to'learn to extend, modify, reconstruct, and N

-~ - -7 - create yourown activities. e = ’ )

* - ® * “ N 2 i B
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Ingredients of Successful Innovations.--Teachers' centers' experience
over, the past 5 to 7 years has been so varied that it cannot be said to
=gonftitute a full-fledged model for a new form of inservice. Not all cen-.
ters have been able tq step beyond the stage of offeri warmth and concrete-:
» ness. In no case has funding been sufficient or sustaintd enough to mount a
» - thoroughgoing evaluation of the effects on teachers of a program combining
warmth, concreteneys, and thoughtfulness over time. »Very few centers have
hdd substantial: experience with secondary teachers. The compelling evidence
" about’ teachers' centers thus is not where they have gotten to--hard data
abou} effects on teachers; but rather where they are coming from-~the oppo-
site direction from conventional inservice, which teachers deride even under
its new moniker of "staff developmenty. " : -

-

"Staff development!"™ That"s a dirty word. If it
weren't mandated we wodildn't do it, and when they ..
e . pull the funding it's gonna-go. - o
Why does it so often-happen that "when, they pull the funding" the
imported innovation disappears? Because-teachers can't learn or don't .
'+ care? The Rand Corporation-says no. Looking at the difference between
Federal change agent projects that have. disappeared and those that have
lasted, Rand investigators found common ingredients of 8uceéssful projects
' . ‘that seem very close to the ingredients of teachers' centers. The success-
' .ful change projects incorporated a stance of support for. teachers that 4
" lowered. their defensiveness against change. The successful projects empha+
sized local invention rather than implementation of “wvalidated products" or
. "planned interventions." From "day one," these projects were planned with
teachers as collaborators rather than targets. Highly committed, energetic,
local, leaders were involved rathergthan outside experts. The successful
innovations were not simple, but_complex and demanding and possessed intel- -
lectial-philogophical coherence. B ' T
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The one ingredient of the auccessful change agent projécts which’ "Rand
stipulates but which many teachers' centers do not yet exemplify is meritical -
masst--a sufficient body of participants to meke an impact on a school dis- -
‘trict and gain momentum. Gaining participants sufficfent to constitute

critical mass is a basic goal .for most experienced teachers' centers NowW .

even though it is extpemely difficult to serve greater numbers when ‘budget
cuts.have depleted center staffs. Thqs they look with hope to the new
Federal teacher center 1egislation.

-
R ‘ 1’ '_,.‘:
; Sh

Qpportunity in the Teacher Center Law ' ‘ ‘ "

If the 1egislation is an opportunity for teachers' centers, it is pre-
requisitely a challengg to them to collaborate with local school admin;s-
'trations.-,,-. :; . - 2 .

L
’ . ‘.,

The maJor issue is: "how can .the teacher-involving,
teacher-supporting, teather-stretching centers relate
the local education agency and yet keep -their’ )
integrity° A teachers' center’staff that's outside
. the distriet;:can build up a high trust- level with . . .. .
e _.tedchers; but that staff's influence withinh the sys-
tem is “the erux of how well.most teachers cah perform 2o
*back-in the classroom. Thé teachers' center has to , .
- be more than a place to come and get turned on by 3 s
innovative materials. It must have some mechanisms ,
« for reaching the structure and:the policies of the
school system:..'

- el i L4
.

e

Collaboration with the School ‘district means devising decision-making
structures which are mutual but which preserveé the program s independence
and thus the credibility.of the teachers' center staff with rank-and-file
teachers. Joint policy making and the séarch for stronger incentives for
teachers to participate will gntail initiating or strengthening ‘relation-
ships with principals and other supervisory and plamning staff in the dis- -
trict, end encouraging them to use the center &s a resource for distriet-.
sponsored. improvement projects. However, such collaboration cannot be at
the. risk of destroying‘the center! s status as a place where it's safe for
teachers to admit 1nadequacy and to experiment without fear of being eval-
uated. . " . .

Greater than the opportunity the law offers to a relatively small num-

ber of experienced teachers' centers who represent an "alternative to conven-
tignal inservicé is tﬁb challenge the law.presents to imseryice educators« + -

in school districts and colleges~of education and'to teacher associations
determined to diieét their members' inservice. Can they, as the law seems
to allow and intend, rethink conventional inservice formats, program sub-
stance, needs assessment, incentives to teachers, and administration of |
:progr am? : . . o !

", . . . . - 3
¢ . L. . & -t

. Teacher-Dominated Boards.--The law's provision for teachers to-be in .
the majority on a center's supervisory board appears <o constitute.af
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i rgquigzgz;t‘that the teacher center should be independent from.the line

organization of the school district. However, something mere s needed than
& majority of properly representative and properly designated teachers acting
independently. They must act wisely. What is learned in a teadchers' cen-
ter--as distinguished from what is taught--is largely controlled by what the
participant teachers bring to the center. They bring their own time, ingen--
uity, perseverance; their .teaching successes to build on and share; their
willingness ‘to risk learning something new apd to pinpoint areas for indi-
vidudl improvement. - Tehchers who evidence previous investment.of this kind .
in their own professional growth or local curriculum development are needed .. .
on the supervisory, Board, as well as in the group that initiates the funding

. proposal and plans the center program. -Only that depth of experience can

S both generate an innovative program and werify its relevance to co-workez .

s And putting the teachers in charge of the center program will not greatly

- ~* hélp if all the other curriculum and instruction,aspects of the school sys-

tem remain outside the fenter's influence. ) ) )
. -- - - . .
. " Incentives.--Guaranteeing the new program's appeal is another policy
matter. The clear inbent of the law is ta spur greatly increased numbers .
of teachers to renew their education. Yet this must be done without coereing
and thus squelching the self-motivated. Teachers' center experience attests
that teachers will volunteer.for new study. and extra work if they are con- S
vinced that these will *mprove their ability to reach their own students with
a solid lessoh, and if they°feel that they are not working alone. Teachers'
intrinsic aspirations for collegiality and. professionalism are hidden
resources that ¢an be tapped. Yet, almost every discussion of teachers'
centers as a model for federally supported inservice evokes a challenge as
to what a center can do about*"all those others": rank-and-file teachers
whom the challenger characterizes as unwilling to improve.
-t -8 ’ . < ’ . r ° .
Several incentives to.such teachers need to materialize during the pro-
cess of applying for and setting up a new teacher center: the central ad-
ministration’s clear message of priority for a new kind of inservice,
teachers' obvious participation in program design; supervisory evaluators'
_deliberate separation From the learning process in the center. ™ .
/ -t ’ ‘. '0 id . - ’
Another élemenﬁary.Step to increase teachers' participation in a center
“without mandating it is t6 grant salary increment credits for center-based
workshop series, supervised independent study in the center, participation
in curriculum task forces, ete. Some Statés and ‘school districts are exam-
ining their present schedules for granting salary increments (and some have
changed”creédential renewal reéquirements) so as to reward only those courses -,
and activities directly rélated to current or anticipated job responsibili-.:
‘ties involving students, and to reward longevity only if it's accompanied
R by proof of continuing professional study. : -~ . .
[4 . — «

»
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The incentive that most obseryers believe is ;%ronger than salary
advancement credit--especially in -districts where maaty teachers are already
. high on the scale--is the provision for participation in the center during
the school day. ' Study on released time can be targeted to the teacher's
Jjob, can fake DPlace at a time of day when teachers are not ,exhausted from
teééhing, and can provide avmorale-1ifting change of pace and pooling of

" -

» .
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group energy on a mutual problem. ' Now that local school district policy -
— making is in flux, through diminishing funds, changing teacher roles, and

new educatlonal goals demanding fresh thinking and new rules making, it

. ey be propltlous to structure the new.Federal teacher cenier program so

-as to stimulate States and school districts to support teachers! work in

the teacher center during school time.

Needs Assessment.--Another policy matter 1mp11c1t in the Federal teacher
center law is deciding what the center should teach: the curriculum in the
center must be worthy of the tax dollars invested in it. What do teachers
néed to learn in order to proV1de-what kids need to learn? By and large,
teachers' centers people believe it is simple to discover teachers' needs--
but it takes tlme and close acquairitance. Most teachers know where they
are 1nadequate and would acknowledge it and ask for assistance, if they were
able to get help in a setting in which it was safe to admit weakness, in
which the teacher was not prematurely evaluated, and in which' time was not
wasted on trivia. Comprehensive, technologically sophisticated needs assess-
ment questionnaires seldom turn up new topics that could not be geanerated
just as well by pripeipals, resource t¢achers and consultants, teacher advis-
ory groups, and by center staff's sensitivity to, their participants and to
which programs. succeed and which flop. The essence of the teachers' cen-
ter's alternative style and setting for teachers' learning is in convincing
the learner of his potential and responsibility for growth. %hus center
1eaders~keep eyes open | for what teachers can do, and how that can be bullt
upon to strengthen p01nts of 1nadequacy

The crucial element is not a dlagn031s of deficiencies, for ‘we have
been identifying those for years and.producing barrels of curriulum reme-
dies which have not "taken." What is cruc1a1.1n teachers' learning is con-
v1ct10n of capaclty, possibility. ~ - :

The key to opening people to change is attltude, not
1nformat10n and skills. I_can distill into ten pages
what I think 2 teacher needs [in order] to teach read- .
ing. But before that, teachers must get a set of
basic attitudes-~how language is viewed, how reading -
is viewed. Attitidés are the crucial foundation that
makes it possible to assifmilate new skills.. This is
a Piagetian process, gradually developing. And the
worst thing. that can happen in this process is forw
teachers to be put in the position of défending what

" they are doing against your new ideas. They must
have time to come around to a néw view. :

~ ' .
Rl
4

~—

< -

Scale and Pace --Teachers' centers began slowly and on a small scale
* to experiﬁent with a new mode for teachers' learning. ' But they had more
-than a new style;_ also a new strategy. They focéused on the "reachables"--
" teachers who felt a sense of potential and who reached for r_change--and
__used thelr first successes to energize slower-to-kindle coileagues If the
first generation of teachers' center leaders could offer only one piece of
advice to others starting new centers now, it would be: Begin right away,

- even on a limited basis, to be the change you want to make.

o
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NonhBureauEratic Specifications and ijectiﬁes CL

VAN
You can't legislate it, you can't force 1t, you have
to work toward it. I'm more inclined t0 the snowball

than the avalanchg.

.

3 \

‘A "snowball strategy" implies non—bureaucratic spe01ficat10ns for the

° s

Qrganizatlon of a teachers' center.

~

PR

.

i. Flexible and fast. in response to-teachers' daily
requests,, the center must be non-hierarchical in
staff organization. "The leadership which designs

. the program must be in day-to-d&y communication -
with~individual rank-and-file teachers. Staff
" must be advisors, scouts for talent among teach-
ers, brokers, and improvisers as well as instruc-
tors. A staff working so improv1sationall¥
. should be in close communication with'each‘other.

Thus a small group--six to eight workshop instrue-"

tors.and ddvisors at maximum--may be more than a
fiscal virtue; it may be a programmatie neces-
sity. Limited size of staff, plus teachers'
expectation of staff members' continuing, per-
sonalized assistance over an extended time, mean.
that the center may not be able to fulfill all
the professional development needs of a large con-
stituency of teachers. If it's comprehensive in
program, then the center can serve only a limited
- constitdéncy
- ' c
2. Defining its program offerings in terms of what

,parti01pants give as well as what they take, the
teachers' center must seek resources besides money.
These include teachers' freely given time as well
as district-paid released time; their volulteered-
advice and-examples to fellow teachers as well as
payment when they teach workshops.

3. Since the school district controls so many of the
Torces determinlng whether the teacher can apply
what's learned in the center, teachers'ought to
be able to make common cause in a center with
principals, curriculum supewvisors,.evaluators,
parents.” Therefore, eligibility for using the
center should be broadly defined, ‘and once there,
participants status should be equal . -

4 If the center's purpose is to stimulate and sup-
port professiodal growth that 'stems from ebjec-
tive and earnest reflection about self-improve-

-

wment, it has to set an example of thoughtful,
careful growth. It can't spring full-fledged
S8t

,? ,M..lqi‘sa,
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from the planners' agendas, and mature in a year.
Assessment of its effectiveness will have to be in-

terms of verifying individual teachers' improvement

in classroom performance over time, not simply’

counting contact hours nor attempting to connect .
students' achievement test scores with teachers' S
partlclpation in .the .center.
‘& new inservice program were to apply the teachers' center strategy,
~ organization, and pedagogical style with some tritical but not overwhelming

. mass of teachers, it could reasonably expect to make good dn at least two  ~ |

of the following -objectives: a

1. Energize teachers to invest themselves in new
ideas and effort in return for receiving non- v
Judgmental, practical ‘but thought-provoking ’ )
. help, including colleagues' encouragement and
. exchanges.

2. Gaifl teachers' involvement in tailoring curricu-. =
lum for their own classroom and students, using
.an expansive, beyond-the-classroom-walls defini-
tion of what are appropriate learning materials
) and experiences. Help teachers tie informal, Stu-
- dent~appealing learning’ episodes to formal .concepts
and skills, so that students’ experlence of the
wider community and natural environment ds part )
of schoolwork are at a thinking 1eve1 deeper than : e
show-and-tell,
3. Refresh and sustain teachers with & new and con- i’
structive "staff developer," called an advisor,
a master ‘teacher whom the tdagher invites into
the classroom, not_to supervise or evaluate or P
r implement a particular program but over a period
- of time to problem-splve, bring new ddeas, demon-
strate an alternative teaching style, provoke and. _
extend the teacher's thought. '

- A

N

L

4., Trenscend role boundaries 'so that principals and

»

. supervisors and parents plan for instructional
. g ' _improvement along with téachers in a- nonjudgmental
- collaborative environment. . . ) N

L 4

. These seem realizable goals in the light of the teachers' center experience
I have sketched--given good luck in leadership and timing, good will among
all .,parties, and the flnancial blessings of the Federal.teacher center law.

.- . The notion of teachers' centers has caught on in the United States as
a rgsponse to widespread perceptions that {he conventional inservice or

» Mggcollege extension course cannot cope with'the realities of most teachers'
daily work, and does not capitalize on the talent and energy teachers can
give each other. The teachers' center concept is still: in development, being
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influenced by the experience of teachers' centers in England and other coun-
tries, but mostly by the exigencies of local school districts' needs and
resources and by the talents and energies of center leadership.

During the period of development, practitioners in this g;oup “of
tedchers' centers have forged a national informal communications network
through'which they exchange ideas, experience, currlculum, advice, and staff
talents. The Teachers' Centers Exchange at the Far West Laboratory is sup-
ported by the National Institute of Education (School Capacity for Problem
Solving Group) as an information, referral and facilitation center for this
network of teachers' centers. N.I.E.'s purpose is to conduct research.on the
operation of an 1nforma1, mutual-sharing network based on common premises
and purposes, as a means of dlssemlnatlng new practices in education. Since
October 1975 the Teachers' Centers Exchange staff has experlenced a heavy
increase in inquiries and has responded personally to all inquirers,” usu=
ally by putting them in touch with experienced teachers' centers. The
Exchange publishes information which emphasizes the activities, premises,
and purposes characteristic of teachers' centers; sponsors conferences to
improve practice in ex1st1ng centers; and administers a program of mini
.awards meking possible mutual assistance among centers' personnel, and
technical assistance to new centers by experienced teachers' center practl-
tiohers. =

A
PR

The Office of Education progran. for teacher centers will have profound
influenge on further development of the concept of teachers' centers which
has beer} elucidated. Organizations funded by the Office of Education will

» Not néecgssarily subscribe to carry out ‘the activities which have character-
‘ized thjs group of teachers!' centers--activities of opening up, concretely
suppor ing, experlmentlng with, and professionalizing the teacher's role-- .
or .these centers' beliefs that the spring of learning flows from within the
learner and that the artfal, intelligent teacher will shape the subject mat-
ter to go with that flow. Pressures to change those activities and beliefs
ifi order tQ meet Federal é&xpectations may be strong. Nevertheless, it is
urgent to recall in the planning for the new program that nearly 25 years
of Féderal support for local schools has:been dedicated to fostering inte-
gratlon— enhancing intellectual quality, and valuing peraonal individuaiity.

- No program which aims to guarantee these qualities for school children can
get off the mark withQut providing them also for the-children' s teachers.

% .
- ; . ' NOTE N
3. ' ) P Y
1. Paul Berman and Milbrey Wallin McLaughlin, Federal Programs Supporting

Educational Change, Vol. IV: The Findings in Review, R—1589/4 HEW
_April 1975, Rand Corporation, Santa Monica, California.
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VIII. fHE TEACHER CENTER EXPERIENCE AROUND THE WORLD

- Y

) Mary F. Crum !
National Council for the Social Studles
h P T o and . v -
o Joel L. Burdin - e -
Americah Association for Collebes of Teacher Education - .
v . .

The teacher center, one of the most popular concepts in education
since the 1960's, has been catching on in nations around the world.
Several countries, in addition to the United States, are developing
country-wide systems; many others are building program models in some
of their most heavily populated areas. Centers can now be found on
every continent but Antarctica, with the greatest number in North America,
Europe, and Australia. The Eoncept has become so important that one *
country has even gong on record as being opposed to teacher centers.

These rapidly dgrowing programs offer considerable potential for 1nterna-
tional sharing and improvinag intercultural understanding. -

Although the first international conference* on teacher centers is
now on the books and both the Organization for Economic and Cultural
Development and the United Nations Educational, Scienti#fic and Cultural
Organlzatlon are'beglnnlng to develop plans for increased articulation and
sharlng of information about teacher centers and inservice programs,
there are no existing ,comprehensive, worldwide surveys of the real ex~-

‘tent of the concept's development. Further, there are very few in-

depth overviews of -centers for individual nations. During the last
several ye s, there have been dozens of studies of centers in the Unitedl *
Kingdonm, t Unlted Statés, and Japan, but little detalled documentation
eXlStS for programs in other countries. * e ;‘ ‘
M H

rr‘hi"seshort piece is in no why intended to present even a basij in-
ternational summary of teacher center growth. . It i's intended only} to in-
troduce Amerlcan educators to sone of what is happening in other ations
and to provide some additional perspectlve for U.S. teacher cente

- developers. Because of a length restriction and a desire to include a

representative cross-=section of center elements, no attempt was made to
characterize all of the nations with significant center movements for all
of the categories covered. Each short section includes references from
many pyblications, so it was decided to add a bibliography of the major
sources used at the end of the chapter rather than to take up half of the

-~ -
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*Co-sponsored by the Unlver51ty of Chicago, Ford Foundatlon,ggnd the .

" Organization for Economic & Cultural Development, 1n Chlcago, Itlinois, |,
“June 19-21, 1977. A report of the Conference will be published by the

‘Ford Foundation. B ‘ L. -
. ' N * - M P
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alloted space with footnotes.
. ~able for study.in the U.S. O
- Library. .

All of the listed publications avre avail-~ .
ice of Education's Teacher Center Resource .

aa
»
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Even skeptics will be pPleased to know that no matter the continent
or nation, the most numergus participant and t§pe of instructor in '
teacher centers is the teacher. But, there are some differences from
count¥y to country regardfing "who, else" ,is involved. British clients, for
example, have traditionallly been teachers w1th,a few centers encouraging
attendance by administrators. As a result of a growing debate among
- parents, administrators,/|and teachers regarding curriculum content and
priorities, community, members are appearing at centers with increasing B
frequency. 1In addition to teachers, Japanese centers offer many programs »
for administrators and grincipals; highe¥ education personnel attend in
large numbers. Centers|in Australia and New Zealand have teachers as
their main clients, but]actively seek community'participaﬁion. In West
Germany, where a high efmphasis is given to relating training- to research
findings, programs almgst always include a mix of school and university
personnel. Italy's centers prlmarlly -serve school personnel, but some_
parents enroll in courses on school famlly relations.

With the exceptfon of the centers in Japan whi%h have been built to
wsult the exclusive purposes of centering, teacher centers throughout
much of the world are generally located in abanﬁoned buildings, wnused
school rooms, lofts, former military bases, old hotels, or wherever there
is enough space to get a group of teachers together with a little extra =~ °
area for some materials, limited equipment, and room to explore ‘and ex-—
periment with some possible ways to improve instruction.
' . \ ‘ S ’ '

. The Japanese centers are .among the most'prominent'buildings on the.

- urban landséape They usually include laboratorles, classrooms, qulo— - o
_visual units, ‘libraries, staff offices, and in several cases, planetari- .
‘ums and museums. s . . €3¢ ccn )

L ] ~.7 o
‘British qenter_deyelopers, in sharp contrast, have tradltion 11y &
placed little empna51s on facilities and usualiy house their operatlonsgln ) g
aged, v1ntage buildings. Several of the Nation's more than 600 centers,
however, appreach the elaborateness of the Japanese compleXes, and there

e are several regidnal facilities that provide:services for a dozen Srsq | .,
smaller centers. . ) _y@;- . o o
& > °

N - . v )

One of the few descriptions that-can be found for Italian centers
mirrored the typical U.S. continuing educatidn building. 1In addition to —
classrooms, they include overnight accommodations, restaurants, bars, and
other kinds of special facilities. : . . oo

Australla s or1g1nal National government grants to centers required

"the purchase of a permanent building for programs. Acqulr;S:propertles -
sxun the full gamut of the now world-famous "normal” teache¥ center 3
facilities-range-~abject hovels to."at, least it's ours." In rural .

Australia, mobile units take the "cénter" into the bush country.

—
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. In almost all of the countries with noteworthy center*development,

there are at least several regional centers which are usually more elaborate

than the average local center and well equipped with the latest in media .
innovations. —

Although many differences ‘exist in the range and emphasis of in-
structlonal programs, in most countries teacher centers were orlglnally
started to support major curricular dissemination or reform. In England
the early stimulus for center development was sparked by the need to in-
troduce tife Nuffield projects in math and science into the schools.
Japanese centers were launched because of an internal national interest
in raising the quality of science education. In the mid-sixties, they

.. were expanded to 1nclude other academic areas, such as languages and the
social studies. In New Zealand training programs are strongly related to
research findings, while.in West Germany centers try to have it "both
ways“ by fostering grass roots support and local curriculum decision-
maklng but also serving as dissemination outlets for innovative and
validated products.

Y

-

As part of a national effort to decentralize the control ‘of school
/currichila, Australian centers encourage community participation and give
high priority to needs identified at the school level. The Federal
admipnistration in many cases bypassed the State in their own program
funding to encourage local option in subject matter choices. State-

" sponsored centers, although dealing with curriculum, have focused on the
professional needs of teachers. Both Australia and New Zealand have ex-
perienced a great.influx of immigrants which has stimulated considerable
interest in multicultural education.

a4 - ,./ﬂ
- Moving from thg earlier curriculum advocacy thrust, many of England's
inner city centex#, spend a great deal of time working with new teachers
who feel they are not adequately prepared to face the urban classroon.

Sierra Leone's centers, reflecting an instrueggenal approach that is
common throughout much of Africa, emphasize training in the use of
visual aids. They share the cost and use of media Xxesources with schools
located 1n their service area.

- 4
) . Committed to meeting the needs of individual teachers, Canadian cen-
.. ters are very diverse in rtheir programming, 1nclud1ng both a wide range
of noncredit programs and equally varied inservice credit courses which
build on preservice degree programs. The latter are often less structured
- - " than traditional credit courses and are de51gned to help participants
. @to keep abreast of new curriculum developments.

Governing boards in Italy have called for a sourld center Program of
research academic cou¥ses, and self-training. .In recent years there
has been an attempt to move from the lecture method fo the "lecture-
discussion-criticism*experiment approach." -

¢ '

.
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All centers with ﬁeacher centers have a small number of special-
focus prog which concenfrate an one subject or educational approach;

*§.9., geography, open education, reading,’ special education, -art.

No matter where they originate, all ‘teacher centers seem to grapple
with the timeless problem of how to develbp the proper blend of theory‘-
and classroom experience. But most give highest priority to finding the
mix tRat best satisfies teachers. Therf is also.the equally difficult
problem of determining how much centers should deal with the needs of
individuals versus the need of the school system. (Unfortunately,
an "either or" seems to prevail.) .

It is 1mportant to point out that of all the characteristics of
teacher centers, it appears, from a relatively superflclal analysis of
the literature, that the greatest differences between centers from counttry
to country grow out of variation in curriculum philg;gphy and implementation.

-

.

Incentives for Participation °

Japan seems to be well advanced in providing government financed,
full-timQ’experiences;in teacher centers. Sabbaticals for center partici-

pation are available to many teachers each year. Involvement in center

N .

A}

activities is voluntary in most countries covered in this survey. .
Japanese teachers are generally "reéquired" to participate. A variety of
sybtlé pressures may exist in other countries. In many, extensive center
experience adds to a teacher's prestige. : N

In New Zealand, teachers are freed up for participation during regular
school hours through- the use of "relievers" who take over classes-
Sqme credit courses are also. linked to released tlme.

In the u. K.", as in most of the rest of the world, teachers, generallyé:
have to attend teacher center activities "after hours" in ghe evening or, .
on weekends. Centers there include more social incentiveS than most and
encourage/informal discussion over an appropriate beverage.

Worldwide, teacher cenger participation is limited by factors which
should sound familiar to U.S.®educators: ' lack of jinterest, dajly job , |,
demands, shortage of support fo? substitutes, doubt about program |
relevance, 1nadequate budgets, and the often too distant location of the
"nearest center." .

A
v

‘staffing * » ¢
. . # M -

Japanese centers are staffed by 40 )J full- and part-time

~ administrators, researghers, technici d instructors. The dlver51ty

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

of staff permits teachers to pursue "bo search and inservice objec-
tives" while at the centers. Resources are marshalled to help teachers

' . -
&
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to f1nd answers to particular 1%§truct10nal problems. 'Brltlsh center
staffs, averaging three to fiive full~time persons, commonly include a
"warden" (ironically, the director), clerical staff, and instructors.
Many faculty work part-time with the center and hold down full-time
teachlng posts. Increasingly, teachers revolve in and out of centers in
Qrder to maintain a necessary classroom perspective. Although a partner-
ship #of responsrblle agencies and groups is promoted, British centers are
essentially controlled and ‘staffed by teachers. -

Australian program instructors are "teachers, principals, technical
experts, and paraprofessionals." Many members of the community serve
part~time. - ) n

.~ B ¢ -

Worldwide, teacher center faculty usually include teachers, admini-

>

' strators, supervisors, and college professors. The basic difference

from traditional iziervice programs is that all groups generally relate .
'to. center participant colleagues, and work together to find solutions
ito instructional problems that are identified by the participants.

v . -

Financing of Teacher Centers

Japanese funding 1s substantlal and prov1ded by all levels of govern-
ment. Some money comesg ., from private foundations. Australia is not far
behind as support is given through both Federal and State grants: the
former even includes capital costs. West Germany's experimental centers

, are supported by the national government. British funding comes from the

Fedenal government, the local agency, and the School's Council. In most
other countrles, primary support comes from the national q9vernment.

) A Y A
.
Evaluation . ‘ . -

- Kl

This section does not have.to be long. Centers_worldwide are most
often evaluated on the basis of teacher, acceptance. Although thetre is
high enthusiasm for theconcépt in all countries with centers, there is
yet llt;le ““hard" evidence to show that teacher centers improve teaching.

1
- -

k2
Comprehensive study and documentation are essential to create a

firmer support, base for teacher dénters, indeed for all of educatlonal

personnel development. : S -

. . - -
N v : Y . ‘ .

-

Conclusion and Recommendations

‘E§en this brief examination of the literature shows that teacher
centers across the world have a great deal in comman. Their primary pur-

Q
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pose, basic goal§, curriculums, successes and*problems are remarkably . -
similar. The focus or substantive/quality of programs may differ con-

.siderably, but "what goes on in centers" does not vary much from nation
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te natlon._ And because the téacher‘center movement in most jountries is
as new as it is 1n’the tUnited States, centers are going thrbugh the same
klnds of growing palns and are working theiw way.through qpny of the same
* questlons= What should centers do; how do they.relate to existing :
teacher trainlng programs; how are they financed; what k;nds of fac111t1es
should be used; how should they be governed, who should/staff them; how
can they develop credibility with their clients; how 1s teacher-use
stimulated; how much do they relate to curriculum blp.}dlng, how are

prodram priorities determined; and how can their sue;esses be estimated.

The authors encourage teacher education scholars to study and analyze
. centers in other nations. Such studies would not only provide consider-
) . - able information about staff development in other places and cultures-at.
T Qq time when there is a powerful need for such wisdom, but would lead to
. increased multicultural understandlng. Eveh more importantly, the authors
recommend that international cooperation and, sharlng among centey personnel
--especially teachers--be increased slgnlflcantly. There is.much to be .
learned from the experience in these’ other nations--and presumably there

. are thlngs that these centers could learn from the American center .
: " movement. * . : -
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I%. THE.NEW TEACHER -CENTER PROGRAM
.~ ’ " Charles Lovett .
’ Allen Schmieder

Office of Education

On October 15, 1976 the New.National Teacher Center Program was signed
into law by the President. The last decade which had seen an exponential
expansion in the roles afd responsibilities of Yregular" classroom ‘
teachers had shown and an almost equally impressive increase in the num—-
ber of new Federal and State programs directed at improving and reforming
what happens in the Nation's classrooms. But the two were almogt"never_
linked. Most programs authorized by these laws and intended to raise the
quality of schooling had to be implemented without the gecessary staff
development; most were "outside-in" Programs--solutiongifieyeloped some-
Where outside thg classroom and then expected to match the most.urgent

. problems within the classroom. “The New Teacher Center Law turned things

’  "inside out." Teachers Will finally bg given the ‘major responsibility

s for determining the kinds of changes and improvements ghat are needed ini?
their cldssrooms and will also have the lead in putting together the
kins of training and curriculum develdpment progfams that:will best
meei those needs. 2And center programs will draw Héavily upon the ex- >
perience,and expertise of the teachers themselves. , In all of the passion
during recent years—to improve the knowledge base of education, most ex-

"~ perts and policy makers have usually overlooked what'is by.far the most

' important’part of that base—--the classfoom tested knowledge of teachers.-.
At a recent meeting, the director of a major educational gdevelopment enr )

™  terprise ‘understandably boasted that his high-powered staff included over

> 100 perseon-years of experience in educational reform. ©One could argue .

” ’thatJthe ﬁatoin’s teachers constitute 20 million person-years .of experience
‘  in-educational reform. The teachex certe¥ provides one mechanism for

- further releasing the potential of this vast storehouse of educational y K

successes. It is possible that the greatest advances in education in the

‘near future will be gained through dev?loping more effective ways to .. , {
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link the creativity and experience of*qge:y classroom to every other

classroom} - , 3
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.- As this is written, the new progrém is still being shaped by the ~
sound democratic process that has become part of the regulations develop-
‘+ ment system. Congress' thoughtful andgwell—conceived statute (which is
included in its entirety at the end of{this chapter) ahd the Office of

)
‘Bducation) Lpropdéed rules. for administering the Act, inspired more than - ’z
” 2(q00 sép) até recommendations from the field. T@e importance of the )
teacher center concept was evident in this vigorous %and constructively .} -
“? ‘eritical®“}esponse- that Had substantial.contributigns from all major i
'~ constituencies in the educational *spectrun. Following is a brief = L
. description of how the new program will work. ’ 31
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"The basic purpose of the Teacher Centers Program is to enable
teachers to have a greater voice in determining and meeting their own
needs for 1nserv1ce training and curriculum development kg relation to

the needs ‘of the students whom they serve. Teacher cénters may serve

a single school district, a larger region, or an entire State. The

chief feature .of the centers is that each is supervised by a "teacher
center policy board," of which. the majority pf members are elementary or .
secondary school classroom teachers. The programs gives to State depart-
ments of education an important three-part role: screeening applications,
providing technical assistance, and assuring proper dissemination of the
program's findings and products. Ten percentﬁof the funds may be granted
to institutions of higher educatlon to operate centers; the balance goes

to local educational agencies.

Recognlzlng that the completlon of the regulation process may yet ,
change the nature of the program in some important ways,, the following
brlefly outlines the major characteristics of the Teacher Center Program.

1. It is the f1rst maJor Federal program that requires
that the teachers being served be centrally~involved in

planning, developlng, and 1mplement1ng projects.

2. It will increase the‘profeséional resource base by increas-~
ing the role of the classyoom teacher as 1nnovatorh re- :
searcher, developer, and tralner. Ca

.

\ f N
3. It is directed primarily at helplng teachers with current
classroom instructional problems. s

Cancfmr

L - e

4, It is directed malnly at thé inservice. education of all
teachers--regardless of level or subJect. .

5. It is directed at all teachers in the progectﬁservice area.
: ' ! LI
6. It is a relatively flexible?and open program approach
capable of responding quickly to immediate needs.

7. Teacher center projects ca% sgrve both individual needs and
system needs. !

. 8. fThe projects w1ll be as’ sxte specific as possible--located
as close to the classroom of partlclpants as possible.

3

9. Because ofireleased "time allowanceS, part of the programmlng
" can occur durlng the "regu;ar dayi" )

10. A high percentage of participation will be voluntary.
T % : - .
N * t
: 11. It.can facilitate instructional improvement, necessitating
the kind of attitudinal/be@avior changes which .require long-

xange training programs. .
P N ] > ’ v . -
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‘helped to stimulate its development.

E- * S

12. . It is primarily an inservice education program, but can have
significant links to preservice programs,
13. It marshalls the best posslble resources--from .2 great

variety of sources-—-to help teachers with 1mmed1ate instruc-
tional problems. ‘

~

14 Tt promotes‘an idea that could eventually serve all of the
Nation's teachers. . '

It can accommodate considerable variety in grant gize and
program models. -

e 15{.

It provides a potential delivery. system for major staff
development needs supported by other nhational and state
authorizations; i.e., education for all handlcapped chlldren,
consumdrs' education, career education, metric education.

16.

17. 1t supports a generlc model of inservice educatioh, not

just courses or workshops. - - , >
N i . . N N . -
18.7 It requrres collaboration among teachers, teachers' or- ‘
ga.nizat:.ons, Jhigher education, spec:.al educationy, voca~-
‘tional education, the school boaxd, and the Statez education -

A\;

agency.k ..
* 3 ,‘}' ,
It provides substantlal support for State involve nt, es- 3
pe01ally in areas of technlcal assistance and dlqsemlnatlon. it

*
¥ K B %
x
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Although the “first ohapter of ~this report outlines sope of the
antecedents of thls pfogram, it does not specify the problems which
Congress and other natlonal .
leaders are 1ncrea51ngly concerned about this issue. JOseph Young,
who served ag Executive Director of the President's Advisdry Council
on the Education:Professions ,Development, suggested that one of the ma
jor weaknesses oﬁ most néw Federal programs was that they ,rarely ar-
ticulated the problems that they were .being launched to overcome. Many
program develope¥s, hé added, did not even-consider whether they were
dealing with .any speciflc problems. He went on to recommend that at e
beginning of 'any new leglslatlve thrust, a succinct statement of the
prcoblems to be confronted should be developed-and used as one of the mbjor
bases for later estimations of program successes. As a context forathis
most 1mportant section of the Commissioner's report, we present a be- :
ginning 1ist of some bf the needs that gavé rise to the new Teacher Cen-,
ter P¥ogyam and .to which it may be expected to relate. The list.is z‘
presented to give addgd focus to what follows, and hope lly, to
motlvate readers suffi01ent1y to help impro@e it.
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wfon the future of centering-—and vice 3

.

Traditional inservice education programs are generally -
not directly related to teachers' most urgent needs, as
teachers see them. . .
Inservice education, regardless of quality, is generally
provided in places that are far removed from where
teachers teach, making it inconvenient and relatively un-
related to what is happening in schools. °

Inservice education has generally been provided for—teachers
by "experts" other than teachers. Consequently, its pur-
Poses ha#!“ﬂggerally not facilitated interaction be-

tween teachers and encouraged sharing- of successful class-
room experiences.

e
1 .

- Similarly, most.school curriculums are designed and
developed by experts with little or no classroom ex-
‘perience, yet must be implemented by teachers. Some
curriculum developers go so far as to attempt do de51gn
"teacher-proof" curricula.

°

P .

Vad

The training priorities .of Fedéral programs are often un- ,
related to needs as teachers perceive them. :
K] \
Tradltlonal 1nserv1ce systems are not de51gned to respond - ©
systemw1de dnd quickly to urgent local needs. ) j?
<3 T " -
With change‘and the knowledge Pase 1ncreasxng at an 1ncreas*
ing zate, there is an urgent need for all, teachers ‘to con-}

tinually regew their knowledge and skills.‘ .

-
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Unémpioyed teachers need to be retrained for new and
needed roles in education. '

o]
)

- -

Theré is a need to prepare thousands of educational per- N
sonnél in special education, dbunseling, early ch11dhood,§

‘etc. § ‘ ; ) §~~‘ — . oy
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in isolation from the rest of the educational world. The trends and
forces of thestotal national scene, and the way in which a~particu£3r
prqgram relates to em, often have more_to do with its relative sgccess

. and 1mpact than whatever happens within specific prOJects. This larger

context is especlaily important with Teacher Centérs because of their

considerable potential for reforming inservice education--and because

of ‘the high interest of all of the major education constituencies zn_

its; programmatic growth and direction.' Following is a summary of gome

of ithe national conditlons and events ggat may-have gredt relevance
rsa.
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1. The decline in séhool enrollment has resulted in widespread
lafoffs and reductions in force in a large number of school
2: systems. Significant numbers of teachers have been forced
to shift positions. In New York City, for example, nearly
" 40 percent of the teachers of English, mathematlcs, and
science have had to assSume new and- dlfferent assignments
\ 'during the last several years. Con51derablé training
will be needed to help these displaced teachers adjust to
their new responsibilities. . .
7
2. With declining student enrollments and provisions in most
master contracts for’ layoffs to be made on a seniority
basis, the professxonal work force will increasingly in-
-clude more persons (1) with extended -experience, - (2) at
the \maximum salary, and (3) with higher levels of college
or unlversrty preparation than before. Because formal
academic preparation tends td be completed within the
f1rst six years of employment, this same trend will produce
a work force wvhose most recent hlgher education experierce
will become more distant with each pa551ng year. Furthér,
the Percentage of teachers needing more credlts/coursesifor
certlflcatlon/promotlon/salary increases is sharply de-)
. crea ing. In short; incentives for formal education ar
. decllnlng. "In such cases, \the only way that ‘teachers c
: continue professional improvemg¢nt will be through :|.nser-i .
vice educatlon/teacher centers,

It

3. . Sch ol needs and prlorltles are chdnging more and more_
’ -rapldly each year. The classroom teacher of 1377, for’
example, is asked to be the major implementor of speci
éﬁ%catlon s mainstreaming, citizenship education, con~
. sumer education, communnlty education, metric education
multlcultural educatlon, career education, energy educa
‘tion, etc., etc., ete. The 1960's ‘provided con31derabl .
evidence That 1o new curriculum can be 'successfully” lntro-
“ duaed intg the system withgpt (1) acceptancefpy teacher?
(2) con51derable staff development, developed mainl
v . - -+ sby-'the teachers to be involved. , o

i&, The rapidly xising unemployment of quallfled/certlfled,;
- te chers,,estlmated to exceed 500,000 in 1977, has impRr-
tant 1mpllcatlons for teacher centers—-especlally in ?
.light of Pre51dent Carter's commltment to reduce. unem- {
° plement.J In New York.City, for example, in 1975 ,only
3 percent;ofgthe eligible new teachers found jobs; 97
percent were added to the unemployment roles. There
are, however, severe shortages of teachers in a number ;
offspecla;ty areas; e.g., special education, counselin
' ¥ ) -
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¢' - and guidaificey early childhood. The Teacher Center Pro-
gram could give priority. to retraining unemployed teachers
in these and other shortage areas. Such a plan would not
only reduce unemployment, but take less time, cost less,
. d, develop broader-based spec1allsts than programs that
started from scratch w1th undergraduate- students.

P
o

5. With declining student achievement scores over much of the
Nation there have been increasing public demands that the
schools "return to the basics." School boards and other
community leaders are reordering school priorities. The -

- reversal of these decliming 8cores may. requ1re the kind
of large-scale inservice, retralﬁlng program fostered by
the NDEA and NSF institute programs developed in response
to Sputnlk’ﬂ'Teacher centers could provide such programs

6. <California, New York, and several other "leader" states
are giving high emphasis to ensuring that all teachers
are competeﬁt in the teaching of reading. Given the high . °
importance of the subject,¢it is llkely that many other
states will follow. Such a trend W1ll require training
and retraif 1ng for.all teachers at all levels.” The Right
Tq,Read program has doré a commendable job ( and could be
closely coordinated with teacher center efforts) but is
not generaily, directed at supportlng 1nserv1ce education.
in read1ng)for all of the téachers in a school system.

The teadher center is ideally su1te3 to carry out such 'a

program. ' g d . .

: T, LT T
7. ‘There is increasing interest--in response to the rising '
cost -of educaticn and increased demands for educational
accountability--in a more effective utlllzatxon of re-
search flndlngs regarding what works in the classroom.
T ‘Relatlvely sophisticated national, State,’and local
diffusion fand dissemination networks are be1ng developed.
The Office, of Education and the National Institute of
- Education, and other agencies have growiné cataloygs of
' "proven" products and ‘approaches. _ As w1th general
curriculugsreform, the effective adoptlon 2nd use of any
valldateggeducatlonal.product will require staff develop-
7 ment. Good product‘dellvery systems w1lh fail without
: adequate tra1n1ng counterparts. : ? ,
The Teacher Center Program has capturedithe n%tional4interest. A
great many educators are preparing to.help develop and 1mplement cen-
ters. Others are gon51der1ng ways in which exlstlng centers might be
changed or product{velyllnked with other teéiher centers and resource
bases. The high potential of the conept has been;empha51zed throughout
this report. But from the beginning,. there W1ll be a need to carefully
think thorugh what kinds of information will be needed by edpcatlonal

p . 1
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dec1s1onmakers--1n the field and in the government--ln.order to determine

e program's relative success. Too often methods of “keeping “track" of
‘What goes on are introduced well after a program is underway--when it
is too late, or at least at a time when it is difficult to build in the
kind of data collection and assessment systems that will not only help
policy makers but prove indispensable to program managers.

. G
In his landmark study of American Education Crisis in the Classroom,

Silberman pointed Wp the fact that even where neWw educational approaches
seemed to be succeeding, it was difficult to pin down why they were
successful, because American educators did not usually have enough
management information to be;grticﬁlate about what was going on in
their programs. The Office of+Education does not want to place too
much emphasis on evaluatioy of the Teacher Center program outcomes
during the early going—-th€ concept is new and it will take consider-
able time to jrork out many of the new processes that will be required
in making ppbgrams fully operational. However, there is a need to be-
'gin to dewvelop reasonable program expectations and then to begin the
kind ofdata collection that will eventually help determlne the extent . ¢
to which those goals are being achieved.

The following list is offered to give center developers and operators
‘Some guidance, whether or not supported by Federal funds, regarding the kinds %of .
outcomes they might want to measure, and to stimulate as much thought ful
dlalogue as poss1ﬁle about this most impor;ant subject._
J L]
1. effect1Vﬁness as perceived by teachers » 5

o bt

- Ak

-2, effectiveness as perceived by administrators

3 3.. degree to which teachers' individuals needs are ﬁet : .
4, degree to which the high pr10r1ty training needs of
chool systems are met : _ 2
- 5. remtionship of training programs to substance of .
>

-~ .curriculum in dlassroom of .participants |
. kY - - .
6. impact op student achievement
_7. impact oh teaching skills ' !
. : i
. i ‘ N ’
tos 8. proximity to.schools and communities of part1c1pants

°

N ne ot ta e H e i e S ol

e i

-

9. proportion of training during “"regular" s‘,c?i’ool;hours

A

10. degree of teacher input into program developmept and -,
implementation ° . :

. * i o A o’
11. extent of teacher-developed curricula used in training programs .

v

i
3
{
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12,

13.

14.

15.

. . This Chapter has roughly outlined the nature of the New Teacher
Center Program from the viewpoint of the program managers in the Office
It must be emphasized that this analysis and characteri-
zation is a tentative one %hich is sure to change, in some cases
volves, important lessons will be
The next three chapters
the purpose and potential of the new pro-
ortant than this critique in that they -
, represent analyses from major cpnstituents of the teacher center--the
people and organizations who prbmoted and hel
and who will have the most to db with shaping itk future.

of Education.

substantially. As the program %
learned, and necessary adjustments will be made.
. also present briefs regarding

gram. But they are much more i

el

A

extent to.which programs are more comprehensive and
systematic than traditional inservice programs

amount of teacher interaction and sharing of classroom

éuc:?SSes
increase in utilization of new learning/poncepts,

S

" approaches,” and research findings A

degree to which teachers are better prepared in high

priority staff development needs areas; e.g., mainstream-

ing, basic skiIlgéareading, energy éducation®
s k3 ' y ‘ b i s

impact in terms oﬁ‘thgfiﬁove on other forms of inservice
education ) i

.
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. X: AT LAST, TEACHER CENTERS THAT ARE .
. . * REALLY FOR TEACHERS .

¢ \ . Eugenia Kemble¥ - ' '

American Federation of Teachers
‘ N

o .The essentia1 natuie of teaching has not really changed very much in _
the last century ‘ The conditions are different, thanks to unions. There
) is also a wider variety of teaching technologies to choose from--new math
. ' or old math, for example But teachers still live an isolated working life.
Their profe331ona1 Yime is spent almost entirely with students. They learn
< What works primarily through trial and error. And, only they have any real
<o . sense of their most important successes--successes with 1nd1v1dua1 students
' that can rarely be measured. .
. That first terrorizing day of total responsibility for a class, alone,
is one that is well known to every teacher. To succeed at teaching is to
come thraugh a rigorous trial in which the ghief witness also hanpens to be
the Jﬁdge——the school prlnclpai. Having paséed the initial test the “teacher’
only faces more of the same: Freedom to work privately is highly valued
because it minimizes.the threat of observance and provides the greatest lee-
way for personal fulfillment; There is nothing in teachey education that
© forestalls these developments There 1s nothing in the structure of schools
and their adminigtration thaﬁ will encourage these conditions to change

-

-
~

. None of the reforms that perlodically get dreamed up by education schools
or government officlals have taken this aspegt of the teacher's life into
" account. Most have come in the form of pressures on the teacher to produce
more, such as performance contradtlng or pelformance-based teacher certifica-
tiop. Or, they have represented basic shlfts.in the substance teachers have,
to work with, like careeér edugatlon, environgental educatlon, aesthetic
education, and many other curricular fads ecause all of these have tailed

they have either remained both innocuous and\ineffective or have been
quickly abandoned -as 1rre1evant failures ; = .

. Teacher ow these things Some of tHe better education studies have

, ~ . documented t bert Dreeben's The Nature of’ Teachlng and Dan Lortie's
’ Schdolieacher thoro hYy discuss the lack oﬁ collegiality among teachers;

the ‘ways teacher preparation estab ishes th%s pattern; and the picture of
the individual_classroom as an isdlated "cell." A major study by the Rand
Corporation, Federal Programs Supportiné“ﬁﬁﬁéﬁtlonal Chanfe, found that
innovations really took hold in school distyicts where teache%s were most
inyolved in theit development and implementdtion. , It is really surprising,
then, that reforms have managed to ignore these, issues up tntil now. Perhaps

%\? B o -
— 3 Jl

American Federation ofaTeachers o <
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to ‘examine the essence of teaching--or even to fairly take it into acgount-- _

¥Eugenia Kemble 1s;&aaiof Special Assistant to the President oﬁ ther -
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it is because none of thent have really emerged from teacher demands for
-, ‘change. Nor Eave they accepted the basic logic of teachers' defensive pos~
) ture agalnst reform—-the vulrerability that comes with isolation.

One difference with teacher centers as a reform 1dea.1s that teachers
have asked £fér them. Another is that’ one of their’ essential characteristics
is teacher sharlng, which goes to ‘the Heart of ‘the teacher ;solatlon prob-

- lem: last,srid most important, is that teacher centers are by defin¥tion:

- - an dnnovation that is €ontrolled by teachers themselves As long.as as .

- 1971, Amerlcan Federation of Teachers President Albert Shanker wrote in his

-+ New York Times column that teacher ceiters modeled after their British coun-

’ terparts could greatly ‘enrieh the proﬁess1onal lives of teachers by enabling

" them to share skiils and experiences with one another. Other American edu-
;cators,/enamored of the open education approach to learning in the early
grades, "also, picked up on the idea. But in their minds the centers could
‘serve as a vehicle for proselytlzlng open education phllosophy

- N

. A flurry of act1v1ty focusing on teacher centers &nsued but teacﬁér
organlzatlons were effectively relegated $o the periphery of the movement
by those in control of money sources. Proposals submitted by the union to
maJor foundatiens like Ford and Carnegie were turned down. A Teport to thé
Office of Educatlon from the Teachers National Field Task*Force, which -
ineluded many teacher organization representatlves, recommanded that
federally sponsored teacher centers é teacher- controlled But whéen the °
Office of’Education finally decided to support some centers the entities.

- - that were créaded were. dominated by State and local administrative bureau-
£ ¥cracies. 'So, even though the American Federation of Teachers was instru—
U méntal in popularlzlng the idea in this country, without outs1de money 1t »
twas not in a p031t10n(to play a leadang role. ’ . . :
N ' :

- . Wlth the help of the same foundations and the same Federal bureaucrats

that had ignored the unlon, teacher cent€rs began springing up around the
o country. Before long the National Institute o Education was supporting
.~ something its staff called "networking," 'NIE enabled centers to keep in

‘ touch with.each other through a central clearinghouse operation called the

) Teachers' Centers Exchange located at the Far West Regional Laboratory in

. San Francisco. The problem was that these earliest centers.lacked any repre-
.sgntative teacher control. They did not really reflect what the profession

) at large wanted.. As d result many of the centérs that have emerged out of
.. this early stage of téacher center development suffer from common problems:

~— . Among them are: . ! .

e A heavy emphas1s on the rieeds of elementary school
teachers, in particular activitfes concentrated on -
making—things by working with materials. Secondary

3
5
I

3

. L teachers have rarely shown much interest in these
DI S , . .centers and their progréﬁs generally offer little N
E - .. .- at that level. - _
- C ' o\. Creation of the center by individuals who have a L
T - partlcular educational philosophy and therefore
L : tend to cons?rlct~center programs to meet their -

‘02” ‘:. > ' ~ - 16(} l ’
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biases The result is service. to a 1limited number
, of teachers who tend to have a similar point of .
view. . PO

Instability growing from insecure funding

Lack of effective needs assessment mechanisms that
might enable centers to draw up programs that
service broadly varying groups of teachers.

Failure -to- implement effective -evaluations that’
might show some concrete evidence of the importance
of their work. As a result many 'school districts
in which these cenmers operate remain*unconvinced
of their value

Insufficient staff. due. to funding shortages

Gogernance mechanisms.that are more exclusive

* than dnclusive. Very few operating centers have
working relatlonships with the union representing
teachers-in their area and few have bothered try-
ing tp establish them.

In the fall of 1976 the work that the AFT and others had done to press
for a. Federal teacher center bill finally brought success. As part of the
‘Education Amendments of 1976 Congress authorized a new teacher center law
that could prov1de up to $67.5 million in Federal funds for centers run by’
policy boards composed of a maJoritx,of teacliers. A last-minute effort by
teacher colleges who beliéved ‘that the bill epresented a political threat
to theix turf failed, and a new and potentially large source of Federal
funds for teacher centers was created \ LT -

’ Passage ‘of 'the bill represented a clear departure in the development

of American teacher centers. While the role of organizations awaited clari-
ficatipn, the main governande question had been resolved. Teachers would
.control the new centers. The hodgepodge of establishments calling themselvyes
teacher centers--many of which 8imply amounted to "extensions of State depart-
ments of education of universities--were faced with a strong new definition

. of what a center was. Teacher centers that received funds ynder \the new
bi1l would be placed where .teachersthad thepmaJorityévgice Mbstéginters
would be funded through local education agencies though up to 10 cent

. of appropriated funds could go to institutions of higher education.” But

all centers would be run by policy boards and all policy boards would have _
fmajority of teacher members.

,o‘
¢ (-‘

Unfortunately the .nwe bill was not warmly greetéd in all quarters that”
might be expected to have an interest in-it. Not & were the colleges

wary, but many of the new centers that had recéived life from foundations

and the Office of Education were worried that *they would—have t6 turn their
centers over to teachers in order to get funds. In gomething of a last gasp _
on the subJect, tlie Ford Foundation sponsqred a conference that collected a
large number of-activists from these centers)at the University’of Chicago in

.
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c1pants was hargely despondent Most

seemed to view the new bill as a threat rather than as* the basis for major
reform of inservice education for teachers. Rather than figuring out how

to adapt to the requisites of the new

bill, most had come to the conclusion

s that they were not going to be part of the action and had wrltten the whole-
enterprlse off their slate of interests. v .

o o .

The American Federatlon of Teachers began developlng its response

to the bill shortly after it was passed. The Executive Council of the AFT

. named a 10-member Teacher Center Advis
from around, the country experienced wi
was to develop policy recommendations

ory Group composed of teacher leaders
th the issue., The group's purpose
on teacher centers; to monitor the

Federal regulations drafted to accompany the bill; And to act generally as
4 source of expertlse for locals interested in establlshlng centers, Unfor- .
tunately a low’ appropriation, tentatlvely set by the JOlnt committee at
$8.25 million, for the first year of the bill's 1mp1ementatlon, acccmpanied
by general chaos in an Office of Education reorganlzed by & new administra-
tion, has slowed the momentum for establlshlng new centers somewhat. But
the first year will still be key since basic directions and purposes” will

be_determlned by the earllest centers

funded. f s

. ' .
\ - L3

Directions and purposes mlght well be based on_Br1t1sh center history.
While the term teacher center can be applled to almost anything, as the
experience in this country demonstrates, the magor‘purposes set. forth by
the British centers fall into two broad categorles curriculum development,
and a more’ general professional growth and inservice education emphasis that
i could take many forms. The curriculum development function was really the

basis for the establishment of many of the earliest British’teacher eenters.-

The idea was to teach British teachers, through centers, about newly devel~

., oped Nuffield Math materials. Curriculum-oriented centers weré also set up

in conjunction with Britain's new - comprehens1ve schools According to

Robert Thornbury, who heads the Sherbrooke Teachers‘ Centre in London,

centérs were also established for the

1

more general professional purposes

of attracting teachers to difficult urban teachlng ‘and ‘'supporting them once

they got‘there. Rev1tallzlnglteacher
encompass1ng purpose o
¢

ol

focused mich on -curriculum development.
with the idea lack of movement in this
thé focus of attentidn might easily be
lar currictilums on teachers, rather th
* from them - .

-

of reading anid*math are obvious firsgs.
for A1l Handicapped Children Act goes

educatlon was stlll another all-

PN

-,

-

'

So far talk and action on teacher-centers in th1s country have not

At this stage in our experience'
area is probaply advisable since
come diverted into imposing particu-
an allowing the ‘initiatives fo comg

i -

Yet, there are immediate needs teachers have’heré that demand the spe-
cialized attention teacher centers could provide. Basic skills in fhe areas

In the fall of 1977 the Education
into effect. “And, as necessary as it

is for our schools to educate handicapped children, provisions of the law
requiring placement of ,children in "the least restrictive environment"--
whidh ‘for the most part will mean regular classrooms--and requiring the"
development of individualized education plans for each child will tax

teachers and school systems greatly.

144
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) invaluable source of support and shared 1nformat10n for teachers as ﬁhis »
“. .~ new law Is implemented R
Another rgsue of concern 1q the minimum competengy mOVement which seems
#s to be sweeping the country, State by State, along with an emphasis on tests
and acc@untability plans. T8acher centers could devote program and conSul-
«~ tation time %o the subject of. tests~-how they can be used; how they are

ldmited; and whet constitutes a misuse of. tests elther for 1ndividual

schlldren, fbr schoql systems, or for,States.‘

L

”

b )

i

Proplem &reas like these are ones on which all educational personnel,_
. whether guldance counselors, paraprofessionals, or subject area specialists
T w1ll want to participate. . Centers should be operr to all of them so that or,
® insights can be shared across functional lines. In fact, centers might be
viewed as agencies of consolidation when it comes to educational training
for federally, funded specialties--handicapped, bilingual, and vocational
education as well as education for the dlsadvantaged (Tltle I, ESEA).
- - >
-~ " These are the 1mmed1ate problems and everyday practicalities that teach-
ers need help with. But they should not draw attention away from the second

. area of importance--tgacher centers as an agent of reforming inservice

teacher education. begin with, teachers themselves want it changed,,
\
And, such referm may be even more possible now, giveq current character-

. istics of the teaching force. For one thing, "the decIining enrollment in -
our Nation's schools has meant a decline in teacher jobs as well. This
together with high unemploymentﬂamong the general population has meant léss
teacher turnover; a slightly older teacher work force than previously; and
greater likellhood that teachers will remain in the job for longer periods

~of, time since fewer other JObS are available to them. A stable and experi-
enced teachlng population is likely to be even more demanding of quality
“inservice education than one undergoing contiriuous shifts and changes. _
tainly teachers who have plans to stay on the .job for longer periods of
time will be more concerned with their own professional renewal than
transient teachers--provided they are not threateped by v1ndict1ve evalua—

_ - tions or .accountability schemes. Such teaghers
e ~ ters as a better source of inservice educatlon, they are also more llkely
“to be receptive to the mew ideas that teacher-centers prpduce..: N ="

Cer-

3y

-y Geraldlne Jofleich Clifford develops the érgument relatlng reform POS- ..
sibilities to teacher stability in her book, the Shape of Amerlcan Educa— o
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o 4 thOSe dlsposed toward éducatioual 1nnoyatlon§can—
‘not exercise 1nfluence unless they are reﬁalned th-teach-
slng H - - .

. -
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L e e tit is unfalr and unrealistic to expect. perpetual
* «~ Dbeginners to initiate and-sustain the burden of profes- < .

sional development.

It would be better ‘if the most S

creative and. innovative tedchers weré retained and

y

f _RJ!:« , “ | 3 lj?b / . _ .

given the seniority and rgcognttion that would allow

their efforts to gaih exposure and influence outside

. their .own classrooms j to affect ‘teathing generally? V
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Coo brief careers militate against the consumption . -
‘of research on teaching, and aga#nst systematic efforts
to improve education. They also limit the pool of -
potentlal leaders . .

Ludklly teacher centers are beginning to take hold at a time when the
teaching pop\latlon is stable and when the demand for quality inservice
teacher education is surpassing that for preservice teacher preparation.
Federal programs like Teacher Corps have reflected this by shifting their
emphasis toward: inservice training. But,these pluses are somewhat neutral- )

" ized By the fears of the “teacher colleges Some education schools have
‘ventured into new concentrations on inservice programs, but the process of
changing emphasis has been slow and less than inspired. Since teacher cen- ,
ters are an outgrowth of the demand for ingervice reform, and because teacher
control is an inhérent part of their definltion, the response of schools of
education to the new idea has been unenthusiastic--the common reaction being
one of suspicion that  teacher organizations and their stress on inservice

: education will combine to put colleges out of business. This is an atti-

. tude that needs to be changed if teacher centers are to succeed.

It is" true that whlle colleges of education have been,foot- dragg1ng

‘even as they lethargically bemoan the declining enrollment pitture, teachers
have moved in to take a leadershlp role. But the colleges' fears are rcally
unwarranted To begln wit, if teachers' isolation is to be .one focus of
attention, thé preservice role of education s&hools in encouraging this will .
require’ examination as well. Ideally, teacher ¢enters will be a catalyst
for réforming ingervice staff development in relation to preservice prepara-
dion. .One really~cannpt be changed without the other. To do this effec-
tively education schools must be a part of the enterprise. Dan Lortie pin-

‘@01nts the problem in his book Schoolteacher:
d—‘—-—_”‘___——‘_______________l.

TiReir (teachersé—profess1onalﬁtra1n1ng, in short,
has not linked recurrent dilemmas to availabie knowledge
or-to condensations of reality (e. g., cases, simulations)”

~where such issues are deliberated. The repudiation of
past experience con301ns with intellectualwisolation- (a
historical feature of teacher training) to produce cur-
‘riculd which -extoll the highest virtues but fail to. cope
with routine tactical and sttategic. problems. It is
small wonder, then, that teachers are.nat inclined to
see themselves as sharing in.a common "memory" or, tech-
nical subculture. Since they have not rece1ved such
instruction, they are forced to fall back on individual
recollectlons, which’'in; turn are not displased by new
perspectlves Such a pattern encourages a conception -,
of teaching that is 1nd1v1dua11st1c rather than a col-
Yegial enterprise. '

One logical way to connect reform in preserv1ce educatlon with changes v
in insérvice develapment would be to require that all beginning t&achers
“umdergo an internship patterned after the medical internship for "doctors.
Prospective -teachers would-obtain preliminary certification and then spend
" their first years of teaching with a partial workload. The rest of their

.« 3 - M ~ Lo -
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time would be spent in consultations with experienced teachers and in main- .
taining course work and advisory ties with their preparatory college. An 4
internship for.teachers requires that colleges provide key transitional
support. It:s a role that could be played out best on the neutral teryi-
tory=ef a teacher'center. N . i ‘ -
. . =~ - L., v

. Institutions of higher education are central to the functioning of
teacher centers whether or not internship is involved. Their staffs can
- give workshops in the center and act:ias advisors to. teachers who request
_ such sexvices, Arrangements can even be worked out where university credits
are awarded for work done'in centers. To put it simply, universities can - - -
. build their own work into the new centers in ways that will expand upotr
_ rather than displace their current services. They can and should be part

of a réform that sweeps from preservice through inservipe development. ,

, The world of research is another that shouls recognize the potential

of teacher centers. Teacher centers will provide a new arera for the work ° 8

of researchers as well as a vehicle for disseminating their results. The

attitude of disdain most teachers feel toward researchers, accompanied by
outright hostility toward much of -their work, might be modified somewhat

if teachers and researchers used teacher centers as a meeting grounﬁiQa place

to expldre research needs as well a$ discuss research results. Worthwhile

findings could be dintroduced Hireq}ly to tefchers as one way of translating >
usable research data into real practice.

While reforming teacher education and disseminating research are impor-
tant byproducts of the geeWth of teacher centers which may be unwelcome TG

- teacher educators_or go-unnoticed by’?ééEEFEBérs, they are not the most T
——imporkant aspect of the concept. Teacher centers are first and foremost g

for teachers who are on the job right now. As places where tgachers can
share lideas, develop new approaches, meet with specialists and coach each
. other, 'teacher centers will provide the first ‘opportunity teachers havefhadj
_ to grow and develop in ways that they choose. Sineé theywill haye the con<’
! trolling voice, centers will be viéwed as nonthreatening and supportive. - The
“beginning™teacher who is floundering can go there to seek advice and know
4t will not become a part of his or her ‘professional”record. Groups of
teachers who want to-try.something new can thkash it oit at the center, : -~ «
- asking for help from whohever they¢choose. If a teacher is curiousfabout
.+ a new’reading approach he or she may be able to find out about it at the -~ +/ .
centerr. The-prospect of mainstreaming a number of handicapped children éﬂ '
into a regular classroom may seem imposgible until one can go see Where ano%;‘
ther teacher has done it. The center can help teachers with needs and tal-
ents like these find each other. . —

3 * ! <
. ~3 - . - . of . » ne . - . .
 What could emerge from this process is a common understanding among -

teachers. of what the knowledge and skill base for their pmoféssion‘}eally gg'
js--that thread of shared-experience that tan unify teachers and ingtill- £y .
pride in teaching. Teachers have ‘never had eithgr’ the #rqedom or the oppor- .-,
tunity to do this before. ¢ will givé thegpe the kind of professional control '
that now exists for other professions, and®the self-respect that goes with ’

it. If teacher centers succéed ‘teaching may no longer be as isolated and as
anxiety-ridden a career as it now is. There will be a place to go where
problems can be solved--where those developing new ideas have in mind the

teachers who make them work. . e
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XI. THE NATIONAL EDUCATION AS%@CIATION AND 'II‘E‘ACHER CENTERS -
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For some time it has been the firm belief of the National Education
Associkation that insdrvice education for teachers might be (1) an essen-
tial and continuous function of a career in teaching and an extension of
preservice preparation,’ (2) established on the basis of teacher needs
didentified by those teachers; (3) planned, governed, and'evaluated - : )
largely by those teachers, (4) intedrgted into each teacher's professional
" assignment, and’ (5) financed by publid funds. i )

In the last few years, as a resﬁ t of a decline in student enroll-
ments, a decrease in the number of teaching positions and ;a reduction -
in teacher turnover, the emphasis on the education of” teachers has been
shifting from &ne of preservice to one of inservice. During'this period
of time, NEA in its Instructienal Needs Assessment Program, has been
continually surveying teachers across the country. 1In these surveys
teachers identifiéd their concerns and needs ih'terms of instruction and
. professional development. Alrmost universally, those tegchers have placed

\ ]
inservice education as one of their greatest problem areas.

PR : ' ’ .
What is the reason or reasons for this perxception of teachers?

During the last ten_years-or so there have been increasing pressures on
teachers and the schools to deal with some serious social problems of -
the community such as drug abuse, ‘integration, vandalism, disrespect for
authority, etc. At the same time, more students have been remaining
longer in school and haying'incpeased expectations for job preparation
and’ further education. all of this has been taking place during the
time of a consﬁricting economy that frustrates student ambitions for up-

* ward mobitlity and the school's ability to satisfy the needs of students.
- S ' . A . P

.‘The focus of many.of ‘these pressures has been.and remains on ,-
schools, and particularly on teachers to compensate for what other
segments of the community canhot or will not do to.deal with these

problpms. This compensatory expectation has fallen on the shoulders of

- teachers who are simply, by ,their own frank admission, unprepared to ‘

SR e - [2)
P

Q. . . L 1éi:w :
ERIC - L v

‘deal}f%}ly and effectively With'it..’ Certainly: nothing in their - !
college preparation and State ‘certification progfams‘B}épared them for
such responsibility.  Teachers, by eH€ir mature and trainfng, are par-
ticular}y senditive people. fThis characterigtic, however, necessary
.and useful, is, not_enough to ‘fulfills the kinds of responsibilitiés that
tHe community has abdicated to, and some to expect fram, .tis teachers.
*+ In response to thfﬁosituation State &epaf%ments of education and ad-
ministrators of school systems have developed and implemented programs of
inseZvice for' teachers, sometimes with university assistance. This is
basically where the problem of inservice lies in the eyes and experiences
of teachers. Such imposed Programs have simply not./met the needs of
teachers and undoubtedly never will. What they do satisfy is admini-
stre#gor needs to demonstraté to a school board and community that they
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are taking necessary actlons tn doing thelr,jobs. The teacher reactlon
to such imposed teacher inservice programs has been a resounding nega-
tion of their effectlveness for meeting real teacher needs for helping

Achlldren learn. -

Tt should also'be noted that teacher opinion is in some cases
based not only on a view of the quality of an ongoing program, but
also on the absenge'of gnx_proéram.

o 4 ¢ . ;o X

The U.S. Congress with the strong 1nfluence og the. National Education
Association passed a law in 1976 authorizing the eSt ishment of
federally financed teacher centers for purposes of providing inservice
education and curriculum development opportunities for teachers to serve
better the educational needs of their students. This law, if given’
sufficeint funding and the appropriate regulatlons to guide its imple-
mentation, has tremendous potential to ellmlnate the present facade of
teacher inservice education and to provide the help that'teachers have
been needed but have been generallysunable to achieve. It not only will
provide needed resources, but will provide a kind of climate for teachers
that will enable them to exerc1se their own creativity, knoWledge, and
resourcefulness in developing curriculum and updating skills.

v - g

In order for this-law to come to effective fruition, NEA believes:
that the teachers on the policy board must be appointed by a teacher
bargaining agent or the teacher organization with the highest teacher |
membership when no bargaining agent exists; that the .teacher center pollcy
board must be involved in and approve of the teacher center grant pro-
posal that a local education agency submits to State and Federal agenc1es,
that excessive monies not be skimmed off at the State. level to 1ncrease
State bureaucracies and to subsidize unnecessary and time-consuming .

)dec1sionmak1ng processes that would more likely satisfy the ‘administrative

control needs of a State department of education and do nothing for
helping teachers;. that center funds be allowable for paying substitute
teachers so that teach?r center programs can be offered to and be access-
ible to classroom teachers', during as well as after the regular teacher
workday; that school districts be required to maintain- at least their

present levgl of support for inservice educatlon for the duration of a
teacher center grant. ’

: If these objectlves are not met, then the probability of the 1ntent
of the law beqpmlnqﬁfulfllled is minimal and the teacher center movement
with so much potential for helping teachers will fail. The money will

@ﬁhave been wasted. The same people who have been in control of the present

ineffectual inservice education will continue (many with the help of
various government funds) to .function and ovther people will. wonder what

happened. The teachers will know. They know now. They want to prevent'
it from happening. | ’ - T -

Other 1mportant aspects are ‘the posslbllltles of teacher centers
utilizing teachers to -Eeach teachers and more effect1vel¥7u51ng com-

. muni ty resources for both inservice afnd curriculum development If

. [y
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jhese objectives are not met, then the probability of the intent ofcthe

lay becoming fulfilled is minimal and the teacher center movement with

so much potential for helping teachers will fail. The money will have

been wasted. The same people who h&ve been in control of the present

% ineffectual  inservice education will continue (many ,with the help of

" various government funds) 'to function and other people will wonder what '
happened. The teachers will know.; They know now. _.They want to pre- .
vent it from happenlng. £ : ¢ . .

‘ o : . ‘,’ Sty

There has been a great deal of rhetorlc about teacherolnvolvementﬁ/

. This law represents far ‘more than ‘involvement." It means a 51gn1f1cant ]

degree of teacher control over a very mundane sounding, but very .- ‘ .

~
[} L

"critical, matter: getting needed help.

One 1mportant aspect of inservice teachlnabls the role of the uni- IA‘
verslty. NEA expects as .these federally supported teacher centers -
develop that university support will be.a necessary and'integral part of
the movement. The locus of that support is likely to shift from a pri-
marily campus based to a more field based effort where the teachers)
the;r center act1v1t1es, and their problems are located. This has 1mp11ca—

" tions not only for a shool of education within a university, but the total
.  university be¢ause the teacher center will lend itself nicely for -
developlng relatlnshlps between elementary and secondary teachers and a
number of departments/schools within the un iversity. With the schoobl of
educatlon in a leadership role in_this effort, its own status within

the university will be enhanced. 1In the typical university, such en- -
hancement is needed. Other important aspects are the possibilities of
teacher centers utilizing teachers to teach. teachers ,and communlty re=

. souxrces for‘both inservice and currlculum development. . *

on

o

The NEA believes the teacher center movement-engendered by this .
Federal law can mean significant and positive change for teachers. . It. e
- can also, simply be a fascade of change. Teachers don't wish to _waste
their tlme and anyone s money 'for the latter effort. ?" ot

Teachers 'do want teacher centered 1nserv1ce education. The NEA o
and its 1.8 million members in 10,000 staté” and local affllrgﬁés are com-
mltted to maklng the law work, passage that they v1gorously pport.

T ; N .ol

It is_ NEA's hope that all segments of the educational community
will be supportlve in this efforte which; is séen here as a key to ‘the
improvement of educationfor our children and youth. *™
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XII.'’ AMERICAN ASSQCIATION OF COLLEGES FOR TEACHER EDUCATION
. ‘ ‘ .- 3

v ’ ON TEACHER'CENTERS : C T

. . . by i 4
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s ¥ - . Edward-c;‘PQmergx e é'
< Amerlcan Assoc1atlon of Colledés for Teacher Educatlon’

L S . - B} } R .
o .
‘The American Association of Co leges for Teacher Educatlon (AACTE)
has endoresed and supported the tea her center concept whlch emerged as
..one of the most significant programmatlc innovations from4the Education
Professions Development Act of 1966. -~

- U
AACTE beliéves that téacher Eehtefg‘can contribute n&ch to enhancing
opportunities for personnel development in education. THe teacher centér
concept has long been,advocated by AACTE as a means by which members -
‘of“@he education profe551on will .find better ways%of teachlng and re-
1at1ng to the needs of students,. parents, and communitie§. -

\ - A . A A

Background . ¥ ¥ C .
. N e @
AACTE has’ advocated the need for nrog&aﬂp to improve the quality of
. preparation and inservice training for American teacherstover the
past several decades.. The Association initiated a series of studies On
teacher education 25 years ago calllng for new organlzational arrangéements ,
tgpbetter prepare and provide inservice educatlon to Amerlca s school
personnel, .

@
. - °
) o

% -

wThese ideas were f1r§t eéxplored in J. G. Flowers' . Sghool and
Community Laboratory Experiences in Teacher Education™ (1948) and in
the past 30 years have been addreSSed by numerous associatlon sponsored
publications. :

< . )

kl . . W T v . RIS .y

hOver the years the teacher cénter, as we now refeﬁf?d'lt has been
studied by Assodiation ‘task fordes, ad hoc commlttees-and commissions
u51qg a number of different appellatlons- cooperatlve achlng centers;
continuous education laboratory schools; teaching technlques laboratories;
and teacher education centers. B. O. Smith recommendedfthe need for -
Mtraining complexei" in a study he edited for the AACTE, Teachers for the
Real World (1969). That far reachlng study concluded that 'in an
urbanized and multi-ethnic society, a new socidl mechardism was néeded to
.provide "perennial education" to.school personnel, namely, a training complex .
Smith visualized the trianing complex as a neutral arena where colleges,’

schools, and communities would combine to‘provide the-following functions: .
- . ;s P

s

RS S/ R

+*

--developing, preparing, and storing materials for v
training (practice specifications, video recordings
of teaching, transcripts of clagsroom disqoq;ge, etc.)

“
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~~training ?w professional teachers ‘in the skills
entailed by the list of minimal abilities
3
. . ; i ¢
~~workshops, institutes, ‘and dghferepces for the ,
Preparation of auxiliary teaching pggsonngl

¢ . -_ e
~-institutes, workshops, and training laboratories °
for the continuing education of teachers _« . .

, . N s .y ) - SN 1
3 -

——courses, seminars, and workshops in subject i

" ‘'matter fiélds relevant to the teacher's preparation -,
Qf teacher aides and other' auxiliary teaching ’
personnel.3" ; ) X e

s A
"
. -

" More recenflyh the teacher center concept:was addressed by a

. special AACTE doordinated . task force, supported by the Office.of Education
and given_ﬁhe ambitious title of The'Higher~Educat;on National Field
Task Force on the Improvement and Reform of American Education. 1In
the: group's final report, Obligation for Reform (lg19)4 edited by
G. W. Denemark and J. Yff°there was a call *for the creation of a
network of YprofessSional development centers." Thé concept was
described as "any place or combination of places ... where eduqagibn

' personnel preparation and retraining happens on.a continuous basis from

the time an individual decides to become a teacher and continues until

that person retires from the profession. The professional dgvelobment

center was to be characterized by the: "(1) jintegration of practice

and’ theory in teaching and learning} (2) development of measurable

performance in in§truction; (3) experiences and léarning in school-

related areas such as the community and its social agencies, the business

world, and politics; and (4) application and contintious assessment

of researcﬁ\findings as conditions of professional competence ., "5

The Task Force, which represented a cross-section of college-.and university

leaders in téacher edudcation, believed that teacher training required a

partnership betweeh schools, local communities, d institutions of higher

education. . . o r SE 4 '

. Obligatjon fég Reform describs‘éﬁph afpartnefship as equal X
participation in the management and "operation of the Tenters. Such
‘differentiation of dégree of paxgicipation should be based upon the -
competencies and &f the participants, A good parthership arfangement

" was further described as being, "flexible and variable® recognizing

* "that different problems and decisions might require a differing mix
of gompetencies and would change thfbugh time." oo N

- -
.

) Many of the same principles put forfﬁ'sy the;Natioﬁal~Task°f6rce 2,
were reinforced if yet another recent AACTE publication, Educatin
Profession (1976)§~ by R. B. Howsam, G. W. Denemark and, D. €. “Corrigan.
In this important "Bicentengialf publication thé‘authqrs‘dfew distinc-

[ t ) - .U' - ] :;;:: .
-

174 ~

.




/ .
e " -
e
A
L

S e

tlons between inservice education and cont1nu1ng education and advocated
support ‘for teacher centers. Thy argued that inservice training "should “meet
"the needs of the school system," while continuing education should be

for, the ‘purpose of developing professlonal teacher-scholars capable of

high levels of diagnosis and prescription,” Ingerv1ce education's chief
locus would be the school system with area colleges regularly partlclpa-

,t1ng through planning as well as contributing reseurcés. Continuing
education's locus would be at the college or universltyﬁwhere programs
leading to a&&anced degrees wWould have "professlonal deslgnations paral-
leling those employed in other profess1ons such as med1c1ne and law." -

theiconclusion to their-study; the authors*emphasizéd the need
for ¢ s1derat10n of this distinction between inservice education and
contbné;ng education when considering the possiple roles and purposes
of te er centers: . , . -
- .
. «
Historically, the university has eduJEted teachers-
in-service by offering a series of recertification programs,
institutes, and traditional courses. Recent events, how-
ever, suggest that c ntinuing’ education miist become more
creative and flexible than these traditional forms. .
~  Increasing teachey militancy concerning tﬁe right ‘to deflne -
their own prpfe'slonar negds and offer their own
reeducative programs has given rise to the teagher center.
Whlle possesslng great potentlal as a continuing education
¥ mechanlsm, the' teagher center is meant Prlmarlly to be °
an inservice device (neither exclusively geographical
hot fixed in function)' designed to dellvér college ang .
_community resources, get professionals together, and,
form a network of available educational serv1ces. .
Colleges of education must not surrender their ) } . :
continuing reésponsibility to develop andadrssemlnate
the professional culture through every m chanslm possible, .

1nclud1ng the Teacher Center. Neither the-public . , P
"schools not the colleges can live in spendid isolation. ‘ ST e
Preservice’, 1nserv1ce, and continuing education are. ) )
s interrelat®&d components of one professional delivery - f;, R
- . system and requlre the actlve 1nvol¥emen¥ of the teaching ) §§§~ )

profession and the preparatlon arm.

L4

»

) o .. .« .

These - themes and concepts haye also been the focus of numerous AACTE
-spongored monographs, position papers, and bxbllogr%phles as well as

. 1nd1m1duaf articles and special thematic sections in the Journal of
. *~peacher Education. Two of the most recent contributions wexe a
. - special issue of the J8urnal of Teacher Education® on "Peacher . .
Teaching Centers In America," and a monograph, Teaching Tenters: -
toward the state.of the scene9 , both edited by Schmieder and Yarger.
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The Association's many years of research and ongoing intgrest En .- -
the teacher center movement provides ample credibility to support its °*
Present inte;egt ih éontributing to theﬁgégnning of future professional
#:education programs an reconceptualizing the design and intent of

-

various teacher center programs. . . - <t

, ‘o9 %~
™ . . - -~ . e

AACTE Principles on Teacher éentérsf . . co
=1 ) s i JA o . LT . R -
T : As- a result of AACTE's extensive and long-sténdiqg interesty in
- the teacher center concept, the associatidq has fprmulated the f£d1low- .
ing principles wWhich it beliéves are essential considerations in any 7
« ‘teacher center program development: | e
1. Teacher centers are governance meé%anisms, not
sites. As such, the governance groups may >
establish places where teacher education ’
. N education can take ptace. .

[N NS

~

- 2. Six partners should collaborate in teacher center ~
. ’ operation: the school; teacher organization(s); college
. or university school(s) of eddcation; the local
communf%y; the school board; and State orypther * "
governing agencies, ’ J .,
oL . i | g . .
) . *1- 3, The six pPartners should share equally in policy
’ making. Howgver, the management and operation
of teacher centers may require a differentiation
" of degree of Participation recognizing that certain
problems and decisions require a different mix of
competencies and will change through time. ) £ -

4. The teacher center should be viewed as integral to . .
. the total process of professional education Preparation -
\\\ZR& growth. While primary clients are the school
_personnel, access to the centers should, be possible - LI
. for :others in .the education process including Z'N v/yl
. . Preservice candidates, interns, paraprofessionals, . a
. . counselors, administrators; supgryisors, policy makers,‘ . o

O

;~,§§§§ aides, parentSy‘andégtherse

g R
Py »

) ﬁ{»Sf _?eabher cehteré shoyld be site~d; schoolﬁ§pecific.
R 3 That is, theyShould be geared to the specific . -
LT -needs of the school, its participants, énd its

particular ‘community. N . SR ' |
i > |

. . ; - |
“ 6. The learning ‘needs of school 'students spould be at

v ’ ., ' the core of the goals and objectives for each 6§nte;s¢ |

. . " Students' needs should be identified throught*a_range” -

’ = of evaluative techniques such as iﬁ?gEviews with'
> »? =~ .teachers/ administrators, parents, commbnity leaders, stan- kel
8 éérdized test scores, statewide assegsment data, and school

. records. ’

14
1

: - 154 R T T .
Q .. ’ ’ o 17b a
=ERIC - - f§ . -

s . - . . =T ;
| . .

. . o

. 2 .

ke




%

e

e AACTE;s Stand on_ Teacher Center Leglslatlon e s ~n e S AR

SR . Be gse few if any of the foreg01ng prlnclples are 1nc0rporated in

.
. p .
1 - . ‘~ . A 4

o e T , comprise a partnership
Ntaff and providing .
‘.hould be the primary ’

“

- P .o v
Eat

-y

o, 8.  The funding of teacher centers should be a shared

T " responsibility of ali. partners; lnsthptlons-of . ,'
higher education should commit some of their

"+ teacher leducation funds for. support of teaché?@* - e R
centers. ‘ - '

4 -
1

. . _ . 9., Evaluation and other forms of quality. control \
. should be applied to all facets of the center -
“ program and operation. ’

x EE

£ 10. Teacher centers can and should.serve as integrating

mechanlsms for both currlculum and staff devélopment,

11. Emphasrs on research’ and development should be a 5
- X " part of each teacher center!s program. ~ Centers > —
Teoo “ ' should afford opportunities for schgol personnel to )
= study the learner, the bebt . lnstructlonal technlques,

- and themselves in relatlon to teach1ng and learning. - °
* e ..x&";
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the newly gthorizedvteacher ‘center legislation (Publig. Law 94-482,
Title I, ion 153, of the Education Amendments of '1976), AACTE has * -
¢é5‘ been a relunctant supporter of the new Federal fTeacher Centers Program
: . : x 1 v i
" ... Instead of & program lnvolvrng a number of partners, the .
. : " . present legislation is largely addressed to the spec1f1c ) ,
' concerns of teacher orgaﬁlzatxons; : . Jam
i . ...The 1eg1Eimate role of aohools and colleges ofi»educatlonn
¥ . 1nclud1ng the dzétrlbutlon of funding to establish a workable
and enduring llnkage with local school distrlctsﬁgis not" R
addressed in the legislatlon. No incentives are present to :
astlmulate llnkages between h1gher education and local edgcatlom
- agenc1es in the teacher center leg1slatlon as-it has been . :
- enacted. Vo . s L e £ .
4 B - ~ RN .
Ju ...Instead of a collaborative model W1th parity for all par CHEI
. it asserts the primacy of teacher power in the plannlng, operation,
- ' governance, and eaaluation of teacher centers.
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...Rather ﬁhan fac1l;tating the involvement of higher education
in teacher tenters and conersely, encouraglng a valuable
involvement by teachers in the design and’conduct ;of higher

S

S education with little prov1d10n for mutual support and <«
BT activity., =~ N L. )
. b . ° - L 4 PR ) i R
EF', R .:.In contrast to what we know about educational reform and the .
%“ . ' need to traln all ‘Members of the prof.essmn in a spirit of
# TR\ ,mutual support, , the leglslatlon reinforces the\present T, !
‘. .77 emphasis upon independent teaching within. the school setting % -
i ) v " and training- 1nd1v1dual teachers through’the teacher center.
o, -
by . 1:' «..The imp3} ance of the role of staff development speclallsts,
Z % . including tralning and renewal, is also ignored. Such Ve
N R specialisty Should be 1nt1mately attgned tq day-to-day class-
2 ° 5, room activities and should. maintain contlnulngnllalson with the,
. # schools; they should be considered partners of higher educa-
\N . A, ’ tlon and be thoroughly grounded in the theory and research .
" 2 of teacher.educatlon. .
e o N P 5 ) .
‘ < v - *. B L. . *
o . '
. .; This sfgniflcant d1vergenc° between AACTE s princlples and the
% YA "*”xlsting Federal leglslatlon will necqess1ta§e the Association to
. continue to work to réconcile the disparities between its own -
L phllOSOPhleS and ‘the’ £uthorlzlng legislation: .
P A K
‘w "2 - Any agenda?Tor actlon, relative tq reform of educatlon, nust .
~ cons1der » the, fore901ng 1mped1ments as challenges. Teacher centers
,:' : represent a challenge and opportunity. AACTE believes that a more
et realistic and atrticulate commitmént of both teacher educators and teachers
" " can help meet these challénges and a more eﬁfectlve education for American
. children w111 &hsue. -. . o ~ L .
f:", . i N o, B . L R < . .
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. This bibliography represents a joint effort by the U. S.,Offlce of
Education, Division of Educational Systems Development, and the ERIC
Clearinghouse on Teacher Education to meet the urgent need for informa--«
tion about teacher centers. The past few years have seen a proliferation
of teacher centers, and there is every reasen to believe that others-will
be created in enthusiastic response to the federally\funded Teachgr

- _Center Program, which appropriates’ -$75 million durlng each of the next
., three years to.plan, establlsh, and operate such centers. ;
e - -
élrectors of the Teacher Center Pilot Progects collaborated with
the Division of “Educatiénal Systems DevVelopment, USOE, in complllng
materlals for the bibliography. Citations for documénts and artlcles.
conta—ned in thé ERIC data bases, Resqurces in Education (RIE) and®
Current Imdex to Journals in Education (CIJE), were thén incorporated.
Mary F. Crum of the National CouncilAor the Social Studies, who has '
. ' worked with the Division on other pro;ects, carried major respon51Q111ty
" fer pulling together the work of all the authors. In keeping with¥the

. Clearlnghouse s commitment to providing informational products on subjects

of current concern to the educatlon profession, the bibliography is belng
) publlshed as the sixth in 'its series of Blbllographles on-Educational ™

5

-

Topics (BETS)

-4 ]

oy

FeN

4

Standard bibliographic citations haye been supplied for all materlals.

s

an

Citations of documents announced in RIE are followed@ by an ED number;
EJ number, fpllows journal articles._announced in CIJE. Most ED enfries are
available from the ERIC Bocument Reproduction Service; ‘a current EDRS order
form is included at the end of this blbllography Journal articles are not
reproduced by ERIC in any form, to secure those articles, the reader 1s

v rreferred to the original journals, avallable in~many llbrarles.

; FU
" ©o ° L
The - kncwledge ‘base on the Subject of teacner centers is constantty._
expandinyg, and the Clearlnghouse invites the submission of additional
documents for evaluation and p0551ble input into the ERIC data base.

welcome“are reader comments and suggestlons. <

ity

s

alsqg #

.
N - % -
.

" Kar]l Massanari

; I -

o = - ° . Clearinghouse Director )
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- , *» "INTRODUCTION

K The purpose of this bibliography is to réflect as fully as possible

. the U.s. ttacher center experience of the past several.years and td
provide a rich reference pool for those interested in developing and/or

* improving teacher center programs™.- Although the kinds of centers repre-
sented vary greatly--and few of them exac¢tly fit the cente¥ concept to be

supported under the new Fedéral Teacher CenteriBllll—-ex1st1ng centers

have collectively accumulated a great deal of waluable .eXperience in some

of the most critical problem areas of teacher ¥enters and inservice educa-

tlon. Careful attention to the lessons they hdve learned should go a long

way toward expediting the development of strong, efféctlve centers--whatever

; the model or nature ofi§he center inyolved. 3 s
. % ¢ »

In order to give broad substantive coverage and represent the views

of as many centers, 1nst1tuthons, and organizagions ds possible, " the

. decision was made tq develop‘a relatively compg

is available, rather than to construct what would neeeSsarlly be a much

shorter anmnotated bibliography.2 The materialg cited cover many different

aspects of centerlng--lncludlng something of the experience in several

,other, nations. Because mosciof the publicatiods explore more than one.

teacher center topic or issu organlzatlon of the references according

to specific categories- would«requlre a large number of multiple listings.

Therefore, all entries are included in a 51ngle, alphabetlcal numbered list.

.
° " - .

It is not expected that}the reader will peruse all c1tat10ns from
A to 2 in search of the most promlslng sourcesg(although such a search
mlght provide some educatlon, .edification, and other important surprlses)
A--topical, index following this introduction cress-references all bibliog-
~ raphy 1tems within 43 specific categories. Becausg¢ there was no tlme to
study and fully assess all the materials, many publications are not cross- -
referenced as comprehensively as they might be. We apologize both to those

whqm we have "under-indexed" and to those from whom we. have wrung too much.
9 D
” v"

-

Items ge€nerally were not incl€ded unless they could be obtained either
as” study documents or for permanent collections. Some of the main sources
for the documents llsted are identified ip Appendix A. These organizations

ehensive listing of what - .

either have a large array of centering materials on hand or have some =

facility for helplng interested persons locate needed publlcatlons and
resources. Appendix B lists periodical% found to bé helpful to those in-
terested in teacher centers. °This listing is only a beginning in an effort
to 1dent1fy such resourcés; the authors realize that countless others exist,
and welcome information about any serial publlcatlons concerned ent1reLy%§r
in large. part with centerlng .

.
~ * e o -

[ \ ¥ - ° had j!\\

\n

— lAuthofized by Section 532 of the Higher %ducation Amendments of 1976.

¥

2An Annotated Blbllography on Teacher Centers will be available from ' '

the U.S. Office of Education after Aprll 1, 1918[’ B -
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Most of the publications cited here were written during the past five
years, but older documents have been included if .they cover high priority
center issues or represent benchmark studies or statements.’ Although some
of the titles may seem unrelated to teacher centers, each of the entries
was reviewed and nothing was included unless it conta1ned 1mportant refer-
egces to centering; for example, a publication with a title referring only
tb  "open education" would likely dlscuss that concept in relationship to
teacher centers. . © - 4

: : '-. i / " .-* 4

Finally, despite a<thorough search of the 11terature and the help of
over a hundred center directors, it is certain that many good materials . ~
were overlooked. 3, Readers are encouraged to submit mater1a15~for the
teacher center referenceﬁllbrary, and/or citations of;materlals that should
be 1ncluded in any future bibliographies. ‘

N ; 4 ; . . Loy

. ABOUT THE SUBJECT INDEX .
. P

The following subJects were used for cross- referenc1ng the blbllog-
raphy.4. They should provide the reader with some levérs for sortlng
through this. long listing of materials. .Under each7top1c aré the numbers
of some, not all, of the .entries that relate to that particulat top;c.
For thosé categories that.lnclude large numbers of entrigs (spch as
"Phllosophy/Ratlonale/Theory"), further sorting can occur by cross-
referencing.them with’ other categories (for example, WSubJect Specific/
Mathematlcs")‘ e e

Y * ‘

1. Systemwide Overviews

a. National

b. state

c. Local )
- General (covers many aspects of .centering)
History : '
_Ph1losophy/Ratlonale/Theory
Organlzatlonal,Structures
Management/Stafflng Patterns
Program/Currlculum Development
Participation- Incentives

Governdnce - .

Finance/Support Systems
Evaluation/Assessment.

Research

¥

< - s

.3,

WS O w0 U S W

. 3
- .
- -

3The largest category of omissions are of publicatio®s from local,
centers. Had all materials received from directors been included,’the
blbllography would have doubled in.size. Therefore, the authors generally
chose to include the best singke or several publlcatlons from each center.

N P

. .4Criticism of the outline would be welcomed by the authors, a$ the
Office of Education Teacher Center Reference Library will be organized

along similar lines, and recommendations for improvement will help in re-
fining what is hopédd will become an important reference center for those

‘ngaged in the development and operatlops of teacher centers.

!

,{ ' : 165 185 :
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" 13. Facilities - -
14. Developmental/Operatlonal Issues and Problems

. 4 3

i x&& R . D

15., Bibliographies * “
" 16. Legislatiqn/Regulations - , .
. d7. Case Studles/Models . ’ s '
18. Collaboration =
.19. Ssubject Specific o7 .
o a. Social Studies N N - :
.zi‘ SN b. ) Language Arts o - L2
F}; ~ C. - Arts, .
) . d. Mathematics . R . .. A \J
g o e. ~ Sciepce g0t Lo - *
égw;m? i f. Special Education L .
%% . g. Foreign Lan%oages ) .
v i.? Envitonmentai Educatlon : - ‘ *
b - j. Induétrlal Arts® T . ) o
3 . k. ~Vocat1onal Educatlon/Career Education: - T Y e
‘g + 20, Foreign i T,
-2 .4 . 21, "Teacher Educatloh/PreserV1ce/C11n1cal Center ’ oo .
K| " 22, Professional Asspciation -~ . - ’,
© ¢ ¥ .23 “Compunity Involvement
1, 24. * GBTE/PBTE R
73 - 25, - Teacher ﬁeveloped Mate*1als/Teacher Policy Part1c1p§tlon ¢
~ 26." Open Education . . i
. 27. Alternative Schools . - . .o
Tiﬁ 28. Portal Schools -7 . .
29. -Certification/Accreditation - , oo
- S, R
’ As we have always found all educators_contacted were most helpful. .
in addition tokghe more than a hundred center directors who sent us mate- :
. rmals, c1tat1o s» apd considerable adv1ce, espec1ally important contglbu- .,
* ““tions were maé by ‘the st@ff of the ERIC Clearlnghouse on Teacher Education;
~Alanson Van Flget, Cleveland State Unlver51ty, Susan.Grkov1c, Education
. Consultant, Linlda Tague, Unlverslty,of Indiana; and Sém Yarger, Syraguse
Teacher Center Project." But although all of the energetic educators‘listed
did most of the important work, the editor and co-authors accept full re- —
sponSLblllty fo‘fany errors of judgment or representation regarding.both
the content of t e blbllography and 1ts indexing. .
-, ) — -5
Mary F. Crum, National Counci}] for-the Social Studies, Editor 3
Edward L. Dambruch, Rhode Island Teacher Center T
. John Favors, Bay. Area Learning Centex - :
° - Saundra T. Freeman, D1v151on oﬁ-Educatlonal SyStems _Development, Office of
N Education’ — e 1%
Kyle Killough, Texas Ceneter-for Improvement of™ Educational Systems
Allan A. Schmieder, Division of Educational Systems Development, Office of -
Educatlon . Ce
, . .
v ok e "
- > .l
I o . . T R “
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1. Systemwide Overviews . R

.

",  A-2, A-3, a-1l0, B- 5, B-6,. B-16, C-13, <- 15, C-24,.C-25, C-27, D-9,
* . p-12, p-13, D-16, D-18, F-lo, F-13, H-5/ H-? H-8 H-20,-H-21, HZ22,
* H¢24, H-25, H-27, H-30, J-5, J-9,” J-10, K~3; M-2, M-25; M-31, M-36,
~ ‘<. N-3, N-5, N-6, O-2, P-8, P-9, P-12, P-14, P-15, P-21, P-22, P-23,,
- p-24, R-11, $-8, s-11, s-12, s-13, s-14, S-16, S<24, $-25, $-26,
§-28,-T-1, T-4, T-7,.T-14, V-2, W-2, Y-8, Y 9 k-

- -

3. Histony

., . B-6, B-24, C-7, C-9,F-3, F-6, H-10, J-9, K-1, L-5, M-24, M-36,
M—37, 0-2, 0-4, p-15, R-15, s-4, S-22, s-28, T-16, T-18, T-20 °
. ) .

.

4- Ehllosophy/Ratlonale/Theory : - .

a ::‘::‘:' .

A

A-4, B-2, B-6, B-7, B- 21, B-25, C-5, C-7, C-9, co 13, c-15, C-16,
c-19, c-27, c-29, p-4, p-7, D-8, D-11, D-15, E-3, E-6, E-8, E-9,
_ E-10, F-1, F-4, F-6, F-11, G-7, H-1, H-5, H-16, H-2 2/’&-23 H-25,
. - g-27, I-1, I-5, J-2, J-3, J-4, J-6, J-11, K-1, K~9, L-1, L-3, L-11,
: M-4, M-5, M-9,,M-14, M-26, M-27, M-28, M-31, M-37, M-39, N-1, N-2,
bl .N-9, 'N-10, 0-2, 0-3, 0-5, O-7, P-6, P-7, p-1o,ﬁp-15, P-16,\R-3, R-7,
. R-8, R-11, R-12, R-13, s-15, s-18; $-20, S-21, S-30, s-31, 5-35,
s-46, s-47, T-3, T7-7, T-8, T-12, T-16, T-18, W-1, W-7, W9, W-12,
w-17, Y-<2, Y-4, Y-7_:

. . . i - ;
v .. y l‘
- . p
87 ‘
1 A
) &5,
PN

B-2, C-12, F-10, F-11, F-12, F-13, I-4, L-5, L-10, M-25, N-6, P-1I, =
. -1, T-7, V-1, V-2, V-4, V=6, V-7, W-1, W-2, W-4,1W-12, W-16
N . : 2
- la. Systemwide Overviews/National 9 |
‘" A-3, %7, B-6, B~7, B-10, B-16, C-12, C-19, C-27;, D-3, D-4, D-10, |
> D~12,D-13, D-14, E-8, E-9, F-9, F-17, G-9, H-24, H-27, I-2, I-3,., ﬁ
o b J-8,°M-37, IL3, N-8, P-12, p-14, R-9, R-I, $-5, s=11, s-12, $-13, )
S -14, 3-28, s- 30, s-45, T—é‘ Y-3 " . ) e
, ' . S 1
1b. %}Systemw1de Ovbrv1eWs/State) . B x% . . |
@ . ¥ o3 ~ - |
: |
i B-5, B-9, c-21, ‘c-22, c- -23, Cc-24,,C-25, D-20, H-23H-3, H-4, H- 9, |
_ ' p-8, P-9, P-16, P-21, P- 25, P-23, P-24,.8r13, St Lﬁ? S-24, S-25, *,
¥ S=26, S-34, $-43, S-44, T-6, ‘T-9, T-10, T-14, V=3, W-7 ¢ |
: % : R :‘ ot « " ~ - # . . ‘
lc. Systemwide Overviews/Local , ) N |
. EY : LY RN s
H-22, J-5, S-42 ) d I
@, - ‘ L . @ O
= ""2.t General (covers -many asPects of centerlng) . .-
’ ~ : N




& - 5. Organizatiomwal Structures

A-S, B-6, B-12, B-13, D-6, E-3, F-12 K—l M-6, M-13, M-28, N-1,
N-7, P-19, S#22, S-SO TrS -6, W-7, 15

v, -

/ - -

4
e 5 A-2 B-6, B-11, B-15, B-25, C-105 C- 1ﬁ c-17, c-26, C-29, D=6, D-7,
- 'p<22, E-6, Etll, F-5, F-8, F<16; G-5, H-5, H=22, H-23, J%S M-18,
" M-19, M-36, N-7, P-5, P-10, P- 11; P-20, R~ 2, JR-5, R~8 R~9, s~3,

/ o 6. Management/Staffing Patterns , 3 )
B-6, E—3 K 3 K -6, M-38, N- =7, P-1, P-lS 5~ %2 §-23, S~ 46 T-16

. ‘ . o . - i; * ’ {g

. i 3 - . 4

. 7. Ifrogram/Currlculum Development 7 §3 . .

A

i

. sz6, $-22, $£29, s-31, S<32, s~ 41, S- 49 T-2, T-12, T-13, tw~1o w-11
éé':i ¥
8. ParticmdnﬁIncentives ' L, v e ) —?%, ) ?
# 5 . ‘ S PRI gf‘ T . "} ’ “\’ -
LE w0 e N
\ . . - : s )
9. Governance = e Lo % ; 3
. — : i 1 )
- ., | S S |
. .~ B-10, B-6, B+12, B-28, C-1, C-15, C-27, D-1, D-2, D-6, D&, D-25,
, E-7, G-4, H-§, I-4; K-1, k-2, K-5, K=8, K-9,°M~4, M-5, M-13, H-15,
L M-32, 0-6, P-4, P-10, P-19, S- 1, 5-4, -3y, $-18, $-40, Tr16, V-7,
10. Finance/Support Systems A - . yon
. / PROYE Sy O ; . a } 3
‘ B-6, B-13, C-15, D-7, E-7, E-10, H-25, I-4, K-1, M-13, P-4, P-15,
: s-17, s-18, E—lo, W-7, ¥-9 . . 3 N
s “11. EvaluatlotyAssessment !3 I Lo ‘ @
vri;’ }, - -
| B-4, B-9, B-11,,B-17, B-22,%B-23, C-1, ,C-9,"C-21, C-22, C-23, c-38, ™
T p-6, D-7, D320, D-21, E-1, E~2, E-13, F-3, F-15, G-6, H-7, H-11,
H-13, H-18, H-25, H-26, H-28, K-4, K-5, L-7, M-3, M-5, M-19, M-25,
: M-26, 0-6, P-8, P-9, P-17, P-19, P-21, P-22, P-23, P-24, R-1, R-8,
' s-23, S-24, $-25, $-26, $-42, §-43, S-44, $-46, T-16, U:l, W- 2, w‘a,
T Wel3, - Y-l,E%-3, ¥-5, Y-6, Y 7, ¥-9 . -~
N 12, Research —_ g A
N . s ° & e
. B-4, C-d, G-9, C-28, E-12, F-3, F-4 4,F-6, F510, ‘-3, H-3, H-4, H-9,
H-20, J-4, §-6, L-2, L-7, M-19| M-20, M-23, 0-4, R-12,75-4, S-16,
T~13, T-16, Y-1 ' ‘ N ‘
- : © - - ’
13. Facilities g Voot —

[

c-8; ¢-9, p-23, F-6, F-8, I-5,| M-5, m~38, w-4 ' .

. 5 —
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———

-
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14.

15.
l6.

17.

18.

19a3

19b. .

[ 4

13

Developmental/Operatlonal Issues and Problems

N - Y

- -

B-4, B-13, c-27, c-28,-p-1, p-l0, E-3, F-1, F-7, F-10, F-12, F-13, .~
H-1, H-2, H-3, H-12, H-20, J-3, J-8, J-10, K-7, L-14, M-8, M-12,
M-20,'M-22, M-23, M-34, M-36, M-37, N-2, O-3, 0-7, 0-8, P-4, P-14, .
p-16, S-3, S-7, S- 23, s-35, T-1, T-5, T-16, T-18, V-2, V-4, V-6,.

v-7, W=1, W-6, W-12

Biblioéraphies

.
1

B-18 C-18, E-5, J—l&; M-7, M-40, P—l3,

Leglslatlon/Regulatlons

P

F-11, F-13, G-7,~S-34/ T-15, T-16, V-2,

Ry -

Case Studies/Models i 7

A-1, A-5, A-6,'A-8, B-{, B-3, B-6,
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o ’ -t MAJOR COLLECTIONS OF MATERIALS
by . oy \

. . . N / L .

The Collaborative of: Adv1sor1e§ and Teacher Centers, Educatlon Development
Center, 55 Channel Streee, Newton, Massachusetts 02160 (Stanley R. Wachs)
Tel. (617) 969- 7100 ‘ .

P
ERIC Clearlnghouse on Teacher Education, One Dupont Circle, Suite 616,
Washington, D.C. 20036 (Karl Massanarl) Tel. (202) 293-7280.
‘{ 3 ’
- Ministry of Education, Teacher Prefecture Education Center, ToKyo, Japan.
. L3 .
/ —

National Teacher Center Stﬁdy (NIE), Far West Laboratory for Educational
Research and Development, Information Products Division, San Francisco,

* California 94103 (Kathleen Devaney) Tel. {415) 565-3000.

Schools Council (of the United Kingdom), 160 Great Portland Street, London,
England WIN. 6LL '

e
-

Syrecuse National Teacher Center Project, School of Eduoetion, Syracuse
University, Syracuse, New York 13210 (Sam J. Yarger) Tel. (315) 423-3026.
U.S. Office«of Edycation, Division of Educational Systems Development,
Teacher Center Reference Library, Room 5652, Washlngton, D.C. 20202,
. (Saundra Freeman) Tel. (202) 245-2235,

+ U.S, Office of Education, Teacher Center Project“Evaluatlon Research
Center, University of Virginia, Charlottesville, Vlrglnla 22903.
Tel. (804) 924-7163.

- R -

U.S. Office of Educatlon, Tegcher Corps, Training Complex Program, Washlng-
ton, D.C. 20202 (Bambi Olmsted) Tel. (202) 245-8223,
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Advisory and Learnlng Exchange.  The Advrsory and Learn{gg Bxchange,
1101 15th Street, N.W., Washlni;teon, D.C. 20005 ‘(bi-monthly)

British Journal of In-Service Education.

London, UK, Schools Council. ~

(3 times annually)

CPDP. Newsletter of the
School of Education, A
anhually)

14

2

Continuous Professional Development Program,
uburn Unlver51ty, Auburn, AL 36830 (3 editions

-

-

“

in Touch.

University of Massachusetts, School of Education, Amherst,
-
. MA 01002

(4 times annually) .
Notes from Workshop Center for Open Education. City College School of
Education, Workshop Center for Open Education, New York, NY 10010

- (4 times yearly)

- [}

Outlook. UniVersity of Colorado, Mountaig View Center, for Environmental
Y Education, Boulder, CO 80302 (quarterly)
Y
Staff Development Newsletter. A Forum‘for the Development of Human
Resources. Professional Development Associates, P.O. Box 4303,
< ~ Austin, TX .78765 (10 annually) , .

- o

Tegacher Inservice: Step Ahead. Washingtoﬁ*Coﬂgty Intermediate Educatioh .
District, Hillsboro, OR 97123

-

Teachet Training.
_Network, Washlngton, D.C.

(Discontinued,

NeWSletter of USOE Task Force '72 Teacher Center

but' copies of all editions

available for study in USOE Teacher Center Reference File.)

\

Teachers' Centers Exchange.
_ (irregular)

4 -

Far West Laboratory, San Francisco, CA 94103

e ; The Teachera‘xCenter, The Teachers'

Center;;visalia, caA 93277 (monthly) ~

S .

ggdate. Teacher 'Centers. Syracuse-Eéet Genesee Teacher Center, lllZ East -
Genesee Street, Syracuse, NY 13210 (irregular)
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APPENDIX B: -A PARTIALLY*INDEXED DIRECTORY OF "TEACHER CENTERS"
) IN THE UNITED STATES
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.Saundra T.- Freeman, Editor .
United States Office of Education

Charles Lovett ’
United States Office of Education

.
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Allen A. Schmiede;
United States Office of Education
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. Sam J. Yarger
Syracuse University
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Tpis compreheﬁsive directory of educational personnel development
centers is intehded primarily to be a locator of experience for those
interested.in developing centers, as well as for those already in the bus-
iness who wish to examine what others are doing. It was made as cofm™ . .
plete as possible'in order to include a broad spread of experience and

to identify enough places so that at least some would not be "too far

‘away o visit.% Although most}of the centers listed have not pbeeh run by
teachers or by policy boards with major teacher representation ‘Fwst do
focus primarily on teacher needs and have ‘had to deal with many of the " ‘/-
[ issues and problems”that cénters supported under the new Federal leg-
islatjon will have to confront. Every attempt was made to verify the /
irfformation* that was presented, but unfortunately that was not always
pdssible. Where the reader finds that errors of either omission or com-

mission have been made, the editors assume complete responsibility.
t . . [

-~

L4

- s
. Many sources were contacted in an effort :to solicit material for thi’s
directory. Because of the size of the .task, the following sources repre- -«

* sent only a portion of those who made important contributions: Teachers,'

b

-

Center Exchange, the New England Program in Teacher Education, the Er?% -
Clearinghouse for Teacher Education, the Illinois Office of Education, s
and the Teachers Corps. Additionally,’many publications (that included’

a directory of a partial directory of teacher centers) were $tudied.

Included among these were: Teacher Centers: Twoard the State of the N
Scene published by the American Association of Colleges of Teacher

Education, A Descriptive Study of the Teacher Center Movement in Ameri-

can Education published'by Syracuse University, the Florida Teacher * .
Education Center directory, 1976-1977 published by the Florida Stdté De--
partment of Education, Exploring Teacher' Centers published by .the
Teachers' -Center Exchange, the proceedings from the 197@ national cqn—i _ [
ference on teacher centers, Teacher Centering: A National Institute
published by Indiana University. The USOE Teacher Center Library, which .
was built mainly from contributions by existing centers, was also an in-
wvaluable Yresource. . .

-

- . ’ . -

Directory entries vary in the the amount of information they pro- -+ °°
vide. Some places with incomplete entries did not respond to our in=— b
formation query, but many of those which do not ‘show program data were
added too recently to collect the necessary information. Inlpll the’
cases, the name and address of the center are included; most references
in¢lude a contact person (usually the center director) and a telephone
number. For about half the centers liﬁtéd,ithere is an abbreviated code’
that provides information about the service area of the center, its - .
range of clients, ‘and any program emphasis{es). This information:-is pxe- ]
sented in three parts, separated by slash marks. The reader will find *©

C it helpfﬁllto refer back to the abbreviations presented at the béginning ’

of tha Directory in order to decipher these codes quickly and easily.
- . °° N yg ]
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- or example,\if an entry reads SD/K=12/Gen, then that‘cehtgr would be a
school district.center serving teachers' grades K-12, and covering all
subject: . T, o - S .
’ . EN ¢ 3 C . . ~ - X .
Because it is a time of transition relative-to financial support of .
centers, undoubteflly, some centers that are listed in this Directory .
have\gone.Out of budiness; some new ones will have started since its . B -
compilation. In addition, names will change; locations will vary; and
. ' contact people thay or may not be the same by the time a reader decides
-t to call. Consequently, if some entries lead you into & dead end
bersevere, or call us--we'll try to help! :
T G <, / ' ' T

©/  IDENTIFICATION ABBREVIATIONS ' » . . re T .

Service Area - ‘ -

City

.smmémmﬁu

» Maltiple District
" State °
Multiple State ‘
County
Regional
National

+

Sefvicé Ievel
1

. Preschigol - ‘ '
[ . ‘ginde?gérteno
Elementary
Secondary ™
. Higher Education
Adults
Pre-K~-12 L
" Post Secondary
‘ Vocational Educati
‘ ,// -~ Teacher Inservice
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r
g

. Program Focus

Adolescent Learning
Aesthetic Education
Alternative Schools
Art :
Basic.Skills
Bilingual Education
Certification o
Child-Centered Iearning
Classroom Management
Cognltlve Development
Community Involvement
Competency Based Education
All Subjects -
Creative Teachirig
Curriculum Development
Dissemination
Early Childhood Education
Edugational Consulting

.Educational Research

Environmental Education
Ethnic Studies

“Games of World

Gifted and Talented
Humanistic Education .
Individualized Education
Industrial Arts )
Inservice

Instructional Improvement °
Instruetional Materials

4

" Interpersonal Communlcatlon

Language Arts

Iearning Theory
Management of Leaxning
Math

Media Sexvice

Moral Education 4
Museums ’
Musié¢ -
Needs -Assessment
Network Process '
Open .Education

: Paraprofe551onals

Parenting, Parent Educatlon
Preservice ’

Problem Solving
Professional Development
Psychology‘bf Iearning

S

LY

5& -
Adol
- pest Ed

Alt

Art

B Sk

Bil Ed
Cert
Child Cent
cM

Cog Dev
Colmm

CBE'

Gen

Cr T &
e
Diss

- EC

Ed Cons
Ed Res
EE

Eth St

Ganmes
GtigT;},,m >
Hum Ed -
Ind Ed
IA

In .

I Imp
IM

I Com

LA

Iearn Th
Mgt L
Math
Media

.Mor Ed

Muse
Mus

N Asses
Net

Op Ed

“-Para

Par Ed
Pre .
Prob Sol
Pro Dev
Psy
3

e
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: Reading - Read
«Recycled Materials Rec Mat
- * Resource Materials’ Res Mat
Science . ) Sci
. Social Studies s SS
= Special Education Sp Ed .
: Student Teaching - St Teach
Teacher Made Materials v TM Mat
Teacher Resources - TR .
: Technology . - Tech
Testing and Evaluation T & Eval : L
‘Values!Education Val EQ
" Vocational & Technical . -
B »  Education ’ Voc & T EQ
o Vocationgl Education . -VE
v J . . . -4‘
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1. Auburn University Teacher
_Center :
sAuburn University
»" Haley Center
" Auburn labama 36830
Laft nthart -
205/826%4457
MD/K-12/CM, Ind Ed,
° TM Mat -

»

s

,

Birmingham'Tédbher Center
. University of Alabama
Unlver51ty Stat}on
Birmingham, Alabama 85294
Nancy Johnson
205/934~-4011

P -

— i3

B§rmingham Teacher Center
P.0O. Drawer 1007

Birmingham, Alabama 35202~
Paul Houston
2 205/252-1800 Lee

>

CALIFORNIA

« >

-~

1. Center for Educational
Research at Stanford
(CERAS)® .

School of Education

Stanford University

Stanford,.California 94305
Robexrt C. Coffee B
415/497-0791
: . b °.

Center for Opgn.Learning
& Teaching

PO Box 9434
Berkeley, Callfornla 94709
- Cynthia Brown - . N
415/849-0544 o

N/K—lZ/Games, Mus, Read

3. dhildren s ‘Apollo Wing/
' Teacher Center

Archdiocese of San Franc15co 10. Learnin;”institute

v 324 Mlddlefleld Road

shirley Backrath
415/326-0267 ,

e gurm -

LI
e - -~
<

211-

230

. -
" . N

Uniyersity Avenue
Menlo Park, California 94025. Palo o, California 94301

\ L
. £ .
Center for thé Study of
Parent Involvement
5240 Hoyd Street
Oakland#california 94618
Daniel Safron
= 415/658-7557

-

«

Creative Teaching Center
1102 San Antonio Road

Mountain View, California 94043 °

Ann Roper

415/968-1109
-C/K-12/Math
Emotignal Learnlng Center °
Unlver51ty of California/

Berkley
4419 Tolman Hall .
‘Berkeley, "California 94704
_Eli ‘Bower

,

<

Humboldt Educational -~
Resource Center

2501 Cypress Avenue

Eureka, California 95501

- Helen Schobexr .

707/447-17747
C/K-14/Res Mat/CD

IMIC Center

.Barrett &- Tassajarea N
Avenues’

El Cérrito, Callfo;pla 94530
La Jetta Lacy s,

- " 415/237-4770°

SD/K-lZ/Gen\

.

International Center for., s,
Education’ & Development

16161 Ventura Boulevarh
Room 224

Encino, California 91436
Virgil Howe -
213/986-3171 .

N-Intl/K-9/Cr T, Gen

B

.
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.
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k.

long Beach Mathematics
Center & # s R,

Kettering Elemen‘tary School’

. 550 silvera Avenue

‘*" Long Beach; CalJ.fornia 9&814

12‘

13.

" 1s.

>

L

Linda Harvey
213/430~7500

.MATA Teacher Center
16367 Wimbleton Lane
S Huntington Beach, California

92649 ) <

Nueva Learning Center

PO Box 1366

Burlingame, Californih 94010
Del Alberti
415/348-2272

MD/Pre-K thru 6/G&T

Open Space Environmental
Center
- Immaculate Heart College -
Room 203 !
los Angeles, C\al:.fo ia 90027
Harriet Cohen
213/462-2360 %
C/K-6/SS -

18. SC.RAP

165 “Grove Street

San Franc:.sco, Cal:.form.a
94102 .
Iouise Nason and * . .,

. Bernice Bing ’ N .-
415/776 8133 or 771-6545 °
City & C/All/Art: o

o

19, '.Deacherd‘leqrniﬁg Cent:er .
500 Corbett Avenue
San Francisco, California 94114
Nancy Mayeda .
.. - t415/864-1575 ©
SD/K~12/Gen R
20. Spolin Theatre Game Center
6600 Santa Monica Boulevard
' Hgllywood, California 90038
¢ 'Bradley Bernstein . . ’ 1
. 213/465-8056 R

21.. Teachers' Active Learning . -
Center/Teacher. Shelter .
* 0akland Unified School
District . . ¢
1025 2nd Avenue
~ “TDakland, California 94606 -
"Amity B. Buxton

Open Space Teacher 415/836-2622,%878 ",
' Center ' R/Pre-Sch-Univ/Sci -,
4940 Sepulueda Boulevard’ . '
Culver City, Cal(?ts?: 90230 22, Teaching Resources Center
o Univérsity of California,
Park South Teachers' Tenter ° Davis ¢ <
Resource Center ‘ ’ Davis, California 95616 .
1501 O'Farrell Street Kathleen M. Fisher 2
Sah Francisco, Cal:.form.a ) v .
94115 - ‘ 23. The Exploratorium
Doug Haner . e 3601 Lyon Street
N . @  gsan<Francisco, California s
‘safi*Diego City Schools’ ; ® - .94123
Education Center - < Frank Oppenheimer- - -
4100 Normal Street =~ ~ ¢ 415/563-7337 '
San Diego, California 92103 . . oo
R. Linden Courter 4524, The Teachers' Center . T
714/293-8264~ - g‘“ﬁ PO Box 81594 ', " ¢ .
. 8D/K-12/Gen’ San ‘Diego Cal:.form.a 92138 .
. Leonard Warren . v
&> 714/287-8133 o
C/K" th ' . 3 N
v« R < - —
.. A R
o N . R '
. 212 -
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COIORADO .
1. ° Jefifco Arts in .
Education‘ ‘
"Arts Resource Center
'1209 Quail Street .
. Lakewood, Colorado 80215
Jim Allison

. .,

.

«
»

. Mt. View Center

" “-University of Colorado o

1511 University Avenue ° '

Boulder, Colorado 80309 *
David Hawkins
303/492-8421

=3, San Juan Boaxd of Coop-
erative' Services

. Miller Student Center

- Fort lewis College ,

Durango, ,Colorado 81301 - .

Bill Pugh < ,
. CONNECTICUT ., . " ﬂz
- A .
1.  Center for' Open Education
University of .Connecticut’
Storrs, Connecticut 06208
Vincent Rogers * 7
‘2, Connecticut,Staff Develop-
. e _ment Counc1l . <
Al 1450 Whitney Avenue ‘
s . Hamden, Connectlcut 06247
[ e N Robert Avery :
' ' i
3. Creatlve Resource Genter
61 Durant Terrace . ,
Middletown, Connecticuyt 964ZL
o Betty Turco

_ 203/347-4613 ’
N MD/Pre-Sch thxru 12/TM Mat
. TRE L B .. .

Instituteon Open Education’

_ University of. Hartford-
200 Bloomfleld Avenue °
West Hartfqrd, Connecticut an

. 06117 ° %
Edward weinswig,and
Marilyn_Schaffer

e 5

= T

e

-~ IR &

8.

L3 . - . ' ’ . .
T*DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

—

E. Project Rise
Regidénal Inservice. Education
5 South Main Street
Colchester, Connecticut 06415
Peter Martin
203/537-2117 N
£ . -, N

6. staff Development Centexr
Stamford Public. Schools
1500 ngh Ridge Road -

Pauline S. Rauh N
1 203/358-4312
SD/K—lZ/%sn ) e

\

7.0 Teachers*‘ceﬁter at Fairfield

309 Barberry Road _ .
Southport, Connectlcut 06490
. Beva_kalllck
203/255-5411, %692 -
. S&C/K-12/EE, Op Ed; EC, Muse,
Alt L “

The Brlstol Teacher Center . °

Bristol Eastern«High School

Bristol, Connecticut 06010
Leonard R. Iewan@oskl :

The Teacher’ Center
425 College Street = |
New. #aven, Connecticut 06511
" Corinne Levin
203/776-5987 _

9.5

10, Westport Teachers Centex
© 150 Riverside Center
,Westport, Connecticut 06880
'~ Phillip Woodruff o
203/227-8451, %216
MD/K~12/Gen

L .

N ~>

1. Advinry & Learning Exchange *

1101 15th Street, N.W.,

~* Suite 'LL70

Washington, D.C. 20036 -
Brenda/Strong Nixon
202/872-1220

R/K-lz & PS/Teach EQ.

.
.

Stamford, “Confecticut 06903 -

~

s

-5
.« 8




2. ‘Bishop Spence Center FLORIDA oo

Catholig University "
Marist:Building, Room 15 , 1. Alachua County !Deacher "
'620 Michigan Avenue, N.E. " - . Education Centersz ‘
Waéhington, p.c. 200%7 7 1817 E. University Avenue
Claire M. Helm T Gainesville, Florida 32601
" 202/832~0567 - Faye Cake
SD/K~12, St Teach/Teach Ed, 904/373~-5192, %297 '
Gen o .o C/Rye-S, K=12/Gen
. w3, " Center ¥For Education 2. Brevard Inservice Teaching .
o . Advancement ' ) Center »° .
) _ Presidential Blllldlng, i 905 Pineda.Street . X
*  Room 900 "+ Cocoa, Florida 32922
415712th Styeet, N.W. o .
e K Washlngton, D. C- 20004 31 Collier’ County Teacher
James Taylor - . g Education Center.
3710 Estey Avenue
’ 4, I!fstructional Development Naples, Florida 33942
- - Institute - - . - . _Herbert V. Cambridge ° ,
Educationdl Media G,'enter . T 813/774-3460 ,
., Twining Building ' - - SD/K~12/N Asses’ )
; 3rd & N ‘Streets, N.W. .
Washington, D.C. 20001 . 4. Florida Mideastern Teacher
. " Walter Hrooks Education Center —_
ot - .1800 Sough 13th Street
s, @*Response to Educational . Ft. Pierce, Florida 33450
'.d’ ; . Needs PrOJeCt .. ’ Jean Horton
) 225Q Railroad Avenug, S.E. . 305/465-9968 © .  °
: . Wa;Shlngton, ‘D.C. 20020 . MD/K-12 .
: M. Julian West . S Yy
i, : - 5. Staff Development & !Deacher.;
Ll e meacher Centeréd Professional ~ Eddcation Center = -
. « Development ° . 205 4th Street, 5.4.
. .-° .. . nNational Eddcation Assoc1ation Largo, Flobida 33540 , -
- 1201 16th Street, N. W ¢ Ward Thomas+ -
. %  Washington, D.C. 20036 813/585~9953. ' p
; Donald L. Carothers C/K-lz & A/Nore
. 202/833-4337 ' : '
' S & R/All Grades/ - ' 6, Southwest Florida Education
. o. ~ . Center
7. Te'acher Education Center 3308 Ca.nal Stxeet
ES ) Whittier Elementary Scheol Fort Myers, Florida 33901
, ) 5th & Sherldan'Streets, N.W. G. Weaver Hipps '
L - Washington, D.C. 20011 L 813/334~1102 or 694-3469 .
Lo Alice Butler . - ‘MD/Pre-S thru a/.

0 TUg. e Portal Scﬁool . - 7. EDeacher Educatlon Center .
DA " Ldngley Jr. High School | *  Drawer 70 *
C Mg Ist's T Streets, N.E.  Apalachicola, Florida 32320
: o Washington, .D.C. 20002 Clinton, Bankester :

o . _ - _. "~ 904/653-8836 -
‘ = " 214 . b C
-
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Teacher Education Center
‘PO Drawewm 1460 Lo
Arcadia, Florida 33821
Jess A. Blanton® -
\ 813/494=4222 = ' °

9.. Teacher Educatlon Center .
- PO Box 391" Do
Bartow, Florida 33830
.James Mills
'~ 8137/533-3101
C/K¥12/ .
Teacher Educat;on Center ¢
314 Fast Central Avenye
Blountstoﬁh,.Florlaa 32424
Andrew Ramsey Lo
?04/674—8734.
¥ .

}0.

_ipeachex Education Center
"fcollege “of Egducation-

o

"Florida Atlanilc University

Boca Raton( "Florida 33432
Wayrne H.  Duncan. -
813/382-1120, x230

MD/K-12/1n.

12. Teacher Education Center-

Holmes County. School Board

201 North Oklahoma
Bonifay:r ‘Florida 32425°
Evelyn Swindle’ ]

904/547-2761
C/K-12/ ‘
Teacher Education Ceﬁter ¥

PO Box 428 '
Bristol, Florlda
E. Moody Eldridge
904/643-6553

)
vt
i

Teacher Education Centgr

PO Box 647 ,

Chipley, Florida 32428 .
Rodney Harrison
904/638—4131

MD/K-12/

~

.
L

-
L

-~

£ C/K-12/

32321i~,

I

15 Teacher Eduoatlon Center
. PO Box 787 ’

. —Clewxston, ‘Florida 33440

Ernest R. Redish'
81:3/983-8344
& : :
16" ‘Teacher Education Center'
‘PO Box 2721
. befuniak SprlngS, Florida” 32433
Hilda Coursey
904/892 -3214.

. i
_ 17. Teacher Bducation Center
.*2909 Delawaxre Avepue .
Ft. Pierce, Florida 33450
~——, - - Hazel Jordon
305/464-8220

.18. Teacher Education’ Center -
1120 Lowery Place
Ft. Walton Beach, Florida 32548
William D.'Huddleson
904/244-2161

«"‘%

19. Téacher Education Center
25 S.E. 2nd Place
Gainesville, Floxidd 32601
* Marilyn Thursby

904/373-5192

20'.Teapher Education’ Center
Plnellas County
19930 Gulf Boulevard,&soi'ass

Y.
3 - -
-, ""

,? . ‘;ndlﬁﬁ Rocks Beach, Florida

33535 1 o
Mary F. ?eph ) *
'813/596-0586

<

o,

S . . -
(i /4 21, Teacher Education Center

'
3 A

I'4
1
[$]
v

PO-Box 370

Kissimee, Florida’ 32741
Walter G. Watkins,

. 305/847-3147

C/K~12/ .

v

5
h

22, Teacher Education Center
PO- Box 787 . *e
‘LaBelle, Florida 33940

John - Going== .
s+ 7 813/675-0445
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23. Teacher Education €enter
' PO Drawer 809
Marianna, Florida 32446
- Gladys. N. "Williams
904/482-7494
Teacher Education Center
Glades C1ty Board of Publlc
Ifistitutes T,
"Moore Haven, Florida 33471
lester Mench ~ =
813/946 2931
. .
25 Peacher Education Center
304 N.W. 2nd Street, Room 10
Okeechobee, .Florida 33472
John Kinsaul
813/763-3157

24,

At

26. Teacher Education Center

PO Drawer 820

1819, Lindon Avenue,
Building &

Panama City, Florida 32401
Clarence D. Pilcher
904/769-1431

R/K-12 & B/Res Mat .

27. Teacher Educatxpn -Center
Un1Ver51ty of West Florida’
Pensacola, Florlda 32504

Billy J. Willian

28. Teacher Education. Center
~, POBox G .
Port St.. Joe, Florida 32456
' Laura Geddie
904/229~-6122

.

29. Teacher Education Center
1016 Education-Avenue
Punta Gorda, Florida 33950 .
Patricia Glaser -
. °813/639-2121 ' *

30. T@acher'Eddbation Centexr -
' 2418 Hatton Street
Sarasota, Florida 33597
Don: Spivey-
813/958-8831, x304

. Teacher Education’ Center
> PO Box 2648 - g
+ Vero Beach, Florlda 32960

. Teacher Education Center

426 School Stredt
Sebring, Florida 33870 -
Dafi Davis
813/334-1102

Teacher Education Center

715 Applegate Drive

Springhill, Florida 33512

Roger Landers

Teacher Educatiaon Cénter

. 200 East Ocean Boulevaxd,
.+ Stuart, Florida 33494

‘Eugene C. Debus
305/287-6400, x120

: Teacher Education Center
2757 West Pensacola
. Tallahassee, Florida 32304

James M. Croteau’
904/576-8111

. SD/K-12, PS & AfPre, In

-+ Teacher Education Center
College of Education~

- Florida State>Un1ver51ty
Tallahassee, Flor;da 33206

Philip R. Forxdyce

Teacher-Education Center'
College Of Education,

" University- of Southern

Florida . .

g‘TamPa:Florida'33620-

Ray Urbank
813/974-2100
R/KrlZ/I Imp

-
<

Samuel A: Hunter -
.305/56741165 .

TEaéher Education Center

PO Box 757

Wauchula, Florlda 33873’
Marianne Spears
813/773-5058

® Westside Elementary School °

.

v

*
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GEORGIA

Atlanta Area Center for

- Meachers

Mercer University in Atlanta

3000 Flowers Road, South

Atlanta, Georgia 30341
Howard H. Kyopf
404/455-9108 .

3. Teacher Resource Center
502 West Curling Drive
Boise, Idaho 83702

Beth ‘Chadbqﬁrne

=]

ILLINOIS ' . . .

L4

1. .Arlington Heights Teacher -

~  ° R/K-12/TM Mat ‘ Center v R
: ) . . Wilson School -
2.. Atlanta Area Teacher Education 15 East Palatinhe Road
*Sexvice Arlington Helghts,'1111n01s

Emory University - 60004 )

Atlanta, Georgia 30322 Batbara Sizotin | )
Charles Franzen . 312/398—4200 R
404/634~7033 « - . oo .

R/Teach In/ - 2. Belleville Area Teachers'

. : T Center R
- 3. Clayton County Teacher Education 25 ‘south 9th Street -
' Center : . ,Bel.léwlle. Illinois 62221 .

Division of Curriculum.& ,Thomas C. O'Brien -

; Instruction . '618/692-2118
Georgia State University City/Pre-8 thru 12/Cog Dev
. Atlanta, Georgia 30303 -
. Larry Parker o 3. Center for Inner City
’ ' \ /Studies . .
4. DeKalb County Student Northeastern Ill;n01s N
. Teaching Cénter . . - “University ,
DeKalb County Board of *'13700 East Oakwood Boulevard °
‘ Education ;Tmlcago, Lllinols 60635
DeKalb County Courthouse .Ellzabeth T. Wood
Decatur, Georgia 30030 312/268-7500"
John Coley " s
.- . . 4. Clinton County Instructional
5. Staff Development Ifsfitu- | Material Centex .
tional Service Center . Courthouse o,

2930 Forrest Hill Drive, S.W. Carlyle, Illinois 62231

Atlanta, Georgia 30315 Jim:Sprerigel y M
Mae Armster Christian " 618/526—4214 @ .°“§\

E C/¥-12/ - .o
. . : ’ - el
. IDRHO G T 5. Education’ Resource Center
. 3171 North Halsted s
1. Teacher Renewal Center Chicago, Illinois °

“Highland Fallout Shelter . Diané®Sautter .

1207 West Fort Street . 312/935~1151

Boise, Idaho 83702 - . T .
¢ ! T e 217 . P .

oy 2
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' Crete-Monee School DlStrlCt,

Léarnihg Resource Service

Morris Library (Basement-
Room 8) . '

Southern Illinois \University-
Carbondale

Carbondale, Illinois 62901
Donald Winsor,
217/384-3680 .

McKlnley Park Staff Develop-"
nent Center -

Adler

Jgilet, Illinois 60433

- 815/723-2235

Nettelhorst Project

Nettelhorst School

3252 North Bzoadway

Chicago, ‘Tllinois 60657
Daniel R. Scheinfield

"7 312/472-6678

Professional Development
Center -y,

201-U

" Norxrth Street ‘

Crete, Illinois 60417
Ronald Falbe
+7312/672-5113
sb/k-12/Psy, Cm, I Com
E . e ..
Chicago Public .Schools Noxth

Professiondl Development &

Resources Centex -
2107 North Magnolia '
Chicago, Illinois 60614

Al Sterling ‘

.312/549-3810 — -

o A d

Chicago PM5lic Schools South

. Profe551onal ggyelopment &

. & P ¢

" 4209 West 45th Street

12. Chicago Public Schools West

Program Development and
Resource Center 2t

Chicac_;o, Illinois 60632
Roy Schieid
312/254~8550 L

13. Project Renewal = -~ . e

1444 Main Street
Quincy, Illinois 62301

©+217/223-8700 .

o>

) *14. Ridge School..

650 Ridge Avenue
Elk Grove Village, Illln01s
60007 .
312/593-4300 N

15. kiversidé Resource Center

- 240 South Franklin -

Decaturﬂ Illinois 62521
217/42413091. . *

16. School-Community Resource -

Center
315 South Main Street.
Wheaton, Illinois 60187
‘Mrs. Ada Young .
312/§82-2195 . v .','. v

17. Self—%enewal Center—ﬁedia

Resource Center -
Wheeling DlstrfEt 21 >
999 Dundee .Road . &
Wheeling, Illipois 60090
Larxy Chase -
~'312/537-8270 U ) .
<

~

I8. Teacher Curriculum Work Centerx

Hyde Park Y.M.C.A.
1400 East. 53rd Street

£ 4

Center . - Chicago, IllanlS 60615 v R
7935 South Honore %§ . . Susan Cagpénter ’ =X
Chidago, Illinois-60620 . _ 312/955-1329 . - . v

.312/874-9300 e L, -

- - 19. Teacher Learning Center o
: 2500 Dempster Avenue -
.Des Plaines, Illinois 60016 o
- Barbara Tafelski <
312/297-0822 .



20.

-Teacher-Operated '.l‘eacher Center 3. Science & Mathematics

Glenview District 34 Curriculum J *
' 1401 Greenwood Road : Exploration Center
Glenview, Illinois 60025 * 618 Franklin Square
- Cheryl Christensen ' Jeffersonville, Indiana 47130 -
: 312/724-7000, x28 » ° Kenneth Potts & Tom Pagan
( : ' . . , ‘ ©  812/282-8491 .
. 21. Teacher Reachér, Distrdct 59, ° R/K=12/Sci & Math
; 2123 South Arlington Heights 5 .
T Road S * 47 University of Indiana R
Arlington Heights), Illinois Mathematics Education -
i 60005 : Development Center N ] ‘
o 312/593-4300 N -814 E. 3xrd Street
' - Bloomington, Indiana 47401
22. The Teacher Center Project :
s Southern Illinois University . -
Box 49 . IOWA , L ) T
Edwardsv1lle, Illinois 52026 i i
Thomas C. O'Brien . 1.  Educational Service Center .
. 618/629-2118 Lo 346 Second Avenue, S.W.
: , Cedar Rapids, Iowa 52404 ". .. - = ' -—
7T 23. The Jewish Teacher Center . -~ . 2
161 Green Bay Foad 2. The Centering-Place
-7 s Wilmette, Illinois 60091 “anDepartment of Education S
. Dolgres Solvy ~ Graceland,College . : -
© 312/251-6950 _ ¢ Lamoni, Iowa 51040 - " .
City/K~12/Eth St . T -Robert Johns$dn o
< ' : : 515/784~3311
«" ' 24, upper Mississippi River Eco - MS/In, Gen, Pre v L
Center N o T "
‘(Teacher inservice and f:.eld . ’
' “.  .trip service) - KANSAS ° " “ o
. Thomson, Illinois 61285 . .. . x
815/259~3282 . 1. Community Learning Center: L
) T 1204 Oread Avenue o
. Lawrence, Kansas 66044 -
o INDIANA _ v . Bob Hubert ey : -
T e T X 913/841-3122 : :
o1, . Ball State University . R/K~12, PS A/Par E4, Env Ed
) _ Teachers College ) . =
- Buris Lab Dept. - 2. Murdock Teacher Center
- _ Muncie, Indiana.47304 Wichita Public Schools Ve
- N — .- 670 North Edgemoor
2. Indiana University at ¢ Wichita, Kansas 67208 -
, +  Bloomington o Rllen W. Mills v TN
Indiana Regional Math . _ 316/682-1565 .
Consortium SD/K-12/LA, Sci, Math, SS R

Bloomington, Indiana 47401 . ¢

a *

4




LOUISIANA 3.
1. Center for Innovative Teaching
. McDonough No.

4849 Chestnut suﬁ‘”’i‘:

New' Orleans, Louisana 70115
Michael E. Jolley 4.
504/899-5642 or '

288-6561, x218

" 2. Center for Educational

Improvement

New Orleans Public Schools

4100 Touro Street - 5.

New Orleans, Louisiana 70122
Henry Marks -
504/288-6561 %215

3. Teacher Resource Service.
904 Orange Street

. New~Orleans, Louisiana 70130 6.

Gail Swann
504/561<5800

— -

. SD/K~12/Reéc Mat & CD

" MAINE - 7.

r
©

1. Teacher Education Renewal
Program
Maine School Adminlstratlve
District No. 3
Unity, Maine 04988

- David Dey
~ 6 ‘ :
. MARYIAND. ... . 8.

1. Charles:County Teacher -
Education Center w5,
3402 Cur;is Drive #104
Hillcrest Heights, Maryland *
20023 )
Frieda J. McArthur 9.

2. Charles County Teacher EducatiOn

Centex

7605 Riverdale Road, #416

New Carrollton, Maryland 21025
Paula Goeller
301/577-7711

B

Charles County Teacher
Education Center

SR #1, Box 99 ,

Prince Frederick, Maryland 20678
Nita Patter ¢

3

Howard County Secondary Teacher
Education Center - -’
9410 Kilamanjara Road’
Columbia, Maryland 21045 . —-
F. Fritchard B B
301/596-4154 - »~f -

Howard Cd%%ty Teacher Center
University of Maryland
7000 Brooks Road
Highland, Maryland 20777 .
P. Parrish
301/286-2360

Howard County Teacher Education
Center * S

9040 Town & Country Boulevard .

Ellicott City, Maryland 21043
Cheryl Winder

Northern Teachcr Education
Center ~

University of Maryland-Howard
County .

~St. John's 'Elementary School

2960 St. John's Lane . (jmw

Elligott City, Maryland 21043 g
Anne M. Bianchi ' SR
301/465-1455 T

JTeacher Education Center
5418“Killingsworth Way
Columbia, Maryland 20014 . _—
Frank Lyman ‘ P J
301/730-8222 -
C/K-'S/Gen Rz o *

Teacher Education Center ‘.,
Shool of Education
Towson State University
Towson, Maryland 21204
Chandler Barbour \
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2 10. TEacher Education Centers 5. Greater Boston Teachers Center -
£ i - Unlversity of Maryland - 129 Mt. Auburn Sfree; -
LT Baltimore Coynty. Campus . Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138
oo Catonsv:.lle, Maryland 21228 ¢ JBdward Yeomans ~ .
David Young 617/876~-2790
L 4301-455-2327 5
T R/K—lZ/CD - 6, Hampshire Educational
. . Collaborative ©.
s 11. Baltimore. Urban Meacher . South Amherst School
Education Center Amherst, Massachusetts 021002
‘ .23rd & Calvert Streets William E. Allen .
. Baltimore, Maryland 21218 413/256-8869 -t )
¢ Charles Brown MD/K-12/Gen
o % 7. Institute for Learning &
> . MASSACHUSETTS . Teaching
‘ University of Massachusetts®
1. Amherst Elementary Staff - Boston, Massachusetts 02215
Development Program . Jim Case : &
Amherst Regiofal School < . .
B “Pistrict , 8. North Shore Education Center, .
% ./{ - CHiéstnut Street Inc. .
) +* 7 bnmherst, Massachusetts 01002 Resource/Recycle .
T ‘ i Robert Murphy . 25 Sohier Read
a . Beverly, Massachusetts 01915
¥ 2. Amherst Secondary Julie Besser
Development Progra 617/922-0071 .
Amherst Regional School R/N+K-12/Rec Mat
District . e
Chestnut Street ittsfield Teacher Center
- Amherst, Massachusetts 01002\ [Central Arnnex .
John Heffley '#econd'Street
i 413/549-3710 /Pittsfield, Massachusetts-01201,
. Sp/7-12/hdol, Mgt L, Ih
T - 10: Teacher Center Brookline
3. District VI Resource ‘Center 88 Harvard Street
. University of Massachusetts . Brookline, Massachusetts 02146
Harbor Campus “ Muffy -Paradise
_ Dorchester, Massachusetts 02125 617/734-1111, x319 .
Geraldine E. Tilley SD/K~12/
617/287-190Q, %2388 .
MD/K~-12/B Sk, Diss, Par-Ed 11. .Teacher Educatlon Center
- L , . Hanscom Field
4. Educational Development Center Hanscom Public School .
EDC-Follow Through Project Bedford, Massachusetts 01730

3

-~ 55 Chapel Street
Newton, Massachusetts 02160
George E. Hainy

.

Ricky Carter = _

ik
1 ¥
.-
M
-
-




16.

17.

k1)

/
s\ .

Teacher Education Center MICHIGAN %l oo W ..
The Children's Museum . ‘ y
Jamaicaway 1. East Mlchlgan Un1vers1ty o
Boston, Massachusetts 02130 Spard T

Jim Z:Len Ypsilanti, Michigan® 48197

617/522-4800 i

© 2. Regional Teacher Cehter

Teachexr Education Center Michigan State University-= :
Follow-Through Project 518 Erickson Hall :

. 1700 Cambridge Street - East Lansing, Michigan 48823

Cambridge, Massachusetts 02140 - J. Bruce Burke »

Marjorie Gatchell -

3. Region 12 Profes31onal Develop- "

Teacher Education Center ) ment Center
MATE Project’ PO Box -2025
Clark University 1819 E. Milham Road » .
Worcester, Massachusetts 01610 Kalamazoo, Michifyan 49003 .

Sal Cohen v Ronald Sergeant

’ 616/381-4620 _ ~

‘Teacher Education Council MD/K-12/ L . . o
School of Education )
University of Massaéhusetts 4. Teacher Education Center -

Amherst, Massachusetts 01002 College of Education
Richard-Clark Michigan State Unlverslty .
East Lansing, Michigan 48823 . .
The .Integrated Day Program @ Henxry Kennedy .

- School ¢f Education 517/355-1713 . ’ p
University of Massachusetts" W , G/K-12/In " e
Amherst, Masgachusetts 01002 T~ * - .
mMarsha R. Rudman . 5. “The Detroit Center for ’

Masén Bunker -and . - - ,Growth @ Development .
, 413/545-3121 K - Wayne Stdte University .
. MS/K-12/Gen , € 0 * Detroit, Michigan 48202
kAN '« Jessie Kennedy ’ -

The Teacher Cepter o . "¢ 313/577~1684 _ - - .
460" Talbot ;Avenue ¢ SBYK-12/Read, Math .
Dorchester, Massachusetts D . . .

02144 . . R ' A
; ) . . MINNESOTA ~ - |
Workshop for Leai‘xff;i ) S a . AN C "\

Things, Etc, o 1. Minnedpolis Teacher Center
5 Bridge Street University of Mi‘nneapolis -

' Watertown, Massachusetts 02172 - 2605 Silvexy Lane, N.E.

George Cope ) Minneapolis, Minnesota 55421 .
617/226-1160 Ken Howey . . .  =* .
= . 612/373-9736 )
. ‘ S, C, § Sp/K-12/Pre, In .
LT -
- )
- , ’. . 7
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MPS/UM 1 Tjgﬁker Center
Unlverslty*of Minneapolis
155 Pelk ‘Hall —

159 Pillsbury Drive, S.E.
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455
~ Frederick V. Hayen .

. 612/376-4580 T
SD & S/K-12 & HE/Pro Sol,

g Diss\

2.

£ .
L3

Teacher Education Center

" Marshall, Minnesota 56258

N i

MISSOURL

1., Oldham Education Center
14220 East 35th Street
Independence, Missouri

Joyce Gallagher

816/833-0042 . *

. SD/K-12/Gen

St. Louis Area Teachers'
Center -

New City School

Waterman at Lake

St. Louis, Missouri 6?108
Thomas C. O'Brien

Teacher EducatiSB-Center

Walnut Grove School

1248 N. Florissant Road

Ferguson, Missouri 63135

“~~Sarah D. Caldwell .
314/595-2369 or 2370

SD/K-=12/In, CD

=3

The Education Confederation

-4501 Westminster Place

St. Iouls, Missouri 63108
Robert P. Mai
~315/367~2112

5.

The Learning Center
4505 Westminster Place

St. Iouis, Missouri 63108
__ .= Emily Richards
. 314/361-1908
R/¥+<8, 9-12, Day Care, Head
Start/La, Math, SS -

. i.v
S.W. Minnesota State -College -

e

!
|

"The Learning Exchange ot
2720 Wdlnut Tt
Kansas City, Mlssourl 64108

Dan Gager - ".
- 816/471-0455
*  R/TR/ B o
. ‘*%
MONTANA - h

Montana Counc11 of Teachexs
in Math . N .

Columbus High School

Columbus, Montana 59019
Dan Dolan

. 406/322-5373

S/K=12/Math -

)

NEBRASKA

Teacher Education Center .

The McPhee Elementary School .

820 South 15th Street

Lincoln, Nebraska 68508 -t
Ann Christensen .

1.

Teachér Eduation Center
CUTE Program-:

‘3902 Davenport Street
Omahd, Nébraska 68131
_James.Swick °

NEVADA —
Foresta Institute
Environmental Education
6205_Franktown Road
.Carson City, Nevada 89701
Marla Painter
702/882-6361 . S
S/Pre,Sch-12/EE :

1'

~

Teacher Edqution/éenter
Western State Sihall

. Schools Project‘ .
State Deparment of Education
Carson City, Nevada 89701
‘"Hg;pert Steffens 2
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NEW HAMPSHIRE . Educational Improvement' Center

B |

"1

J

vj
.

50 Kale Drive .

" Regional Center for Educationdl nghtstown, New Jersey 08520,
.~ Training - _ . .. Thomas J. Rookey
45 Lyme Road... 609/448-0484

Hanovexr, New Hampshire 03755 Mc/
Delmar Goodwin .
603/5666 ° Teacher Education Center
S/K~12&PS T . Trenton State College
Trenton, New Jersey Q8625
Teacher Education Center , Bernard Schwartz
Department~of Education ’ i
University of New Hanpshire The Center for Open Educa-
Durham, New Hampshire 03824 tion .
Michael Andrew Tenafly, New Jersey 07670
Suzanne M. Spector

Teacher Educat:.on Center 201/871-3322

North Country Educat:.onal
Sexrvices . .
Gorham, New Hampshire 03581 The Wednesday Program
‘leon Lakin : > Princeton Regional Schools
603/466-2090 PO Box 711
R/K-12/In, Media ) T Princeton, New Jersey 082(10
53
: Kathleen Deben: i

MS/K~12/Hum Ed, Open E'd

Teacher Learning Center :
84 Hanovgr Street ' - Woodbridge Township Sch001
Iebanon, New Hampshire 03766 District *
John Garipy . Project Moppet
603/448~3797 ., Indiana Avenue School
’ Iselin, New Jersey 08830
Alfred D. Kohler

~

NEW JERSEY .. : 201/283-0330

S, C/K-12/Gen

Education Improvement Center .
Glassboro-Woofbury Road P a
PO Box 426 ' i NEW YORK
Pitman, New Jersey 08071 \ .
Paul Winkler 1. -Bayshore Teacher Center
609/589-3410 . Bayshofe Jr. High School N

393 Brook Avenue

: - Bayshore, New York 11706
Educational Improvement Center Bill Fibkins

Halko Drive 516/665-1700, %296

MD/le Grades/Res, .In, CD

Cedar Knolls, New Jersey 07927 City/K~12/Net, Comm I

" Bomas S. Hamill ' )
201/539=0331 . . 2. Career Planning Center

- Mc/ ~ . Pace University

41 Park Row e
New York,.New York 10038
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.. Center for Environmental 10.

" studies

PAF Youth Theatre Center
Arts in Education -

675 W. 252nd Stréet vt 97 Little Neck Road
Bronx, New York 10471 —Centerport, New York 11721
William Bett ' CJ.ty/K-12/Art, Res Ed
4., Community ‘Resources Institute 11. 'Metropolj.ta,n Cen;t:er for
Brooklyn College o *Educational Development
.. 240 W. 98th Street . 275 West 1lth Street
New York, New York 10025 .. New York, New York 10014
‘Ann Cook and Herbert Mack James Lerman .
212/666-3758 212/989-2220 .
, Mc/k-12 & AE/Child Cent, Ind S/X-12/1 Imp
' E4, 1A,'SS T & Eval, CD
F, _ 12, Project Change
5. fCreative Teaching Workshop ’ SUNY at Cortland .
¢ , 115 S$pring Street Cortland, New York 13045
,i New York, New York 10012 Thomas Lickona
| Floyd Page Certral NY/K-8/Cp Ed, Mor Ed
i 212/431-7710 -
. f ‘ 13.. Syracuse-Jamesville-DeWitt
6. District 2 Teacher Center Center , ) s
"5 :PS 3 - Moses DeWitt School
490 Hudson Street Jamesville Road
- New York, New York 10014 DeWitt, New York 13214
. Blossom Gelernter ‘e Gary ‘R. Wright )
-212/698~1273 _ 315/446~1512
SD & City/Pre-K-9/CD,’ SD/K-12/Prof Dev
learn Th, CM i )
o 14. Syracuse Urbal Teaching
"Z. G.A.M.E. - Center . -
L B 260 West 86th Street Syracuse Mall
ew York, New York 10025 200 Slocum Hall
ette Korman - Syracuse, New York 13201
12/877-4027 Frederick ,Volp ’
City/K-Q, HS & C/CD SD/K-12/Prof Dev
8. Grassroots Teacher-Parent 15. Teaclier Center at Hunter
’ Resource-Center = ' College
Cornish Hall C32 Room 518,-Hunter College
. SUNY at Cortland 695 Park Avenue
Cortland, New York 13045 New York,-New York 10021
Peg Hasch ‘ Lois A. Berlin
“ 607/753-2705 . 212/570-5433 -
. City, D/K-12/Math, Sci, Bil
9. learning Center Ed, Gsr, Sp. Ed
_  Foxdham University of Lincoln =
Center 16. “Teacher Center for, the
"L13 West 60th-Street: . ' Education of the Glfwd
Room 1024 . and Talented
v New York, New York 10023 /> ‘"Hunter Collége Campus School
. : Elaine J. Schwartz . 94th Street & Park Avenue
‘.. 212/956-8159 or 6307 New York, New York 10Q21
/¥-9/Gén NYC/K-12/G&T, Sp Ed
4 225

S

R




19.

“feacher Education Center

614- Middle -Neck Road

» New York 10023
- Diane Parker

- 516/482-8560, %276
SD/Pre-K-12/Gen

1.

Teacher Education Research
Center

State Utiversity College

Fredonia, New York=14063

Teachers, Inc. °

2700 Broadway

New York; New York 10014
James Wileﬁ

Teacher Center .

United Federation of Teachers

260 Park Avenue South

New York, New York 10025 .
Eugenia Kemble .\

3.

The Cooperative Continuﬁm
of Education e
a~208: 715 Ocean Terrace

"Staten Island, New York 10001

22.

»

Edward L. Brennan ‘
212/390 7672

West Genessee Teaching, Center
Stonehedge School
'5410 W. Geneso Street .-

(Camillus, New York 13031 . .

Gwendolynne Yarger °
315/487-4642 ° ° .o
SD/K—lZ/Prof.Dev

6.
.Workshop Center forVQpen
Education -
City College School of -
Education

Convent Avenue & 140th Street@
New York, New York 10031
Lillian-Weber '

212/368—1619 7.

. city/K-12/Sci,’ Math, LA, SS

- .-

NORTH CAROLINA

Appalachian State Teaching
~“Center

College of lLearning and Human
Development .

Applalachian State Unlver51ty

Boone, North Carollna 28608

Caldwell/Catawba Teaching
Center

PO Drawer 1590 -

Lenoir, North Carolina .28645
Margaret Gragg
704/754-5381, x24

MC/K-12 & St Teach/IM

Isabella Wyche School Center
206 S. Poplar Street .
Charolette, North Carollna 28202

Staff Developmeht Center

~~purham City Schools- . -

e

L3

-‘Durham, North Carolina 27763

Jeanne g. Lucas |
s+ 919/688-2361, %278
C/Pre~K-12/In -

Teaching/Learning Cénter '
Charlotte/Mecklerburd Schools

701 East 2nd Street -

PO Box 149 (

Charlotte, North *Garolina 2%?30
Robert 'J. Gibson -
919/372-8620 o

SD/K~12/Gen = | P

N .

Wilkes Area Teaching.Cepter

306-D Street

North Wilkesboro, North R
Carolina 28659 , .
John -Deason ° s
919/667~6109

MC/K-12/St Teach, Ins -

WinstOn-Salem/Forsxth o S

Teaching Center
Whitaker Eléfentary School,
Buena Vista Road
W1nston-Salem, Noxrth Carollna*

e

27104 - . .
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. Iearning ~ -
University of North Dakota

Grand Forks, North Dakota 58201 ’

. Vito Perrone ¢

o

A

s 2402 Cheltenham Road
; Toledo, Ohio 43606
Nanci Lucas. -
419/536-1954

o ' et N - =3 . —_— i
EO;RTH_D__LAK_CLT’B_ < 5. Instructional Materials Centex
5. . : ' " University of Toledo o ®
. 1. Center for Teachlng and 014 Orchard School

-~ 701/777-2674 . * .MD/K-8/Ind Ed, G&T
. S/K=12/CD . .
U ) 6.. Teacher Education Center -~ » ~=- - oo
s 2. Teachér Education Center Room 1326, University Tower
o, . Grand Forks Public Schools 21st and Euclid Avenue .
s . Grand Forks, North Dakota Cleveland, Ohio, 44115
. . 58201° (o ‘ . —
o G’oraon York 7. ~ Teacher Education Centex
N ,701/775 -3311, ., Kent State University .
2 . T City/k-12/ . Education Building, Room 413
o y : Kent, Ohio 44240 .
s 3. ‘peacher Educat:.on Center i ‘Chirles Nichols -
A ,North Dakota,rstate Um.ver51ty B ,216/672 -2929 . ' .
L . Fargo, North Dakota 58102 SD/12/VE -
li:f '&"%\: : . 2 ; ; ; - . . N « . 4 y . { R { >
oo i AR St s 8. Teachei' ‘Educaét‘ion Center " » vy
Voo .o OHIZST L o1 NI S , .Ohio Stater University L .
i Ty v AT T ‘*{1.885 Neil Avenue, Room 122: ¢ ¥
NI 1.+ Caxver .Teacher Educat:.qrr * - Columbus,  Ohio 43210 P 5
; : b Center )% ) ’ e, . i .
-1 " whiversity of Tolédo 9, ‘Teacher Educdtion Center * s
o ': = - Room 226, Unlversrty Hall C University of Cincinnati «.- H
g Toledq, Ohic 43606 . 230 East 9th Street 7 ’
3 ] e : ¢ 5C1nc1nnato, Oh104 45202 . |
SO T 2. .. ClevelXand Area Center for R C , N - -
Ve _" + ‘Bducational Pexsonnel .. 110, Teachex EducatJ\on Center 47 \
2T A Development B » ., Wright State University © .
st e Cleveland Board of Educatich “.7751 Colonel,Glenn Highway .
s ‘j 1380 East 6th Street L Dayton, ‘Ohio 45431 . .
’"" . . Cleveland, Ghio-44114 ’ L ¢ '
e - 4 SD & C/K-12/ ) E e s e e LT 7 . A b
- ' OKLAHOMA = ;
- 3} ‘Greater C&eveland» 'Deacher ' . ;
SRR o Center - ) ! * - 1.  Aesthetic Educat;.onal . 0
SRS O Noble Schol ”n' oo % learning Center V
=L s " 1293 Ardoon' Road’ ) > . ‘Oklahomd City University .
s Cleveland Helghts, Oh:.o 44121 . N.W. 23rd & N. BlackWelgler -
L\ - Oklahoma City,. Oklahoma 73106 . ‘
s 4. Greater Clevelan9 Teacher PR - claixe Jones "] )
.. , s Center’ for Informal . 405/521—5123 ] !
’ -+ !Bducation . L .. City/K-12) PS/Rest Ed . ! L
' \: PO Box 21383 RN 3 . e N . -y
‘ 'Y ‘university Height% Ohio ~4:412\,1. A N N o
e T T Penny Buchanan- - - -+ -~ ~ ST 2 R T
Cen te---216/371-7124. - RS ) L
C/Pre-s—8 & St Teach/Gen/ T - ‘
o . _child cent - . o *
S LY R T LY. P L .ty [
pRle s T e SRAGE Ty e n
y A w{'“‘u B N X (N AR R R N #477 ¥
it . T

i R [ Y s
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= 2. Oklahoma Coop for Clinical PENNSYLVANIA -,
o T Experience, in Teachex . )
3 o - Education .~ 1. Ways & Meaning Place at
v . PO Box 45208 =~  ° * -Boas School . A
. - 'I‘ulsa, Cklahoma 74145 260 Forster Street
. John Dewell - ' Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17102 -
918/743-3381, x325 Bill Thompson ,and :
- . SD/Pre-S, K-12/Gen . Wayne Ramirez . T i
L ] . 717/255-2527 v .
~2e—- 3+ -On Site.Project S/K-12/Art . T - o
n ~ GKiahoma State University' : ' ‘ o -
103 Gunderson Hall ' ® 2. advisory ‘Center ’
T Stillwater, Oklahoma 74074 Oulter. and Morris Streets ¢
Tt Donald Myers, i Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19144 .
405/624-6346 - Marie Trevalon and i
Sp/K-8/Gen | ., ., . . '+ Edith Klausngr . . J
‘ LT : . 2154349-7149? ' e °
4. Teacher Education Center SDb/K-12/Gen
' University of cklahoma =~ =~ = ' B ‘ v ‘ e
o Cpllege ?of Education T3 Philadelphia Teacher-Parent »
) . Norman, Oklahoma 73069 R Centex: .
c 7 403732501081 "' <. -« ' 16th and Lombard, Streets | o
e SD/K‘G/St Teach* '™ 1 Lag * . 'Philadelphia, Pennsylvam.a R 3
T Y L « L Y D ;
oA R EAR U 7 Y Srg - - «Julla Grove- - o N 3~ e, -
‘OREGON PR ; 1 215/732-3205 SN e
) * Co - U ;o sD/Pre-S thur 1\2/ . s ‘ .
o . L 'ModeI Téacher Center =i ! T
» ¢ Portland State Unlvers:t.t'? 4. carnege—Mellon Pniversity - o
H ’ Portland, Oregon '92707 ° ' Carnege Education Cemter
PR S - D ’ - Schenley Park - ’ :

Lo L,20 staff Development‘Cente::, Inc:  Pittsbusgh, “‘Pennsylva‘m_a ’15213 .

. ™wy . ~a . sSouth Umpqua S.Do #19 v T v1° <y vAnthony. M.. Renna . Va s RSN
S en s, . PO Box 970 \ - . .412/621-2600, x289 .. .
- < Myrtle ;:reek, O‘regon 97457 ‘ MC/7—12/SS,S sciy Hlst Lo
- . .+ Joseph A. Lucas.. - <y s N T / ; )
v ' .* 503/863-5657 ' Lo - . R
S s e 8/R=I2JGen C D vt e fRHODE ISLAND - - M R S
K i i) : '
~F 3. ’I‘he 'Dedcher Works i " ghode ‘Island Teacher Center - -
~— 4. 2136 NjE. 20th Avenue ; ' Rhode ;Island Department of: _
e “i Portland, Oregon 87207 : ? Edueation® Co -
B0 -0 Y Trudys Johnson . i - - ~25 Hayes Street . .
> 503/287-7696 ° ‘ . RogeriWilliams Building o
’f\ ) N/K-12/ ! e - Providence,. Rhode Island 02908 ' )
L > 2+ .0, . o .} Edwdrd Dembruchy R
)(.3,4.‘ Teachlng Reséarch ' , 4017/277-2697 = v S~
R . : , ! ;0regeniCollege of Education s/pre+12/Gen - . ; s oD o
v . Todd Hall [ N, - ' .
:;O:rj .t )" ; ”l'bnmouzh, -Oreggm 97361\ VRN R N . N N N
poc s = e e~ —oH; Dy Bud: Frederick- e S
... ., . 503/838-1220, x401 . K T o N

3 2 N S, C, D/K"lz/sp Ed' Gen
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LT TEXAS .« - * 9. H.Ss. Thompson . B '
T © ‘ . ' ‘ Teacher Education Center
v 1. BAbilene' Teacher Center. Rishop College,
Drawer E ‘ . Dallas, Texas 75241 - ¢
' Abilene, Texas 79601 Eva P. Lex}:is T
. . Jack Ilongbotham -
) 915/677-1911- - . 10. H W. Longfellow

Teacher .Education Center
N. Texas State- Unlvers:bty

. Dallas, Texas -76203
- Weeley: Earp
. . ° + Teacher Education 4 o )
R Austin, Texas.78712 .. - . 11, Lamar Teacher Center ..
O ' *  Gene Hall Vooo— Lamar University N
‘ N/K~HE/CD ) . -Box 106034 - : .
» L ‘ . , , Beaumont, Texas 77710 °
~ - 3. Austin Cooperative b Lee Self ' ’ ‘
Educat:l.on Center . /g83é-7717
4 AAT'42 East Avenue ° ° ., T R/K-12/3n e
i Austirt, Texas 78701 . ) ~
h . Jerry Tebs ' _ I 12. Laredo Teacher Centér =~
I SD/K-lZ/ ' " Texas ASI. Unlversn:y at
1 > " i ; Laredo . —.U
} 4. BJ,:rdJ.e Alexander -y P J aBox 537 J
EL Teather Education Center - Laredo, Texas 78649
East Texas University . * } Hal Kanter ST
Dallas, Texas 75202 . ( JCity/K=12/ . -, .7

* ] PRI . Yy

William Haklan LT )
13, North Dallas Teachér

+
¥ -
.
“'“\»’\ - . 5
I8

. 5. Brazes Valley Cooperative ~ .77 Education Centér '
: Teacher Education Center . /pallas: Independené School
o e Edp,cat:l.on Depa.rtment e L District -
T Texas A and M o , 3700 Ross Avenue Conn
B College StatLon,,Texas 77843 “"“Dallas, TExXas 75204 o
."_’9‘ JohnE Morris- T Joe N. Pitt CY
,j ;713/845- 68}1 — e 214/824—1620, x361°
A MD/K-12/ s : SD/K-lZ/\ TS
- Ay T N B PR e A ! e S : -
. 3 6. Dallas, Teacher Education Center 14 Teacher Center
& Box 13367 NT Station -4 Sam ‘Houston State,
L .Denton, Texas 76203. = .. | School of TEacher, Educatien
. ) o ?\ . i i Huntsville, Texas 77340
s 7. Educat:l.on ‘Sexvice Center “ . Carl L. HarrJ.s
N I 1550 N.E% Loop 410 - 0 Y 913/295-6211, %2822
Sah Antonio; Texas 78209 . i S/K=12/ .
te o Dwain Estes & oo L
< Ql4/828 3551, X202 .15, South Plains Teacher ~ .
el P gv Edugation Center
i 8. Houston"Teacher Center Texas Téch Um.versn.ty
RN f)nivers:.ty of Houstdnw ', . . A PO.Box 4560 . Y
R Hbuston, Texas.77004 ° f,— Tubbock, Texas 79409
S ' Robert Houston- - e Béttye Johnson
: 113/749 -3621 2 : ) ' .
City/K-128HE/. LT ma - ‘

T . w248, &
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Teacher Center
Houston Baptist

- = 7502 Fondren
Houston,
John Lutjemier

Teacher Center |, '
S:W. Union College
Keene, Texas 76059

17.
25,

Teacher Center .
Texas Christian University
1600 W. Felix . *
Ft. Worth, Texas 76115 ° 26,
19. .Teacher Center .
University of St. Thomas
3812 Montrose
Houston, Texas 77006

Anna Dewald
~713/522- 73&1
MD/K-lZ/Gen

18.

J20.~ Yeacher CePter
’ University: of Texas
Green Center #3
PO Box 688 -
Rlchardsony Texas 75080
Robert E. Fielder N

£ y !

21. Teacher Development
Texas Southern Unlversity
3201 Wheeler HalX

. Houston, Texas 77004

W. R. Strong -

- 713/527-7334 *

. 8/K-12/CBE., -

[ I VARV P
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r
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8

Teacher Eﬁucation Oentef
3210 W. Lancaster . :
., Ft. Worth,.Texas 76107 ;’

4

~ 30.

. 3

Jo bdosley
817/737-9981
SD/K-12$§ &HE/Pre

,
5

Teacher Ed}xcation Center
«Cen~Tex, School of Educat:.on 31.
‘Baylor Unlvers:Lty L =
* Waco, fexas 76703
L._V. McNamee

N

'
e N

IR

.Texas 77036 .

&

* Mid Coast
* University of Houstorn,

_‘Teacher Education Center

College of Education
University of Texas *-
El Paso, Texas 89968
Jorge DeCanps
915/747-5586
C/K—=12/Pre " \
Teacher Education Cenker
Department of Education
Alpine, Texas 79830
Richard Bain N
Teacher Eduication Center
-East' Texas State at
Texarkana
PO _Box, 5518
Texarkana, Texas 75501
Carlton Robardey
3
Teacher Education Center
J. C. College - !
Hawkins, Texas 75765 5
Jarvis Christian !

Teacher Education Cénter

Mid Center ' i i

"1203 Pioneer Parkway i
Arlington, Texas 75012@
Rosa Vernon ;

v

Teacher .Education Cexi ter

Victoria Campus - 3
2302 C.E. Red Rivex
Victorla, Texas 7790].
\ Robert Brown -
C/K-12/Pre .

Teacher Education Cehter

‘Texas AS&T ‘Universi

.Box 196;

.KJ.ngsv:Llle, Texas 78363
William Sanford

Teacher Education Center |

- Texas Luthern* Colleg

.

Box 3502 -
Seguin, Texas 78155%
Harold Prochnow ;

-‘*J'W-xw«... D e
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TEacher Education Center
Texoma Coop - )
Austin College
Sherman, Texas 75090

Dean Batt .

. 214/892-91'7, %326

S/K=12/

33. Texas College Teacher Center
Prarie View AsM '
PO Box 2822
Prarie View, Texas (77445

H. G. Hendricks-
.2 .

34. Teacher Education Center
West Texas State Uniyversity
Canyon, Texas 79015

Jim Kidd

-

Py

L)

-

a

35. Texas College TEacher Center
Texas College _,
 Tyler, Texas'75701
David Johnson
36. Texas Eastern Tedacher Center
School of Edhication and
Psychology:
‘Tyler, Texas 75701
Joanna Martln
214/566-1471
'SD/K-12/

37. Tyler Teacher Center
Stephen F. Austin
State University
'‘Box 3023 .
Nacagdoches, Texas 75961

°  Ralph Eddins

1, ol
38.. Texas Centex for the Improve-
ment of Educatlonal Systems
7;6104 Tracox Lane
- Austin, Texas 78721

Kyle Killéugh- ‘

[

k]
*

39, Unlver51ty of Houston

. Cleak Lake: -

+ Suite 2-616—5
2700 Bay Area Boulevard -
" Houston, TExas 77508

~ Nancy Boze

" MD/K-12/Cert

1

Waxahachie Advisory & Media
" Center

Waxahachie Independent School
District

PO Box 977,

Waxahachie, Texas 75165
Franklin Jett
214/937-5705

>

’

Williamson County Coop
' Southwestern .University
Georgetown, Texas 78626
William Sikes
512/863-6511
C/K-128&HE/Gen

Teacher Center
Weber State College
. Ogden, Utah 84403
Blair Low
Teacher Education Center
Brigham Young Unlve{51ty
Provo, Utah 84601
Eldon Puckett g

J
R

Access Educatlon Cehter
ashington West Schbol
XFglstrlct 3
#1,,Box 53-E
Moretown, Vermont, O 660

Polly W. Gazley
802/244-8100

s

3

~ -
JOR

RMON

3

1524

I -

-

s
DA s, M-J-«.-—-hll—v

-~

.

B
o= .

A Place to Learn

University of Ve
JWaterman Buildln;mz
- Burhngton ; Vermo

i
Brattleboro-Teacheﬁ Resource
Center . ’

Curriculum Materlaﬁs Wofk shop

Green Street SChOO

Brattleboro, Vermo?t 05301

« Bob Watrous.and %
Cope Craven

nt

L

05401

!

i
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4.

Curriculum’ Workshop

Molly Staxk. School T

Bennington, Vexmont 04201
Bill Steel o

\~

Motntain Towns ' Teacher
Center |

PO Box 807

Wllmington, Vermont 05363
Anne Watt
802/464~-8366

Mc/K=12/

WASHINGTON

‘10

E i 10

¥

3.

s

ot
.

7’

-

Educational Service Distrigt
#112

910 N.E. Minnehaha Street

Vancouver, Washington 98665
Doug Goodlet . .
206/965-8593 L

MD/K~-12/CD

Teacher Education Center . x
Seattle University )
Seattle, Washington 98122
Gary Zarter P
~ 206/626-5416

Téacher Education Programs ’
Eastern Washington State
" College
Cheney, Washington 99004 '°
Robert T. Morrow °
509/359-2234
Tgaching-iearning Centex
3854 Northeast 87th ’
Seattle, Washlngton 98105 .
" Helen Strlckland
206/525%5024 and 322- 3755
SD & C/Pre-S-12/CD
1 +
Washington Center for .
Early ' Childhood Education
Central Washington State
College

"Ellensburg, Washington 98926

Dale E. Otto R
509/963~-1601

»

WEST VIRGINIA

1.

P

Cabell County Teacher
Education Center

" 620 20th Street

" Huntington, West Virginia 25709 ) R
James I. Rathburn s
304/525-7871 , )

4

. [
Eastexn Region Teacher o . T
Education. Centexr —
Mineral County Board of )
. Education ¢ ) SN
. Keyser, West Virgépia 26726

2.

- John Mugsinex ° “ N

\ o/
Harrison County Teachex
Educatldn Cépter
¢ treet { 4
'Vlrglnla 26301

o 4

3.

Clarksburg
Nancnyfi “f-i :l_ - Y
3o4/533&2§310, g -

C/All/SD, Ed’Rés . ";'

AL

Kanawha COunty.Teacher§»
Centexr 3
<200 Elizabeth ‘Street

Charleston, West Vlrglnla 2531
ryn Maddox K 0

30 /348-6681 ’ >

1
4. 3
'é
i

. Mc/All/Pre & In | 4 1

5. Teacher Education Centér y -

. Region V° - e
1210.13th Street . ! .
Parkegburg, West Virginia 26101

Constance Golden ; -
3047485-6513 . _ . < . o
- ot BN : a

6. Teacher EdQCatlon Center . -

Region V . } 3 -
5 .Bank Street g ]

Wheeling, West Vlrginia 26003}
’ William J. Luff, Jr, .
, 304/233/6010 \ !
‘MC/K-13/ :

— ] f. !

. T S x\ * \\ ;f . -

,'0‘ ’ R
251 \ : ;
e




e

.

7. Teacher Education Center
Region VII C
- ... 6X55King street, West
- ~Martingburg, West Virginia 25401
Vickie Hijlton
304/263-8948 .
8. ‘Technology’ Teacher Center
West Virginia University
2925 University Avenue
" Morgantown, West Virginia 26506

304/293-3803
R/K-HE/Tech o
WISCONSIN ) oo

.

1. Teacher Center
545 W. Dayton

Madison, Wisconsin 53711 .o

_ ¢ Thomas Swernson .
= ' 608/266-6186
SD/K-12/ -~ .
‘ 4
2. Teacher Cenjtgr
T 734 Universi%:g Avenue
Madison, Wigchnsin 53711
’ 2 ¢ :?
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