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FOREWORD

Section 503(b) of the,Education Professions Development Act (20 U.S.C.
. *

1901b), enacted June 29, 1967, P.L. 90-35, requires that "the Commissioner
Shall prepare 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 kespect to the subject
treated,.it is sthe most comprehensive effort in the.eptire EPDA report
series, covering not only the current federally funded teacher centers
and the antecedent Federal role in the development Gof teacher centers,
but also describing teacher center development in several other countries.
Additionally, the report treats the rationale or philosophy of the move-
ment, thus facilitating understanding of the basic assumption that
teacher-governed centers are inherently good 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 concerned
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 strong and informed voices to this comprehensive
overview of the teacher center movement, its beginnings, its problems and
especially its promise as a strategy for the improvement,of American
education. The Teachers' Centers Exchange, a project supported by the
National Institute of Education, also. contributed a useful chapter to
the report. And 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.

It is expected, additionally, that the report will be useful to the
Congress, to policy-makers at the local, State and Federal levels and
to other persons concerned about effective strategies and program designs
for enhancing the professional growth of teachers.

iii

W._ Thomaa -Carter

Director, Division of
Educational Systems Development
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PART ONE

ERRATA

Chapt,r I
)..

Page 2, first. line should read: "toward introducing the related concept
into the bancational system."

P4ve .3, first paragraph line.5: read American Association of Colleges"
for "American Association of College."

Pagel, last paragraph, line 4: read "perform" for "preformU

Page 4,*tHird paragraph, line 7: bead "cormnunities""for communities"

o,

Page 7, #2, line one: .add "generally supporting" between "Although"
and "the."

4

Page 7, sixth paragraph, line 5: read "millS):" for "mill:"

Page 9, third paragraph, line 8: read "Wyerhaeuser" for "Wyethaeuser."

line 14, insert "and" between "needs" and "for."

Page 11, first paragraph, line 6: substitute "later" for "above."

e

ft

Page 12, first paragraph, line 6: read "strengthening" for "strengthen,"
line 8: delete "and."

Page 14, second paragraph, line 2: read,"from" for "for."
1

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."

Page 18, NOTES,,, #2: lead "detail7.for "detailed ;" #3 read "Education

Professions Development !I for "Education Development ;" #4.read "Reform"

for Erformi" #224rehd !'Educational for "Education." (In,both cases)

a
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PART TWO

Chapter -VIII

a

Page 122, after first parggraph insert heading "Participants;" after
second paragraph, insert headin§ "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 1 second word: read "nations" -for
"centers;" line 6: read "needs" for "need;" line 7: read "either
or syndrome" for "either or." -*

Page 125, third.parggraph, line 4: read "participants as colleagues,"
for "participant colleagues.;

11
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Part Three

Chapter IX

page 133, first paragraph,line:24: read "Nation's" for "Natpin's"

mim

page 133, last paragraph , line 4: the copy of the laT./ referred

to is apRended to this errata section

page 134, #1, line 2: delete dash

page 138; last line: read "through" for "thorugh."

page 139, #3: read "individual" for "individuals"

Chapter X

page 142, line 8: read "ago" for the first "as"

page 143, last para(raph, line 1: read "new" for "nive."

page 147, 3rd paragraph, line 1: read-"should" for "shouls"

Chapter XI

Chapter XI has.beei reproduced in its entirety ,as part of this

errata section.

Chapter XII

page 151, first paragraph, line 2: read "endorsed" for "endoresed."

page 151, last parag aph, line 10: read "training': for,"trianing."

page 152, second pa agraph, line 3: read "participation" for
,-

page 154, #1, lin 3: delete "education"

,page 155, last ine: read "evaluation" for "evaluation."

o page 156, lin 2: read "conversely" for "conersely."
4

page 156; ne 4: read "provision" for "fliovidion"
. .4

,

11'
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- - Part Four

Appendix B

4"

V,

Page 207, first paragraph, line read "comprehensive" for "compre-

Page 207, secondparagraph lirie 7: read "or" Tor the first "of", line
8: read "Toward" foeTwo and."

, y

..-Tage.-208, first paragraph; line 2: delete apostrophe from teaChers
*read "subjects" for subject."

/,
- °

'Page-208, second paragraph, line 3, substitutOand"for semi-colon.
rek
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XI. THE NATIONAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION

AND TEACHER CENTERS

POr some, time it has been the firm belief of th National
Education Association that inservice education fotea ers
must be (1) an essential and continuous function of a career
,inteachingand an extension of preset-vice preparation, .(2)
establishedon the basis of echer needs identified by those
teachers, (3) planned, golierned.,, and evaluated largely by-
*hose teachers, :(4) Integrated into each teacher's professional
'assignment, "and (5Ykinancedzby'public funds. .

1

In the last few years, as a result of a decline in student
enrollments, a decrease in tho, nuniber of teaching positions

a reduction in teacher-turnover,-the emphasis, on the
education of, teachers has been shifting from one of preservice

^ to-one of intiervide. During this period of time NEA in its
Instructional Needs Absessment Program has been continually
surveying teachers across the country. In these surveys, 1
teachers identified` their; concerns andmeedsan terms of
instruction and professional development. Almost -univesally
those teachers have.placeeinservice education as one of
their greatest problem areas.

What is the reason for tVis perception,of teachers?
.

During the last ten years -or gothere,have-heen increasing
preasufes on teacher's andrthe schoolt to deal withsome
serious social problems of .the community such as drug *;

abuse, integration, vandalism, disrespect for authoritr,'etc.
''At-the sadetime more- students have been remaining longer in
school and having,increased expectation's for'job preparation
'and further education. All of this has been taking plaCe
during the time of a conftrictineconomy that frustrate
student ambitions for upward mobility and the,,scocipa's .

ability to satisfy the needs of student's:

145,
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The focus of many of these pressures -has been and ter-,
mains on schools,.arid particularly on teachers to compensate
for what other segments of the community cannot or will not
do to deal with these problems. This compensatory expectg-
tion has fallen on the shSulders of teachers who are simply,

, by their, own _frank admigsion, unprepared to deal fully and

effectively with it. Certainly nothing in their college
preparation and state certification ptograms prepared them
for,suffi responsibility. .Teachers, by their nature and
'training, are particularly sensitive people. This character-
-istic,howeve'neCessary and useful, is not enough to fulfill
-the kinds of responsibilitig's that the:community hasab-
dicated.to and come to expect from its teachets. .

In response to this situation state departments of
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 simply riot met the needs
of teachers and undoubtedly tievet 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
effectivenets for meeting real teacher needs for helping
children learn.

It should also be noted that teacher opinion is in some
cases based not only on g view of the quality of an ongoing
'program, 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-
ingithe establishment of federally financed teacher centers
-for purposes of _providing_inservice education and curriculum
development opportunities for teachersto serve better the
educational needs",of their students. This law, itgiven
sufficient funding and the appropriate.regulations_to_guide
its implementation, has tremendous potential to eliminate s,

the present facade of teacher inservice, education and to 4
provide-he help that teachers have been.needingblit have
been generally unable °achieve* It not only will provide
needed resources, but will provide a kind of cliMate for
teachers that will enable tnekm,tO exercise their own
Creativity, knowledge, and resourcefulness itrAeveloping
curriculum and updating skills.

r . 149
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In Oder 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 polidy
board must he involved in and approve of the teacher center
grant propogal that A Local Education Agency (school board) sub-
mits tostate and federal agencies;,that excessive. monies
not be skimmed off at the state level to increase state
bureaucracies and to subsidize unnecessary and time- consun1ng
decision-making processes that would more likely satisfy
the administrative control needs of a state department of
education and do nothing lop. helping teachers;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 teachercenter grant.

All of these objectives are directed toward 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 .represents a significant
and positive change for both, teachers atid_students.

If thege objectives are not met, then the probAilit
of the intent of the law 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,
-sape people. who have been in control of theTesent ineffec-

. goal inservice'education,Will continue (many ,with the help
of"varioug government funds)Ito function and-other people,
will wonder, what happened. The teachers will They
1coim now. They. want to prevent it from happening.

There has been a great deal ofrhetoric about teacher
involvement. This law represents far more than "involvement."
It-means a significant degree of_teacher control over a Very
Mundane sounding but very critical matter: getting needed
help.

One important'aspect of inservice is-:the role of the
university. NEA expects as these. federally supported
teacher centersdevelop that university support will be a

-necessary and-integral,part of the movement. The locus of -
ithat support is likely. to shift from a primarily'campus7baded

A
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to a more field-based effort where the teachers, their
center activities, and their problems are located: This

has implications not only for a scho61 of education within _

a university but the total university because the teacher
center'will lend itself nicely for developing relationships,
between eledientary and secondary teachers and -a number of

within the university. ,With the school:,
of education in a leadership role in this effort then its
own status within the university will be enhanced. In.the'

typical university such enhancement i needed. Other impor-
tant aspects are., the possibilities of teacher centers

utilizing teachers to teach teachers and community resources
for both inservice and curriculum development.

The NEA belsieves 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 to,waste their time and anyone's money
for the latter effort.

Teachers do want teacher - centered inservice education
The NEA and its 1:8 million members In 10,000 state and 1.

localtaffiliates'arecommitted to making'the law, whose'
passage they vigorou-say suppdrted, work,

.

It is NEA's hope that all segments of the educational
communiiy, will be supportive in this,effOrt wiich is seen
here as a key to the improvement of education for our children
and, youth. w ,

141
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A "FArr AZTEACHER' CORPS PROGRAM"
'1

and by adding at the"end-thereof thtl folloWing new part:
. "Parr B--TEACHER IRAINLNG PROGRAMS -.:

I 0,--..., :

:: ) , AtITHQRIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS ;
.

,--_ '' ' 'I.
20.ISC1119. Szc."531. There are authorized to be appropriated $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

,-,t,
5
be
33

available for:each of the programs authorized by sections 532 and
. ,

0

1 .
. "TEACHER CENTERS -

, s

Grants. 'SEc. 532. (a) (1) The Commissioner is authorited to make grants
20 USC 1119 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'"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 'Schools of a State, or an'area Or community within a State; in . .
which teachers, with the assistance of such consultants and. experts
as may be necessary, may

""(A) develop and produce curricula designed to meet the edu-
---cational--needgof-the-persons--in-the community,r-State

being served, including the use oreducational research fin bdinos.

or new or improved methods, p actices, and techniques-in-the
development of such curricula; and 0

"(B) provide training to-improve the skills of teachers,-Wen-
ablesuchlteachers to meet 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 canbe

*used to improve their teaching skills. ' , 4 . ,.
"(b) Each teacher center shall opekated under the supervision

of a teaChei center policYlAird, the majo ?ity of which is representa-
five of elementary and secondary classroom teachers to be served by
such center fairly reflecting the make-up of all schoolteacher% includ-
ing special education and vocational education teachers. Such board
shat), 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
area. ,

Application. \' "(c) (1), Any local educational agency desiring to,receive -a grant
',under this section shall make application therefor tit such time, in
: suck manner. and containing or accompanied-by such information, as

the Commissioner may by regulation -require, .Eachapplication shall
be submitted through the State edircationaEngency of the State in
,which the applicant is located. Each such State agency shall review
the application, make comments thereon, and recommend each applica-

. -_tion the State agency finds should be-approved:Only applications so
recommended shall be transmitted to the _Commissioner for his
approval. *kr

"(2)'AnY lobal educational agency which has submitted an appli-
cation-iir aceordance with rAiragraph (1). °MIAs subsectioni`which is
dissatisfied with the action of the appropriate State educational agency
may petitirin the Commissioner to request further consideration by tht_
State educatiOnal agency. .

"(11),In approvnig any application under this section, the Commis-
sioner shall insure that there is adequate provision for the furnishing
of technical assistance to, and dissemination of information) derived
from, the proposed teacher center by the appropriate State educational

' a_gency. Such State-agency shall be adequately compensated by the
Conunissioner for such review of applications, recommendations, sub- .

"missions, icelifficil-assind dissemination services.
---4 -7--..(e) Any local educational agenCy having an application approved

under thiSsedtion may contract with an institution of higher educa-
tion to cal-ty out activities under, or provide technical assistancein

. , ., connection with, such application. , - ..
"(f) -1\.-otwitlistanding-the provisions of -subsection .(a) (1) of this

section with respect tothe requirement that teacher centers be operated
hy, local educational agentnes,-19,4p,er centarn of theJunds:expendedt )

--under this-section may be expended directly by the Commissioner to
make grants tq institutions of higher education to operate- teaChee
centers, subject to the other provispans of this section. , 7

Tr' a
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I. A PARTIAL HISTORY OF THE FEDERAL ROLE
IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF TEACHER CENTERS

Introduction

Allen Schmieder
U.S. Office of Educ4ion

111

The impetus for the development of teacher centers has come from
many different sources and forces; As JosephjYoung, former directoF
of the President's Advisory Council on Education Professions Develop-
ment and now a.staff member with tht National Institute of Education
once said; "Few new educational innovations have had the widespread
support and acceptance enjoyed by the teacher center. "1 It is in
fact probable that this broad-based involvement in the development of
he-concept- has d much to-do-with --its --high popularity.

_ 0 Although, as with any important education movement, some historical
...roots could be traced back many decades and £here is an "ancient
history" for teacher centers, the major forces shaping the teacher
center movement in this Nation have generally evolved during the last
decade. Most powerful among them have been the increased interest of
the organized teaching profession in its own professional development;
financial and substantiVe support from private foundations, the

,

Federal Government, and Several.State and local governments; a strong
United States interest inthe nationwide deyelopment.of teacher centers.

in the United Kingdom and Japan; higher eduqation's initiation of field-
based training centers;and the growth of a number of reI ed education

sconcepts or approaches, e.g., open education, competency' ed educa-
tion, alternative Schools; and staff developmentlasvan instrument
f change.

.

This diverse support base not only helped ensure the eventual
Aye-scale introduction, of teacher centers into

-
the Nation's educational'

system but,-because each of the different groups and institutions
tended to support a particular kind ocenter, it also resulted, in,
the,building of a greatyariety of centers. The private foundations,
for example, generally sponsored independent centers which usually 4

catered to individual teachers who "dropped-in" voluntarily to seek
help with immediate, specific instructional problems; government agencies
started,centersthat focused oh systemwide problems and emphasized

4 that better ways should be fOhnd to match 'resources with needs and to
disseminate validated practices and products; the organized teaching
,profession advocated centers operated by teachers, designed to,meet
.instructional needs identified 8Y teachers, and places in which much

- of
..

the curriculum development and teacher training isdone by teachers;
centers organized by institutions of higher:education, usually called
teacher educationcenters, have given highest priority-to helping pre-

.

,.,
servicesstudent teachersmake the transitan' from college training to
classroom'teaching; and, finally, centers stimulated by certain

.
_

educational approaches or concepts have ditected much,vf their programming
3 , i "J
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toward introducing the related concept into 2nd sing it in, the educa-
tional system.

Although these generalities would hold up for most centers growing
out of each of'these "modern rootecf the teacher center movement,
there are of course many exceptions for each category. In fact,
almost everyone who has closely examined teacher centers'adoss the
Nation'has strongly maintained that although some have certain characteris-
tics-in common with others, no two are alike,

itwould be enlightening to explore the relative impact of,each
of.these mportant'catalysts of the still youthful center movement;
'however, this chapter will focus on the historical development of the
Federal Government's, role in center development: It is hoped that the
next several years will see anumber of, studies of the growth of the
teacher center concept which will more thoroughly analyze and document
its mftr-iplendored past. Because of the complexity of the heritage'of
centers;-such studies could provide considerable insight into how an -
important new-education approach cap be developed, tested, and widely
introduced into the system. This particular slice of hiStory is in no
way, intended to exagerate the importance of the Federal Government in
building teacher centers but is presented to (1) briefly summarize some
of the Division of Education's experience in the area,, and (2) provide
a context for this document's later analysis of the teacher center
pilots which were supported under the Education Professions Development
Act (EPDA).2

USOE Support for Teacher Center Development

The Federal±Government's involvement in the development of teacher
centers and related structural and conceptual elements, like tie other
support sources men*ned earlier, has been 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 linprovement 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 Foundation; the Aesthetic Education'centerb supported by the
National Foundation for the Arts; and B-2, Triple T, Protocol Materials,

'Task Force 72, and the National Field Task Forces of,EPDA--all have
supported prbjects which helped lay the groundwork for teacher,center
,programs. 3

_ -

If one wereto consider the foundations of separate elements of a
teacher center, e.g.'ihedevelopment of curriculum materials or the
formulation of needb assessment instruments and approaches, the list of
related programs would be considerably longer. Because this report-iS
essentially concerned with the last year of EPDA, tmphasis is given to
the contributions Of the projects funded under that program. As with thei.
WTI-Government antecedentsof, the, current teacher center movement, we
hope that future scholars and eacher center aficionados will deeply

.44
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research the nature and impact of the Government programs that are

not detailed here.

d

Historical Development

The main roots for later EPDA involvement in teacher center develop-
ment started in 1966 under one of its predecessor programs, Title XI
of the National DefenseEducation-Act,°with the ettablishment of the NDEA
National Institute for Advanced Study in Teaching Disadvantaged Youth.4
The Institute, administered by the American Association of4College for
Teacher Education, was composed of,a cross - Section of university and
school personnel who-were.specialists in the education of the dis-

advantaged and in the preparation of teadhers for work with-educationally,
deprived children and youth. The committee was tharged with identifying
the major problems and issues confrodting teacher education. MonXhIly

task-force seminars held from July 1966 through May 1968 dealt with
the Institute's main purpose: recommendation of useful All&ategies for .

implementing changes in teacher education that would make, it more
responsive to the social, cultural and technblogical demands of our timer
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 World5 --a work that summarized the findings
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
.and important ancestor of the teacher center. Responding to the
potential of this concept, the Office of .pducation created an Ad Hoc
National Advisory 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 might emergea major new national program.
The committee studied training-complex-like centers across this Nation,
in England, and in Japan.6 The following is.a synthesis of their concep-

O tualization of the training complex.

The training complex is a social invention .or institu-
tion to facilitate cooperation between colleges and
'universities and the schools, in improving-the pre -

service and inservice training pf teachers'and other
school personnel. further, it providea convenient
and efficient means for engaging in this enterprite
the full resources of business and the community.

In, its fully-developed, State, the, training complex can

provide a permanent responsible,highly qualified 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 were not
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
that of engineering in relationship to science,
bridging the gap between theory and practice by the -

use of appropriate protocol and training materials,
the teaching_ of a_repertoire-of Methods, the provision
of 9ontrolled experiences witchildren and tailor-made

,practicum experiences, related both to the'neesds of the
candidate and the school and community situation 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 specific changes in our national
life.

The complex in consultation with the schools can make
torigrange systematic plans related to priorities --in a
given situation, and with a continuous nuclear staff

0can supplement itself in bringing these plans-into
fruition through its knowledge of and access to the
training resources in the schools., institutions of
higher education, and the comities which it serves. .

When fully developed, it is expected that-a training
complex will have the capacity to serve a broad
variety oftraining needs, ranging, from pre-school
through adult education, and ,froni-the training of
social service workers to policemen. "It will also
provide a regional delivery system for educational
innovations,e.g.e new curriculums and-new instruc-
tional techniques, developed both at the national and
local levels. This "delivery" process will help to
generate the 4nd of continued reform and renewal
that is critical to, the 'quality and success' of our.
nation's schools:

Ordinarily, lit Will not offer the theoretical knowledge
.customarilylproVided by the university nor-the super-14
visory helpmsuallyprovided by the sdhools, but
ifiooMmunities:where there-are no institutions of_
higher, learning, or insufficient supervisory support,
it will secure or provide whatevertraining is
necessary-to enable the vhools to meet their

-
,educational cpals:. !..: ... ,

. ..

In short!, it will be a specially designed quasi - ;,

independent organizationo flexible enougR'to supply
needed-trainingservicedi, varying in ,specifici.7,
Aaracter.accordiffig

7
to the educational environment

. ,in which t exists. . .

4
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training_Complex,- Phase I

.

7hese-are thoughtful_ and meaty paragraphs. They - contain a number

of important ideas and labels that have sinceApecome well known to savvy

teacher educators: In anticipation'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 (TTT)

Program. These pioneer projects were of two types: organizational an .

functional. Thosein the first category were to experiment with various
training center structures and those in the second were to start
developing curriculums in substantive areas that were certain to become
high priority training focuses of the complexes that Were to be
eventually estabrished across the Nation. The only criteria

prescribed, for proposing agencies were:

1. participation by all pertinent groups in the
early stages of conceptualizing the project

2. establishment of policy and decisiorilmaking
,structures early in the planning stages

3. careful delineation of the responsibilities of

each participating group

,The pilots which would probably be more appropriately labeled as
"micro- pilots" were consideied to be only building blocks or elements

of the comprehensive training complex model. They were designed to

study and test specific problem areaewhich the committee felt
would have to be confronted by training complex deVelopersI-no

matter the size or program emphasis.

The following four functional pilots,were selected for the
'Programs first round--

1. Centqr for Training in the Emotional Aspects of
-teaming, University of California, Berkeley '

2. Methods Applicable to theiTraining of Educators
(MATE) (Astudy.on training for behavior modi-
fication methods.) Institute for Behavioral

Research, Silver Spring, Maryland

3. :Northern Applachia Training Center for
Teachers in the Technologies, West Virginia

- University, Morghntown

4. Self Realization DevelopMent Model, Clark

University,,Worceste Massachusetts

Each of these pilots was to'complement the others and substantive

overlaps were minimized. Each was considered to be replicable
rather than unique and sas 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

bye the tstructural pilots in their initial experimental phases.
AN.
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Other functional component pilots that were to be developed.in
a second phase would deal with the '"experience 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.

' Three "structural" pilots qere also started in order to develop
and test some possible training complex forms--to experiment with
the institutional character of a complex:

. .

State University of New York at Stony Brook Training
Complex, Stony Brook,

Appalachian State University Training Complex,
Boone, North Carolina

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

'A great deal:was learned frAtil these seven original complexes
that helped lay the groundwbrk not only for the teacher center
movement but.for the very successful training. complexes that were
later supported by the Teacher Corps. Many of their accomplishments
were chronicled in a peradically produced Teacher Center Newsletter
that was published 1345 the Stony Brook Center.9

Becoming' more teacher-center-like with time, all the structural
'pilots are still operating in 1977. The only functional center,to
sarvive is the technology-oriented program at the University/of_
West Virginia.

!

In November 1970, an agency-wide Task Force, later called
Task Force 7210 was established by the Office of Education to study
problems and trends in teacherogducation and make recommendations for
future program directions. Task Force 72 wa's also given the
responsibility for continuing the operation and study of.t.the training
complex and-the group gave high emphasis to the concept in it;
numerous and widespread deliberations on educational reform.. Brainstorming A

sessions were held at most major national prOfessional association
'meetings, and special conferences were arranged with representatives of
leading teacher'organizations and with all levelS and types of educational
personntei.11

These, discussions involved some 13,000 educators. In general,
their response to the training complex idea was more enthusiastic
that for any of the 'other eduCational innovations and movements on
the national scene at the time. In fact, a gathering of represen-
tatives of major teacher groups, recommended that the Office of

',-Education itself,, should become a "National Training CoMplex" and
provide leadership in the upgrading of staff development programs in

<,,,..

.all sectors of education. 12 ,

6 23
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Regardles of their specific rale almost everyone agreed that some

mechansim similar to the training_complex_was.of_critical'importance
.in leading the way to a massive national effort aimed at improving

the quality of instruction in our schools and colleges. As.a result

. of the.Task Force 72 efforts, severarmaotmcdifications emerged
for the "original" training-complex concept outlined in Teachers for

the Real World and summarized earlier in this chapter:
e -

(1) The quirement of "neutrajterritory: - -of a new

kindio educational institution--yas considered to

be unnecessary arid_prObably impractical. It gepleally

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 arilged that the education

of children and of teacherswas too important to
isolate in some "neutral territory."

1

(2) Although the idea that thelcomplex should strive

'"'' to provide training services for all kinds of

personnel - -both within and outside the-field of
education--almost all groups urged that highest .

priority be given to the improverhent of teachers

already in service.
i r

lix!"'

.

(3) In addition to providing training supported by a

regular "institutional" budget it was concluded that

.4
the complex could also serve as a coordinating mechanism

N, .

for Federal and other "outside" funded staff

development programs.

.,

.(4) It was also recommended that centers or complexes
should serve as "deliiery systems" for new educational

products and Approaches.
.

_ _ ..

In addition to the reeommended changes for the tegming complex,

the Task Fora identified a number of general problemsrin teacher

education that had implications for complex development (which

a!so offered teacher center advocates considerable grist for their

- mill:

1. Lack of a total systems approach to teacher education.

!here is n9 comprehensive planning for teacher education

.and continual renewal, froM the time interest i11 teaching

is first expressed until the time of retirement.

2. School - university- community trichotomy. Working relatiga-

ships among these important educational constituencies are

generally poor. r,nonexistent.

2 'I
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3. Need for more relevant training.settings. MoS't formal
. teacher ed1cation takes place in relative isolation,
from real classrooms and teachifig situations. ,--:-.`" ,' t. 4 ..

4. Lack of universally accepted'ofFiteria regardih good
teaching. The controversy ove*'whether good teaching
is an art or a science continues. FeWefforts hale'

__been made to consolidate and build upon the existing
knowledge base. 4

Three other problems. (though not specifically related to any'
one of the educational concepts studied) were also considered to be
extremely important:

, .

--,1. General lack of parity among(partibipane'irotps'in the

. development, implementation, and evaluation of educa-
tional programs

:7,1

2. General lack of research foundations for many important
educational approaches and training programs

. ...

3. General lack of feedback and adjustment.(renewal)
systems in most training programs

v6; _,
:. ,... _ . -,

.-:

Training Complexes/Teacher Center..._ Phase 2
4s. .

.
. ,

.

.
.

ti .
In addition to being charged with developing recommendations for
Office-of Education progriM directions, Task Force 72 was given

'a modest amount of money tp support existing project in subjectareas
understudy, Ala to stimulate new trial projects in some of the
education approaches that were. identified by the.,groUP as important

tbi's second phase of training complex development. ,Although they '-

----

pilots werebpontinued but because there was almOst complete agreement

directions for teacher education. ,As indicated earltier, the structural

among Task4torce participants that training priorities for centers

ethphasis on collaborative development among the major constituencies

real turf, rather than in some artificial neutral territory. ;,./

should be determined locally, the functional pilots. were
seri:904-0f new training complex pilots ,,kie started- time with an

in teacher education, of training programs that would take place-on hot;

Following,are brief descriptions of the'projects support41 under

.pllase9Vout.. :K

.-2 4

ireceived minimal funding - -about $50,000 per year--many flourshed
and most still exist. The descriptions are included because they
ptovide capsule outlines of the important "original'elemefits of
each orthe pilots and clearly illustrate the_diversity of character
thathas since4become a hallmark ofoent7ingr.

,...-

12

---

Collaboration /Complex Pilots

Appalachian State draveisity, BOOne, North Carolina. The
Appalachian State Teacher Center -- governed by an Advisory Committee

8
2
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compose of school,, 'community, and:university peopleWill contAhue

to be a esource center for experimentatioh, fOr dePtlopment ot'4

workable odels to replace teadAtional-PrO4rams of pteservice ilia
.,Itervice training-, and for the continuous training of teachers
in tota ly integrated (university/community-college/sChoolA

::community) learning' laboratory that emphasizes the-particular

.4-\

needs of r ral'Appalachians One training model already is :

operational the teaching earning team. Each team is composed

. of a colleg: supervisor, an experienced teacher, a first-year

teacher, li_s udent teacher, a studenaide, and their pupils. On

,-- . a one-to-ono basis, the team cooperatively develops new teaching
.

approaches an articulates the necessary competencies. These

approaches than are tried by the trainees in public schools. The

Teacher Cente also has established cooperative arrangeMents with
the Regional Education Laboratory of the CArolians and Vir4inia0RELEV),

...0....

the Learni g stitute of North Carolina (LILAC), the Department of

Public Iris ru ion, the North Carolina Association of Educators,
the TTT, e ighthouse School, and-the Alamance County,-Winston-Salem,

4'.
and Far* C. ty ProjectS.,-

. . I

Louis ill- Public Schools, Louisville, Kentucky. The Louisville

Urban Educ do Center will join the LouisVille Public ,School, the

i university of entucky,'and 'the University of ,Loaisville"in a unit

that will orga ize and coordinate programs.of research, develophient,
9

and trianing t deal with the critical probleMs facing urban

education. Lo la-Ville (through its site-concentration Project Focus)

already has be n_to coordinate federal programs with dVer,lapping
objectives--suc *as Teacher Corps-; COP, Project Transition, Follow

_

:
Through; School Desegregation Project IV, Head Start, Title I, and,

various vocatIO al education programs - -in older to focus all effortS'

directly on-proefems. Already it has become obviousthat'much
can be done tow rd more effective educational programs. Through

cooperative efforts of several Schools, the Louisville Urban Education

Center will fur er this effort /and will Contribute its various

resources, comp ing centers, and other support systems.'

: . . . , .

er e
Portland State University, Portland, Oregon. The Portland Area

Co4dex for tduc tion (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 Ndrth-

west Regional Ed cational Laboratory, the Portland City uncil, the

Oregon Departmen of Public Instrucy.on, Mod 1 Cities, Mus um of

Science and Indu try, Portland Community College, TTT, EPDA Read4n

Language Arts Program, Wyethaeuser Lumber Company, the American

Institute of Arc, itects, Tethonix Corporation, the Union of
Apprenticeship T aining Program, the Georgia,,-Pacific CoMpany,

the Portland Chaster of the AFT, and the PTA). This center will make

an in-depth nee assessment of preVious eddcational efforts, and will

establish the p cess both foi the completion of resources to meet
these needs for the vehicle for communication of resources.

9
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Cleveland Public $chQols, Cleveland, Ohio. The Cleveland Teacher
Center will provide a icle foc-effective &dlaboration and coordina-
tion of resources among variousieducational institutions in this arear-
including the school' system, teacher unions, PTA, Cleveland Federation
'ipf.princirials and Supervisors, and the Cleveland Chapter of the Ameri-
can Society for Training and Development. It not only will provide a
communication systeth, but also will serve as a delivery system for train-
ing services needed in tie area. During tpe first year, "mini-projects"
involving about fifty,trainers will be operationalized to provide
activ case-study data for the planning staff.

In additionto 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 j.nitiated
and-sponsored by the National Center for Education3,1 Research.lj These
Models had been evolving for two years and had essentially developed
plans for totally reforming elementary teacher education along systematic
and competency based lines. Despite the lack 9f a solid, dependable

financial support base, this group of ten projects had a profound effect
on a number of Federal programs.and became one of the most.influential
forcei in American teacher education. Becausehe kind of large-scale
support that would be required tor fullylimplementing these models was
not pro4ided, a great deal oftime and discussion 'was devoted to finding
alternative ways to continue the outstanding work that was started by
the projects. Because of the almost equally high popularity of the
training complex/teacher center and theElementary.Models,and the many
potentially reinforcing relationships that couldexist between the two,
Task Force 72 piovide'd mini-grants to each of the Models with the simple
requirements that they "cultivateAheir service area" rega,ing the
teacher center concept and explore the implication% of th center con- .
Cept for the further development and'implementatIon of the Elementary
Modeds'and vice versa. Although funds were not sufficient for full
scale center installation--averaging'a modeit0$15,000 per anium7-all of
the-projects launched a series of developmental activities focusing on

1' today.' Following are brief descriptions of six a these centers as they

the teacher center and many centers which still .exist

looked during the days, of Task Force 72. 4

e
Oregon State System of Higher-Education, Monmouth, Oregon. The

Corvallis School District, the Oregon College of Education, Teaching
tResearch, Oregon State University, ,and representatives from the State:
Department of Education will form the.nucleus of the Oregon Pilot Train-
ing Cooperative., In addition to implementation of procedures; for coordi-
nation of this cooperative,venture, work at the center during thefirst
year will include.both programmatic and longitudinal planning fot the
center, development of baseline data on current iflservice education pro- 4
grams and training materials, and completion of a position paper on
statewide coordination of teacher centers and on linkages to preservice
teacher education and to initial certification. 0

e

1 10s
[

I
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-University of Houston, Houston, Texas. 511e Houston Te*acher Center

working with the Regional Service Centers, Professional organizations,

p c schools, apd area universities--serves as a prototype developmental

Affor for the Teacher Centers being developed in Texas, and for coopera-

tive efforts between them and the Texas Education Renewal CenterProject

(a major pilot described above). This planning will include needs assess-

ment, specifidition of expertise, resources, training modules for develop-

mentalmental assistanbe, and organizational structure.

Florida State University, ailahassee, Florida. The Florida State

Teacher Center, An collaboratiofivWith the State of Florida and several

public school distiicts,,is developing aTeacher Center focused on pro-

vision of a nucleus for a network of Portal Schools. A two - phased opera-

tion will determine operational Competencies needed by.the cadres in

Portal School Network.; For teachers who move from the Portal'School

r
`environment into regular schools in their districts, follow-Up training

and necessary support Will be provided. Particular attention will be

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

environment.

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

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

i.s 1 'designing an innovative and
self-regenerative competency-based in-

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

the community and Producing needs materials - -will conduct continuous

feedback studies for the development of an exemplary center that is

feasible and practical for implementation at local levels throughout the

state.

Teachers College, Columbia University, New York. The Columbia

University Teacher Center is developing a network of school and teacher-

education programs that will work together to offer both Preservic and

inservice training. This network will utilize competency - oriented

#
structional systems. ,In addition, a learning-resource center and a

`resource-management team will help user school districts to assess and

to meet local needs. .

University of Wisconsin, Madison, Wisconsin. The University of

consin Teacher Center is building upOn the work of the...Wiscolison Elemen-

tary Teacher Education Project (WETEP), which produced specifications

and feasibility studies for competency-baseM'individualized, inservice

teacher education. In'addition to providing 'Facilities for this train-,

establish a learning-resource center,_ provide

technical assistance to local Schbol districts throughout the state, and

provideca center that will serve the State, Department of.Publid In-

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

throughout the State.

28
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Teacher Support
0_

Ironically, throughout most of the early history of trai ning com-
plex and teacher center development (and for most OE teacher education

4
and school-related programs) teachers and teacher organizations had
little voice in what happened., A number of reasons can be offered to
explain this contradiction, e.g., high emphasis was given at that time to

, strengthen participation of minority groups,,iarge-scale Federal involve-
mend in education reform had only recently begun;,priority was given to
preservice teacher education; and state and local agencies were most
common major grantees; and several influential members of Congress were

A opposed to contracting with professional associations.
4 I

Task Force 72, along with several other Office 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 byTask 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 theie projects, developed in cooperation with the National Education
AssOciation And supported through a grant to the Washington State Educe-

., tion Agency, was entitled Teacher Designed Reform in-Teacher EducatiOn.
Its activities are well documented in, its two major publications:
Teacher Designed'Reform in Teacher Education14 and Teacher Designed Re-
form in Inservice Education.15 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 detaililare included on page's 13-14.

-1,

Educational Renewal

The next phase of EPDA teacher center developthent.was part of one
of the most notorious episodes in OE history It was one of the key
elements of an ambitious' reform strategy calle1 "Educational Renewal"-:- -
a program concerned with the more effective integration of a large number

-of discretionary Federal training programs into the Nation's schools.. It
wasto begin with 200 systems and eventually expand to include all those
with substantial Federal lupport.

"Educational renewal" was defined at that time as the prodess by
which a school maintains_ continuous growth toward maximally effective
service to its students and community. Idyolved were needs assessment,`
definition of goals, program planning and implementation, and the evalua-
'tion of outcomes- -underteken over and over again in a never-ending cycle
dfPiOgieSSiV&-CliAnge:- Office of Education plans for the FY 72 budget
placed "the highest administrative priority...on_combining programs and
otherwise removing bureaucratic impediments at the Federal level, so that,
sohool districts and colleges may more easily combine and package these
programs4in ways that_meet their own needs."16

ite *12 29
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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 brought together

under. Renewal. The center would provide. a wide range of, resources for

training personnel on all levels, focusing. on the trainees' most .-
pressing instructional problems, and affording an opportunity'for partici-

,
4, pant4 to share experienCes with one another. There would be a teacher

center at each ,local renewal site and in each State educational agency;
it was anticipated that, in time, a national network of these centers
would bp established.' The local teacher center would function under the

aegis ofithe Educational Renewal Site Council, but would be-a-Separate

organizate.on. A management team would be responsible for operation of the

center, and one or more training teams would planand facilitate the train-,
ing experiences. A state level resource and development assistance team
would identify local innovations,and effective practices anddisiethinate
information about them to all renewal centers and to the local education
agencies and institutions of higher education in the home state. There

'would he a resident center staff, given special prepaiation for their
roles, supplementeby human relations specialists, community members
as trainers, and other kinds of teacher educators, as needed, from area

schools and universities. The centers would offer a wide range of learn:.

ing experiences, including a curriculum 'resource library and classroom

facilities. Hands-on experience would be-given priority.17

' Plans for implementing the educational renewal strategy were well A

advanced by the spring o l9727-at the height of,.and often in cooperation

with program development under Task Force 72. State Educational Renewal
.Coordinators were appointed, criteria for the selection of local renewal
sites were formulated, and guidelines and'a schedule for awarding planning
grants.for all plates to be involyed were drafted. The Bureau of Educe-

..

tional Personnel Development was transformed into the National Center for

the Ihprovement of Educational Systems (KIES), which was to administer

the new program. OE was ready to launch its ambitious new program
which, with teacher centers at their core, would help reform the schools

of the Nation.18
, # e

A.Teacher. Center Division was established in NCIES,-and educators ft

across,the Natiori began tp develop proposals for "teacher-centered
renewal cnters." Hundreds of,letters poured into the new division
offering advice about the teacher center concept. The mail was so

heavy and so substantive that ,a special outside group of educators-s -most
of them with proven reputations in the'area of educational change- -
was formed to study it and other significant material on the subject.

Six national Field Task Fortes on Impitvement and Reform in American

Education Were also started to markedly Aep'up OE's effort to involve
constituents in the development of.Federal programs. The Field Task
Forcesbrought together a national cross-section oflpacesetters froth the
major ocnstituencies of American education -- teachers, State Education
Departthents, the community, school adminiStrAtors and supervisors, higher
education, and advocates of the subject's taught in the schooll--

13
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for an 18-month analysis of the key concepts underlying current training
program policies, and more-liTIP-Ortantly, to help develop more effective
means forachieving systematic educational imprOveOlent and reform. The
high - powered groups were asked-to critique the Educational Renewal Plan
and to generally advise the Office on how Federal education programs
-might be, administered-More effectively.'

_All of the Task Forces--operating with little substantive direction
for 0E--emphasized the importance of taff development and the need to
make.training programs more systematic, self-renewing and relevaneto
locally identified needs. The groups representing teachers and highei
eduCation recommended that highest priority be given to teacher and,pro-
fessional development centers. Inside Out20 and Obligation for Reform21

..,

became landmark publications for, their relative constituencies and laid
. ,

out much of the' conceptual 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 existing
thought and policy positions of the major organizations concerned with
teacher edticatidn--as well as that ofitheoutstanding individuals who
represented those groups. Because the Education Renewal Program was
Aborted in the middle of the-Task Force's life span, the proposed
Renewal supported teacher center network which was to relate to most OE
categorical and discretional 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.

For a variety of reasons that will not )e discusseet here,-22 the'
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 teachers and to the teacher center concept-
decided, for a number of reasons unrelated to teacher centers, to cancel
a program that4would have-put teacher centers in 200 of our most important
school systems. The complicated plang that had been hurriedly developed
by many States and local education agencies and sent to NCIES were
shelved and have become part of the Ofteacher center archives and re-
source library.23

.
.

It must be pointedout, however,ithat the new Teacher Center Program
(which is described in detail in Chapter IX) although having many of the)
same characteristics as'the renewal teacher center,i.e., hands2th
experiences, ggrriculum development, emphasis'on current'needs, shared
resources, and the like, it is different inwhat is' probably the most
important aspe tif'. gent r: governance., The new centers will focus
Tech more on nVdsps perAived by classroom teachers,and much more of
the training and curriculum development that takes place in centers will

. ,
be dorie by teachers.

.

Furthermore, most of the requirements for teacher involvement are
written into the new-Teacher Center Law', while E'DA, the aUthorizatiOn
under which renewal *acher centers would have been established, was
only a vehiclefor them and not enacted for that specific purpose.

. ,
.
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The SysterriPilots and the National Survey

.
The National Teacher Center Pilot Program and the National Teacher

Center Project were started by NCIESin 1971--at about the same time that

. the first plans for 'Educational Renewal were being formulated. The

t
. Pilot Program was started lo at several systemwide.center Models

could be'added to the existin list of small specialty centers started by

Task Force 7,2. The Teacher Center Project grew out of the need to more

thoroughly assess the extent and nature of teacher centering in the

United States. ,

The new Pilot Program encouraged State education agencies and local
education agencies and-universities to work together to establish

a comprehensive teache-training capacity that would be more responsive

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

The Bay Area Learning Center (BALC) in northern California; 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 mixtureof political, personal, professional, and fiscal factors,

with the most important relating to BEPD experience and prograd.readiness

and a need to develop a program with maximum variation regarding system

coverage. The Bay Area.project was a lOCal program combining the resources
of the school districts of Berkeley, Oakland, and San Francfsco; 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 socioeconomic 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 validity of four approaches or possible

solutions to significant problems in education.. a .

The first of these approaches, the delivery of validated practices

and processes, would,encourage the increased application of education

research findings in the classroom. Prior to this time, very little of

the new knowledge being.geerated.by the labs and centers and other

federally and state-suppor?ed'research projects had been utilized and

it was expected that the teacher centers would serve as a conduit into

the public school systems they-served. During the second year of the

programs, this object was reinforced as each of the pilots"received

special grant from the National Center for EduCational Research to

develop a systematic delivery system for new products. Secondly, teaci4r
6 .centers were to play a.major role in the iiiiprovement of the quality and

delivery of inser4ice education. If there was one thing that all educa-
tors seemed.to agree about, it was that most inservice education was
relatively useless, and that, given its high importance, serious
efforts were needed to upgrade the quality. 'Teacher centers, with-their

15
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high 1pvolvement 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 priorities assign-

c ment in local education. The fourth and last idea to be tested by the
teacher centers was their potential for facilifing collaboration among all
major education constituencies and institutions concerned with staff
development. - .-

,,.5 .

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 requirements for the pilots were broad in nature:

7

1. to assure that those-to bp served by the program .

participate in formulating,policy

2. to develop and maintain an evaluation capability

3. 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

4. to engage in systematic prefunding planning

5. to ensure management suppokt at the highest-institutional
level

, 6. to assure a coordinated information delivery system
4

Within the confines of these general requirements, the four pilots
developed totally individual images. Detailed descriptions of the
experiences or.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 receiving relatively modest grants for assuming enoxomous
responsibilities, the Syracuse Teacher Center project and the Leader-ship
Training Institute (LTI) at the Univeibity of South Florida; wake key con-

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

I

The National Teacher Center Project, directed by Sam Yarger, was
'started to lead the way to a more thorough analysis of the status of
teacher centers in the United Siat9s. Although a great number and variety
of centers had been operating in this country .for many years, little was
kriowp regarding,their actual_extent br 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

essentia that existing teacher /teaching, experience be as fully _examined

as poss. le. The principal results of the national survey are included

in Chap er III.

In additiOn to developing the most substantial collection of data

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

or co-produced a series of special reports on teacher centers, including:

the final EPDA "lessons learned" paper23 on the sect; Teaching Centers:

Toward the State of the Scene424 A Special TeaChertenter Issue of the

Journal of Teacher Education,45 An informal report on centers for the

President's Advisory Council on EPD. In addition, ffie project developed

a comprehensive technical assistance package for teacher center developers

and led in the articulation of the most widey'used Typology of Tehcher

Centers (outlined in Chapter III, pp. 41-45 ).

To completely detail the important contributions of the Leadership

Training Institute would by itself require several volumes. The Institute

under the very capable leadership of B. 0. Smith (who was Senior author

and editor ,of TeaCher's for the Real World so prominantlyirentioned in

relation to training 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 to list a few of

the Institute's remarkable cohtributions:-co-sponsored and organized the

National Field Task Forces on Educational Impkovement and RefOrm, co-

sponsored, organized and'4onducted the/First-National Conference on

Teacher Centeri; Coordinated a two-year eeries.cif seminars for the OE

Teacher Center Pilots; Sponsored and Conducted XheFinalLessons 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.q: Teacher Centers:

Who's In Charge,26- and The Summer_Institute Report on Educational Reform.27

1,
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1. Unpublished report on teacher centers by Joseph Young, who is
currently with The Teacher Education Division of National I stitute
of Education.

:E...
2. These pilots are explored in detailed n chapters 5; 6,'7.

7
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3. Materials related to the teacher Center involvement of.those programa

s ported by the Education Development Act are included in the
0 teacher center resource ibrary.

4. All reports of the NDEA Nation 1 nstitute for Advande Study in
Teaching Disadvantaged Yout are ile in-the central offices
of the American Association f Colleges for Teacher Education,
One Dupont Circle, Washin4ton, D.C. 20036.

5. Smith, B.0t4anel, Saul B. Cohen, and Arther Pearl. Teachefs for the,
Real World. Washington, p: C.: Ameripan AssociatiOn Of Colleges
fot Teacher Education,1969.

6. A copy of an'anotated directory of the-- centers localed in-the
United States is included in the OE teacher,. center resource library

7: Smith. B. 0.,; op. Cit., pp. 95-109.

8. The National Ad. Hoc Committee on training complexes recommended
-a program support level of $5 billion.

9. Teacher Training. Uewsletter of USOE Task Force Teacher Center
Network, Washington, D.C. (discontinUed, but copies.of'all
editions available for study in OE Teacher Center Reference File.)

10. All major'reports-of Task Force 72 are included in OE 'Teacher Center.
Resource Library.

11. Woodruff, Phillip. Task Force 72 and the Classroom Teacher Look it
Educational Reform, p. 17.

12. Schmieder., Allen A., and Stephen Hoiowenzak. "Conscittia". (in
Competency-Based Teacher Education,-Houston and Howsam, eds, SRA,
Palo Alto, CaIif. 1972.) 3 '

13'. Models developed at the followin g places had completed two years of
planning and'feasibility'studies: Columbia UniversityMichigan
State University, University of Georgia, University of Toledo,
Florida State University, University-of-Wiseenregon System
of Higher Education, Universityof Massachusetts, Universitpof
Pittsburgh, and Syracuse University. _
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Mbst educators recognize that teacher centers are in some way a subset
AiOrinservice education. 'Although there have been,many efforts to conceptu-
alize if hot,clearly:define both, there is still little clarity regarding
their' relative natures,. This.Ahalbter will introduce and briefly explore
some questions that Nyil). almost surely. have tO'be confronted by' anyone who

- hopes to understand either of the concepts. Hopefully, it will also stimu-
late'some thoughtful consideration of how educators can best bridge this
conmunication gap. The,author views this as important, because if teacher`
centers areever to deliver on the promise therhold, they must be developed
in relation to well conceived, comprehensive inservice education programs.
To develop centers in isolation from all other related ihservice,aciivities
"wouitbe not only inefficient, but also ignorant.

This chapter is organized around five questions--the answe s to which
should provide a better understanding of both-concepts and the relationships
that, exi6t between them. The questions are:

t

What is inservice education?
s What do we know about it?

What is'a teacher center?
HoW do'teacher centers and
tion relate to each other?
What'are the coalon issues

'What Is Inservice Education?

,

inservice educa -

to be faced?

Discussion regarding inservice education can generally be characterized
as occurring in a near constant state o? fuzziness. So many of the terms
that aie.bandied about elicit different meanings from different'people.
lather than-communicating, they confuse. Pprhapst.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 tine,
particular tderns are used. While Jerome Bruner might define such words and
Phrases as concepts withoTt attributes, one's next door neighbor would simply
label them as jargon. Regardless, the debilitating condition does exist,
not max 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 words and terms have been introduced into the game. few have had

3:?
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substantial acceptance. Probably Bass 1 offers as good a short definition

as anyone:

- Broadly, conceived, inservice education includes all
'activities engaged in by the professional personnel
during their service and designed to contribute to

improvement on the job.

Although at first reading this definition appears to be very broad, it doep,

nonetheless, provide some useful constraints. It includes all categories of

professional personnel, but only embraces those who are actively employed.

.4, Likewise, all types of inservice activity are covered, but only if.theY are
intended to "contribute to 'improvement on the job." 7

)
i4

I
Toward Precision

Working within a broad, inclusive rather than narrow, exclusive defini-
tion for inservice education is necessary but not sufficient for talking
either intelligently or precisely about such important topics as governance,

delivery, content, processpland financing. This is, equally true whether one

wants totalk about an.in-hervice program in general, or whether one wants
to delve into the more specific mysteries of teacher centers. In an effort,

to proede a-more articulate basis for discussion, a typology of inservice"

education is offered for, the reader's consideration.2 (A typology for

teacher ,centers is included in the following chapter.) This typology focuses

von the various roles oninservice personnel and on the major purposes of

inserviceducation. This framework includes:

1. Lb-embedded inservice education is programming
that occurs within the context of a teaoherte)
fulfilling his/her assigned responsibilities.
It is directly related to the provision of
skills that can be translated into working with
children,4eveloping classroom materials, and/or
planning calrriculum. .

2. Job-related inservice education is pwram4 ming

-that is either dirwt1TOTITairectly related
to the provisionior-skills'fbr the performance
of a teacher's primary responsibility of in-

,

structing ehildren.' It may result in the
acquisition of directly applicable skills, or

litimay provide content that, while not directly
applicable, is clearly related. Job-related

inservice training does not occur within the
context of the instruction,of children.

3. Professionally-related,inservice eduOation,,
focuses on those aspects4of a teacher's role

. which are clearly required, but are not.directly
related to the instruction of children: In every

sense, however, they relate to "professional"
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attributes which generally differentiate teach-
ers from others who work in schools. Such train-
ing might focus on parent conferences, community-

. .,based education programs, legally mandated record
keeping, and a long list of professionally related,
esponsibilities.

. IMi9bility-related inservice education 18 primarily
.

4.desighed to prepare the teacher' to assume a new
pOsition and4pr obtain a new credential. Although .

usually relate!d to "upward'! mobility, it neenot
15e. Prograths4hat facilitate the transition from
iwovisional to'perminent certification and from
teadher to administrator, and from teacher to
specialist,, are common examples of this kind.of
inserviceseducation. -

. .
. (

5. Personally-related inservice education is charac-
terized by its emphasis on hellothe partie-
pant become a more effective person.rather than
El, more effective professionql. Implicit,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 educatio can be use-
ful in several ways. First, it forces consideration of the impo tant rela-
tionship in program development between actual.teacher roles and ograda -

purposes. It also provides some relatively tangible guidelines wi bin which
to examine many of the issues that will be encountered by program d veloPer8..
If, for example, one wants to talk about programs that carry college credit
and lead toward some type of certification, he or she is dealing with
"mobility - related" inservice education. Yet, within the same context, one
.can talk about "personally-related" programs, such as involving one's kf
in some typeof interpersonal or group process designed to enhance one's
sensitivity to receiving feedback from others. Learning about a new rea
ing program that is to be used in one's dist 'a would be "jdb-related,U
whereas programs that enhance one's ability to ea1 with parents would be
"professionally-related." The list could go on The point,is that as
issues of governance, finance, and others are b ought to the fore, this
typalogy offers programmers more "power of precision" in dealing with them
and in arriving at workable solutions. A condition, unfortunately, that
inservice educators and teacher "centerers" have not had in the pest.

7

What Do We Khow About
InserVICe Educati7ET

7 --'-

-Inservice education is certainly not wanting fOr attention or study.
piclablson and Joyce,3 in a recent review Of the literature, identified more
than periodicals, and unpublished papers that were related to
inservice edileation. They noted, howewy, that

it
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. there is only a handful of works that deal with
in ervice any'sort of comprehensive Tanner. The

jority of-reports.and articles are on the lowest

1 vel of generality. . . . (p. 4)

They alwoncluded that the level of empirical research is primitive. Even

so, a re ew of selected wbrks-provides a usefUl perspective for any mdre
specific examination of inservice education and teacher centers. Included

are works 'relating to: A;

1. The magnitude of 'the enterprise

7.
,.2. The elements of successful inserviceeducation

3. Cooperation and shared decision-making

4. Financing

5. Legislation

6. Teacher centers;

-
1Magnitude.--Inservice education is presently,eonducted by a vast and

compl-e-Tarof organizationp, institutions, and speclaigsts. Any realis-

tic attempts to understand or alter'its,nature must first confroUt its mas-7_

sive (and mushy) size: Even though it Is most' Often viewed negatively,4
and although many apparently regard it as though it did not exist, inser-
vice education is, in-fact, alive, all around, and very, .very abundant.

,

In a recent report on inservice edudation,5 it was point out that
over half of all the teachers in the United States presently h 1 a master's

degree, with: about 5 percent having received a doctOrate. Unders ding

that a great deal of the inservice instruction that a teacher receives has
come from college-based and school didtrict-based programs, it is estimated
that there are 70,000 to 80,000 education professors, supervisorst and con-
-sultants presently engaged as full or part-time inservice instructors: That

roughly adds up to nearly one instructor for evemy 25 teachers presently
employed., Additionally, there are nearly 100,000 principals and vice piin-
cipals in the Nation's schools-"-one forabout every 20 classroom teachers."
Assuming that one. of the tasks performed by principals and vice principals
is helping teacherse;to grow in professional coMpetence-:and even'if they
spend only a fraction of their time in these activities; the effort would
sadd another enormous dimension to the inservice endeavor. And there is

even more: Nearly 50,000 nonsupervisopy instructional yersonnel, such as
reading instructors, media and communication experts, ad mental health
specialists, also serve as support personnel--as tgervide instructors- -

for teachers. Thus,in one way or another, there may be* many as a.
quaiter of a million professionals engaged as instructors in'sone form
of nserUdegeducation. This would add up to about one instructor for every

eight teacheit! , --.
. ,

A"

And these dramatic estimates"do not incllide the-teachers themselves--
who may represent. the single`dost,important categorytof inservice

Z3 4(,)
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instructors--br team leaders and other persons in formal or.informal super-
visory roles within'the'schoolsa Although difficulttO eatimate, there are
probably thousands of teachers who serve their colleagues and aides as
instructors in courses, Workshops, and other inservice activities. It

is clear that many more people are engaged on the instructional end of
inservice education thamris generally thought, that prOgrams have,a myriad
of forms, and the total enterprise operates on a grand scale., Any attempt°.

4 to put new structures into placd in the inservice areia must push their
way into this 'already overloaded enterprise.,

Successful Inservice Education.--Recognizing that inservice educa-
tiQn iS often negatively viewed, and very generally defined, it is difficult
to find muchpupportive material regarding successful program experiences:
One of the best sources of recent vintage is'Rubin's Improving Inservice
Education.6 This is a collection'of thoughtful essays which examines
inservice education in a broad and comprehensive manner.

'No major research.to assess the salient variables in inservice educe-
' tton has ever been initiated. Rather, a number of small-scale studies have
been generated. Lawrence7 revieWed those studies for the Florida State
Department oT,EducatiOh. His analysis of nearly 100 Arks suggested 7 iiiwp4
-Unable characteristics of successful inservice education: - .

1.- Individualized inservice education tends to be
better than single offeringPfor large groupS.

2. Aetive,involvement inservice Programs tend to
be better than passive-receptive involvement.

Demonstration of skills' with supervised feedback
tends to be"better-than-the_provision of skills .

--to-be stored- for-future use.2:
. --.

Teacher-help-teacher inservice tends to be better
lqhan teacher-Work-alone,inservice.

5. Iiservice that is integrated into a large program
tends to be more effective than one-shot affairs.

'

0

6,

7.

'

. '
Inservice.that'has an emerging design .with teacher
input tends to be better than totally preplanned
inservice.

.._ .

Self-initiated inservice tends to be more,effec-°
1.ive than self -preecribed inservice. .

,

°

°

.

One of the most important conclusions that-can be, drawn from Lawrence's
analysis is that effective inservice education programs are usually conceptu-
, .

alized, designed and daphemented at the site-specific level. This "where
the rubber meet's the road" .principle requires any external involvement 'to

-

be fairly'reticeni and no more than facilitative. This hiely Important
generalization will be reemphasized in the teacher center section of this
chapter. .

z4.
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Cooperation and Shared Decision-aaking.--The literature on cooperation
and shared decision-midETTIn inservice education is practically nonexis-
tent, This is 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 recent origin. The meager
literature.that is available tends to be advocative rather than analytical.
Although the review of the literature failed to uncover 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 beeom0 a major poliiic'al 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
across broad, sqmetimes murky, oceans. From Great Britain came the Plow-
don repOrt9 advocating ther,introduction of a more informal education sys-
tem, and the James report' urging that informal teacher training centers
be created. These imported ideas have been translated by literally thous-
ands of American educators., One of the most important effects has bees. the
movenient toward changing the locus of control for, decision makihg in inser-
vice'education (teacher centers are a good example). Paralleling this has
been a rise in teacher militancy and in public disenchantment with educa-
tion. Botli forces have augered for changing the balance of power in educa-
tional decision-making. Finally, the Federal governMept 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 Development, and more recently Teacher Centers, that were founded
(and one might add funded) only on a collaborative basis'.

Some important questions that emerge as educators everywhere seem to be
advocating and accepting shared decision-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 questions -.-in fact theyare questions that are udually .

not everCraised. In thd few citations in the literature, the views-are
clearly mixed and.highly political. Rosnerl+ suggests the creation of
cooperating boards with advisory powers. David Selden,12 felt that col-
laboration was,beautif411, as long as the majority of those collaborating
were teachers. The Syracusel3 stildy or 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 effec-
tiveness. In a broader paper on inservice education, Joyce and Weill',
noted that programs that were collaboratively organized (often teacher
centers), typically had 1) external funding, .2) affiliation with one or
more institutions 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. GiVen its "Zeitgdiet," 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 wore, the unwanted child of education. Nowhere
is this label .so appropriate as In the domain of program financing. 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'financial base
for inservice education.:. Van Ryn15 surveyed New York State and found that
only infinitesimal amounts of publi9 school budgets were given to support
inservice education. The:tyracuselt) study noted that the nearly 200 school,
districts surveyed contribAted an average allocation of less than one-half
of 1 per cent of their budgets for inservice edubation. Higher education
institutions reported much higher support levels, but these data are unre-
liable in that they do not clearly discriminate beZween hard and soft monies,
and it is prdbable that some of the funds that were reportedto be devoted
to inservice education were also generating tuition.

Currently, the Ford Foundation
17

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 studied, but also the indirect
costs of time "away from the job," andof the relationship-between trainers
and increased salary benefits.

: The sad facts appear to be that at the p'esent time only paltry amounts

t.

of direct resources are available to support inservice education, and...there
appears to be little inclination on the part of most educational decidion-
makers to provide more. Given a continuation of the current funding situa-
tion, most decisions about inservice 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 costanalysis'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 Tea'c'her Center program
have all provided considerable resources for the support of inservice.pro-
grammAg. In several cases, the improvement of inservice education is the
number tr& priority of the program. However, as helpful 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 Corpsis in
its twelfth year), they could also be terminated at any time. .Regardless,
one 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 far the disadvantaged, and relative to new trends or
apprbaches in staff development.

Legislation.--The rapid increase of interest in- inservice education
has also prompted policy analysts to look into the legislltive State of the
.scene. The Lawyers' Committee for Civ,i1 Rights Under the Law,18 for exam-
ple, has compiled a liSt of all the inservice educational legislation at
the State lrel that is currently on the books, Although no analysis was
made, the awesome length of the list tells its own story.
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performed a more analytical probe of State level legislation

-0.

. ,

and reached several surprisingconclusions: there wasn't a single instance
of State'legislation that specifically attempted to deal with educational
concerns through inservice education; inservice programs were always linked'

to specific categorica:1 thrusts; and the evidence reveals a strong need for
-,:.- t

legislation that would support what he callq l'oninibui. inservice education.
Finally, he pcted.that'although States'differ'widely in the number of
tnservice related provisions on the books, mast tend to legislate a faro
greater number than they fundkAndt was not uncommon for nearly all
Aspects of a'legislated.program to be fundedexcept the inservipe oompon7
eni. , . / .

,
, .

,z
.1 -

.

As mentioned previpusly, there iire also a number of federally legis- ,4

lated programs that provide aid for inservice education. Many of the ESEA
Titled monies have provisions for whatever staff development is necessary

( to achieve program goals. 'Although inservice education is not the primary
purpose of these programs,' .n some cases the inservice component is sub-.

stantial. Teacher Corps has evolved to where their major thrust is inser-
vice education. 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 years to the funding of 25 sites 'designed to
_put teacher edfcation.tin this case inservice education) into the hands of
local school-community parity boards.. In fact, in recent yeai.s, the feder-
ally sponsored categorical programs have possibly become the most lucrative
source for personnel development funds, as money for that purpose has been
included in legislation'for special educatior,career education, bilingual
education, Indian education,' metric education, consumer education, community ',

- education, ad infinitum. -Y° ',, ,

. .
'-k-.,,-, r ,I-, . .

Most recently, PL 94-482,7-popularly called the Teacher Center Bill-- 1

.was passed,,thus establishing,the first Federal, rogra:m where the primary
purpose is°to improve the quality of classroom instruction throuth inser -
vice education. ProViding_for the establishment of teacher centers, this
program will become, operative in the fall 'or Winter of 1977. One could say

that tills new program demonstrates the Federal government's growing concern
:,

for inservice.education, yet its birth also marks the termination of the,
broader, more highly funded `Education Professions Development Act. Teacher

center programs will be very site-specific in their organization and pro-
gram development, with the bulk of the decision-making authority vegted in
administrative boards thatimuilinclude a majority of practicing elementary
svd-secondary teachers. , -,

- .

t .

Teacher Centers. - -The rapidly expandihg interest in teacher centers

has in rapidly growing body o literature on the sub-

ject. Probably thee single best'zeference is 0Aarch 1977 bibliography 20

distributed by the ERIC Clearinghouse on"feacher Education. Crum and her
associates identified over 400 publications that refer in some way to teacher

Centers. Breaking them into 29 different sub-Act categories, they ound a
large,number of items relating to philosophyArationaleitheoxy, assessment
and ievaluation, collaboration, and case studies or descriptions of operating

centers. , '

. ,

.
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The 1974:Syracuse study offers the most complete empirical view of

aney_et_alU. centers, while Dev 22 resents a good analysis of places
across the Nation which are oriented toward open educationand the "British
model" of centering.

Because most teacher center literature is so recent, much of it is.in
a fugitive mode. One must look beyond the traditional. scholarly publica-
tions and books 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 single most impressive point that comes through in a review of the
literature Is that there is no consensus as to what constitutes a teacher

T' 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 t focus on thejmprovement.of classroom skills; the need for shared
decision-making; and the need forothe development of unique and Votetimes
creative instructional deliyery systets.

Summary.--Although the literature on'inservice.education is voluMinous
and rapidly it offers only scant direction for the inservice planner.
It is Arery.diverse, short on scholarly analysis:and there is little sub-:
stantive support forAny particUlar pfoduct or practice. It does, however,
offer some indicators, e.g., 1) the success of inservice education is gener-
ally a situation specific phenomenon, thlis pointing to local level decision-
maling; 2) collaboration is here, is being advocated, is not being studied,
and there's little reason to suggest that it's not an important issue;
3) the financing of inservice education-haS.generally come from the client
with little contribution from the school district or university; 4) no
"model" legislation at,any level of government eXists (one analyst views.
suchlegislation asp essential); end finally, 5) inservice education, despite
its unpopularity and vagueness, is a massive, growing enterprise.involving
thousands,of educational professionals:

What is a Teacher Center?
'4*

A clear, precise 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, thg
mord firm is the resistance to the acceptance of tha't definition--and ulti-

.

mately to the acceptance of the concept itself. Thus, it seems that the pne
and only definition of a teacher center will probably remain elusive, 73.1'
least' for the foreseeable future.-

Although it may be impossible to offer a simple, concise definition 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 prbgram
developers to communicate more prtcisely and effectively when discussing
teacher centers and dealing with some of the more.controversial and

28
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exciting political and program issues that are sure to'arise. All teacher
centers must have some type of organizational 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 it seems Important to establish
a mote 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,.

'of the new Federal Teacher Center Program:

Recognizing on the one hand that educators generally abhor precise
definitions and consider them as inhibitors to creative programming, and
on the other hand that accurate communicatioW demands some prpcision,
Schnieder and Yarger23 cautiously offered this definitlbn of a teacher
center:

A teacher center is a place, in situ, or Ahanging
location, which develops programFZirected 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.

Thus, a first cut 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 bath individual and system-wide needss
and,perhaps most importantly, the programs,are Specifiolly related to the
problems of teaching. _

PL 94-482, which authorizes the Federally sponsored teacher center pro-
gram, is a relatiyely permissive piece of legislation but italso hassome
very important specific requirements. Primary among,these relates to the
locus for decision-making, and the scope of decisions that can be made.
Succinctly, nearly all decisions concerning the operhtion of a teacher

kvs
center,4,must occur at the site-specific level, and must not be imposed by
external authorities, far removed from the scene. Additionally,,a majority

3,_ of those empaneled.to-make deCisions must, in faCt, bepotentia101ients of
. the teacher center, i.e., practicing elementarY and secondary teachers.

. the policy boards will enjoy.a wide latitude of areas in which they
care make program and personnel decisions. This mandate te have decisions
made as close to the implementation level as possible is entirely consis-
tent with most notions df teacher centers .that have been presented in the
past.

_

It appears, then, that Federally supported' teacher centg will be
designed for practicing teachers; will be planned and tasome extent oper-
ated by those teachers; and will be designed 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 their professional tasks. One might well expect 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 instructional
materials, and the refinement of other teachihg-related skills.

Linking the five types of inservice education that were presented
earlier with the emerging concept of a teacher center makes it'possible
to postulate the strength of the relationship between teacher center pro-
grams and different kinds of inservice education. Figure,1 graphically

presents these possible relationships.

. Although any kind of inservice education can occur within a teacher
center, some appear Fibre likely to happen than othets. Rib-related4inser-
vice educatiorr is the most likely type of piogramndng, as it is defined
as relating either directly or indirectly to the provision of skills that
will help a teachet'improve his/her ability to instruct children. Job-
embedded inservice education is also likely, though it is recognized that
American schools have not yet solved many of the ptoblems 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 will occur outside the content of the teacher center.-
'

Although professionally-related inservice education is possible within,
a teacher center, it is not as likely to occUr as those previously men-,
tioned because it does not emphasize instructional and teaching'skillg as
does job-related and job-embedded prograMMing. Most experts agree that
teacher centers will focus more on improving teaching skills than on the
improvement of more general professional responsibilities.

Finally, mobility-related inservice 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 ,relationships with institutions of'higher education, in
order to bring mobility-related programs cloger to their clients. It is

highly likely that their now relatively rare kind of teacher center pro-
gramming will increase substantially in the vats ahead as training programs
become more and more local. ---

How Do Teacher Centers and Inservice
Education Relate to Each Other?

When one thinks-about the analysis of teacher centers presented in the
last section, it becomes apparent that teacher centers ana inservice educa-

otion are not all that different. Where inservice education refers to a mas-'
sive endeavor, and attempts to account for all training programs for educa-
tional petsonnel, teacher centers suggest a particular set of structures
that provide specific kinds of programs. Teacher centers are a subset of

inservice education.
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Types of
Inservice

Persons:11Y-

Related

1/Mikity-
Related_

Professionally-
. , Related

Yob-

Related

Jdb-
&bedded

HYPOTHETICAL RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN
TYPES OF INSERVICE EDUCATION AND _

TEACHER CENTER PROGRAMS.

x

x

x

May Occur

x

Most Likely
to Occur

x

I

Less Likely
to Occur

v 'Although one might argue that the terms could be used interchangeably,
and many use them that way--the contention here is that the term "teacher
center" is mote Ibrecise, and implies that certain kinds of programs are more
likely to occur than others. Theinservice education typology deadribes
five major types of inservice programs. Teacher centers generally focus on

-only'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 occur
and Others willenot, it does seem likely that job-related, job-embedded and
,personally-rplated inservice'training is more likely to emerge from teacher-

. centers than are professionally-related or mobilitY-related prOgrams.

Inderitice education 'can refer to programs fOrrall categories 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
narrower, more' practically oriented content and an expanded more "relevant"
range of instructional,delivery systems. "Practicality," "applicability,"
andT"useability" are likely to be terms that teachers will use to describe
teacher centers that are judged o be successful. Centers are also likely
to use a wide range of trainers (teachers, supervisors and consultants in
additionto professors), who will utilize a myriad of instructional modes.

a,

The relationship, and conversely the distinetion, between inservice edu-
cation and teacher centers remains murky. This is probably healthy, as it
will allow for growth, as wellas 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 that is called inservice education that would not nor-
_

mally take place in a teacher center.

Whmt',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 into
the "nondifferentiated list" trap, ah attempt will be made to separate,

important issues from prepotent issues. A samplecof.the latter type ill

then be presented. No attempt, save the writer's subconscious bias, will
be made to suggest solutions for these issues--the purpose is simply to

explicate them. .

There are many important issues that revolve around operation of

a teacher center or 1.7171TiTinrice 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 TT-E-7.5Tortant problem for
an operational program, along with program content, and the prodesses 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 solvedonly if the prepotent (and larger.) issues are openly
faced and successfully handled.

One characteristic of prepotent issues is that they are typically poli-

tical in nature. This characteristic has traditionally caused problems for
the inservice and teacher center program developer, as most professiona3
training and expertise are directed toward the solution of eduoational and
training programs, not the confrontation and resoldtion of political 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 particularly helpful in solving prepotent political

issues.

The issues to be presented here, and they constitute only a sample of
those possible, include authority, 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,the intent
-is to describe them in as stark and nonvolatile a manner as possible.

Authority.--Authority refers to the establish,d policies and procedures
of legally constituted bodies. These may be embedded 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 pOlicies,of these

groups. State departMents of education provide authority through program
registration requirements at the institutional level, and certification
requirements at the individual level. Federal agencies, philanthropic No
groups, and foundations offer another type of authority. This'authority

as vested in the provisibn of resoyroes that is coupled with the right to
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establish parameters for program development and td monitor programs as
they'develop:. %,..

Authority is also'inherent at both the elementary/secondary and post -
secondary,institutional level: universities and colleges, for example, have
programs that have passed muster through a series of faculty and adminis-
tratiig approval processes; school district programs have authority by
virtud of prbbationary requirements, tenure policies, and more recently,
the collective bargaining process. School districts are sometimes the gate-
keeper of'State authority and mandate certain amounts of inservice training.
Certainly, a program planner will have more 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 society, and
political endeavorsmust be responsive to a multitude of constituents, then
educational practitioners can be viewed as only one demanding constituency
among many. - Thus, the need for educational' practitioners to develop new
skills in dealing with those individuals who represent authoritative bodies.
gis'paramount. This is particularly 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 policies, rules and regular
tions that answer questions such as "By what right does this program oper7
ate?" and "What are the responsibilities inherent in operating this program?"
It appears that authority is an issue demanding more andlffiore political, input
on the part 6f educationists, and the development of new and different skills
that transcend those typically possessed by competent professionals;.

z,ii-

Governance.--If authority relaVes to the development of rules, re
tions2 laws, and "macropolicies,'" then governance,focuses.on'the dpvelop t

of limicropolicies," designed to guide the development of azingle progr .

or small group of prOgrams.'it-lig_alsoIlla-areT-Tiihas probply -received__
more.attention in recent years in inservice education and tdadter center..pro-,

f gram development than any other.
.'.`.d A=', ,1

Ct, 4,

With governance being a major issue in program planning forbteacher
education, and defined as a structure and process concerned with making

it

I

4i-,

micropolicycdecisions, then t is evident that this type of mechanism pio-,.,,
vides the mbAl direct guidance for teacher center and inservice eduatioh
programs. Governance structures are recent additions to the educational
scene, often arriving Nith functions that are viewed by some to infringe on,
the role pf program managers and administrators as they make day-to-

\.

ay opera-
tional decisions. This constitutes a subissue of governance which, f not
resolved, can bring program development ;to a grinding halt.

/
,

The subissue of which constitutes or mix of constituentelshould,be
represented in governance structures Is alsb important. Condider the follow-

.

ing list of possible members: 1) parenti, 2) nonpdrent citizensf 3) board
of education members, 4) school administrators, 5) teachers, 6) professional
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organization,representatives, 7) preservice teachers, 8) university faculty
members, 9) university admipistrators, 10) State department of education

representa ves, 11) nonteacher professional organization_ members, 12) om-

munity org ization representatives, and 13) students. The list could o on,-

Of central 'mportance is the notion that the appropriate mix of consti uents
for a gove ance process within teacher education has yet to be determ ed.

The legislation supporting the new teaciaer center program offers legitimacy
to one type of governance board, yet that will relate onlj to those projects
supported by the Teacher Center Program and will not necessarily offer
Da-dance 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 case, as anticipated program accomplishments are stated.
more precisely, it 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 problep in p.rogram,
development.

Finally, a subiSsue of governance is the relationship that must exist
between the teacher center/inservice program governance bOdy and the already
existing governance mechanisms within the constituent institutions. What

is the role of a superintendent or a dean vis-a-vis the governance. board?
Does the board of °education have final power over decisions made by a teacher
center/inservice governance board? Cali the legal responsibility for fiscal
accountabilitibe 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 identity and to function effectively in the
bicropol4cy area. At this paint, the questions are just beginning to be
raised, and educators are becoming aware,of their importance for program
development. Once resolved, teacher centers ancrinservic egrams can
flourish, -particularly if they have solid au hority in support of their

existence. However, if the power relationsh p between exis ng governance
mechanisms and newly formed. mechanisms are. of resolved, dysfunctional and
-nonproductive programs are likely to be the result.

Finances.--Alas, we can't escap from the consideration of finances as
_a major issue in.teacher education./ Simply stated, finances are concerned
with whO will pay the tab. As pr4serited earlier, there has been a rela-

.

tively stable, though client generated, financial base, for teacher edaca-,
tion programs leading to certification and to degres. The notion of client er
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 two institutionalize teacher center/
inservice programs in budgets at either the elementary/secondary or post
secondary level?

! .

,The -first question simply asks who should pay for what and why? When

General Electric develops.a new technique that requires specialized training,
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then General,Electric assumes the total cost for that training program. When
physicianAltends a seminar or workshopdin ox'der to enhance his/her medi-.

cal skills, then that physician assumes the cost. Additionally, 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 fairly close
to the medical analogue.

,t4A,
4

It see that some consideration must be given to ah analysis of.the
outcomes of.inservice programs as well as to the real and concrete incen-
tives that are available to teachers for participation. This will permit
important questiono to be addressed in a straightforward manner. Such ques-

,

tions might include but are not restricted to:.

.

1. Should job-embedded inservice education be 4jub-
licly financed and offer no real and concrete .,

rewards?
. .

2.' Should teachers receive job-related inservice
training at public expense?

If' public, funds are used to pay for job-related

inservice training, should therq also be real
and Concrete incentives?

Should professionally-related inservice education
be financed with a "shared" expense approach, ant
should it be voluntary on the part of the teach-
ers?

5. Should both mobility-related and personally-
related inservice, because they are neither
totally.vif-selected and not,directly appli-
cable-*to teaching,'or because they are Prepar-
ing,sdne for advancedlmoitIohs, be financed only
through personal expenditures?_

The list could go on. The point to be made here is that the question
should foot'the bill represettota major issue for'inservice/teacher ce,
programming, and will have to be.wrestled with and resolved by both
authoritative,and governancehodies.

The second part of the finandia issue relates to:the institutionali
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 teacher centers. School districts place a low
jo,rioritk on this type of program. Universities and colleges probably valUe_
it more ava source of revenue than as a source of -xpenditure. One could-
argue quite iegitimatelythat the portion of the Salary schedule that) accrues
with advanced credit and/or degrees is, in reality, funding devoted to inser-
vice education or to teacher centers. 'Be this'as it may, it is doubtful that

44 these monies could be diverted in other directions. Thus, those pi fo

dedicated to"the institutionalization of inservice educationand teacher
centers'are'faced with a major dilemma. There appears to be little or PO
money



This problem most likely Will be dealt with at the authoritative rather

than at the governance level. Succinctly, Only three sources dome to-mind

as potential permanent fUnding agents: 1) the Federal Government, 2) the

State government, sand 3) the local education agency. Although both the

Federal Government and the local education agency can do much to support'

teacher centers and inservice progralm, most analyses of,;the structure of

ourNation'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:

- 1; Should programsmbe funded as part of the State

formula for support of elementary and secondary

schools?

2. Should there) be incentive formulas that respond
to proposals Pocusing on special needs?

3. Should State.institutionalization' of inservice

programs and teacher centers inaude both insti-
tutions-of higher education as well as local

school districts? fs,

4. What strategies are most likely to- ensure the

political support for the inatitUtionalization
of inservice programs and teacher.' centers?'

Is there any way that Federal resources can be

viewed as institutioriallpermanent?

6. , Does the'powerful State role in the new teacher

center program suggett a pdsi ive direction'in the

institutionalizatiorriof inser ce and teacher cen-
.

ter monies? .

..;
..,'s

This list, like the others, coplid be longer. The primary purpose in pre-

senting the questions is to sUggest the magnitude and the wide range of

'questions which must be encoutitered by authoritative bodies if inservice

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

ponent of the edUcational'erterprice.

Credibility.--The extent to which a program addresses perceived needs

is the extent to 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 success will be'

related:toprogram credibility.. It should be noted that while authority and

credibility are related in that they are both concerned' with the larger

issues of-a-program's conceptual base,%they.are distinct. In feet, pro-

' grams can be credible without possessing authority, and the opposite can

occur as well, One might say that authority relates to "institutional
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credibility," white the credibility being discussed here is derived largely
,frduLthe individu 1 participant/s point of view:

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 tp
determine program content, will'likely lead to programs that are viewed by
participants to be more credible. And the fact that they Must be formed
before the development of a pidposal is a requirement that will "be well

° received by teachers. However, even though policy bOards are a step in
the right directions one should not assume that the credibility issue will
be resolved by their existence. It must be 'remembered that a program2s.
resDpnsiveness to the perceived needs of constituents will be a functibn of
the governance process, and the issues thatowere presented earlier. It
should also be remembered that as a teacher becomes more experiepced, and
receives advanced degrees and certificates, then the issue.of inservice and
teaqher center program credibility becomes even more complicated. It is
much more difficult to convince a successful, experienced teacher of the
needfor inservice programming than'it is the first-year teacher who is
desirous of pleasing his/her principal and who wants to receive advanced
degrees, credit toward certification and increased salary.

The process of developing truly credible programs must involve not only
the open solicitation of input from field practitioners, but also a process
of aiding practitioners-in analyiing 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 fi.om asking practicing, teachers what they desire and what they Oo 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 professional--doctor lawyer, professor, or teacher--is so
tuned in to their. professional and pers4hal world that they can articulate
all of the training neede that exist--even though theseLneeds may transcend
those which thkr desire.

In Conclusion . .

This chapter has attempted to shed some light on some of the Mysteries
surrounding the relationship 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 teacher centers and-.
inservice education relate to each other? What are the common issues to
be faced?

"The basic assertions focused 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 professiongls.
realize. _Teacher centers are more focused, more defined, and more special-
ized programs bf. inservice education. A relationship between inservice edu.-

on and teachei centers was suggested, focusing on types., ,of programming
hat, occur. Finally,, a sampler of issues was presented that relate to
teacher center/inservice education. -0
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Hopefully, as teacher centerers and inservice educators move toward the

delineation, definition, conceptualization, implementhion, and evaluation
of their programs, terminology will not stand in the way of cooperation and

communication. In fact, once the concepts are explicate40..44;once the dys-

functional fuzziness is removed from fhe labelb, then it seems that those
who identify with teacher centers and those who identify with other types

of inservice prOgrams can, converse, can communicate, and can work effec-

twether toward the improvement of instruction, and hence the improve-

ment of education for children.

r

t

)

*

4 3

9

7

T

a.

35

4

1

------



1=11111

- k0TES

1.4 C. Glenn Hass, "In- service Education Today," Inservice Education
. ,Aor Teachers, npervisord and Administrators: The Fifty-Sixth

yearbook of the National SaTetyfor,the'Study of Education,
Nelson B.-Nenry, ed., Part II, p. 13, NSSE, Chicago, 19571,

2. The typology was first Presented in: BruceR. Joyce, Kenneth
Hovey, and Sam J. Yarger, Issues to Face, Report /, pp. 14-18,
ISTE Project, Stanford Unfi;TFitTy, Palo Alto, 1976, and later
"fine tuned" to its existing form in: Sam J. Yarger, "Inser-
vice Education: Perspectives for State Policy," positioh paper
prepared for the N. Y. State Education Department, November 1976.

3. Alexander M. Nicholson and Bruce R. Joyce, The Literature on-

/Aservice Teacher Education--An Analytic ,Reirli-w, Report11/7 4

IM0175Tect, Stanford University, Palo Alto, 1976.
410

If.' Bruce . Joyce, Kathleen McNair, Richard Diaz and Michael D.
McKibbiell, Interviews: Perceptions of Professionals ant'Policy

'-Makers,1Report II, ISTE Project, pp-713-17, 63, 8tanford7MET7-
Palo Alto, 1976.

.

5. Joyce Howey, Yarger, op. cit., pp. Z-3.

6.' Louie" Rubin, ed., Improving Inservice-Education: Proposals
and POtedures for Change, Allyn and Bacon, Boston, 1971.

I

7. Gordo, tawrence et al.,,Pattern of Effe ive Inservice Education,
Florida._ Department of Ede7-t3--.on, Tallah ssee, 1974.

.

8. Nichollon and abyce, op. cit.,, pp. 33r34. 1 $ i ,

-9. Chil en and Their 'Primary Schools: A'Report of the Central
Ad s ry T61-01For Education I, Her k MiLjesty's

xler5r-fTOffice, ndor17- 1.-9671-T", . ) .

i
11

10, leacher Education anitTraining: A Report by a Committee'of
Inqui" Appointed by the Secretary of State for Education and
Sc Under the ChilTienship of Lord James of Rusholm4,-q&
MajestPs7Talonery Office, Lonaiii, . ,

11.. Benja -4 Rosner et al., The PoWr of Competency -Based Te4her
Educa ion:. A Report, p. 999,-ERIC ED 069 618 (1972);

12. Davideelden, "Teacher Centers:! Whd Should Pay and Who Should
Contr 1?" ERIC ED 086 674 (1972). , -"'i

39

o.



o.

13. Sam J. Yarger and Albert Leonard, A Descriptive Study of the

Teacher Center Movement.in American Education, p. 55, ERIC
01771.-159 (19/4).

14. Bruce R. Joyce.and Mhrsha Weil; Concepts of Teacher Centers,

PP. 4-5, ERIC. ED 075 375 (1973).

. 15. Michael Van Ryri, "Finance :l Aspects o vice Education in

New York State," .Bureau of ervice Educati.. 'NeW-York State'

Education Department, Albanyi)
, .

16. Yarger, op. city pp. 7710.
)

17. Personal communication with Paul Nachtigal of the Ford "Founda -
.

tion. _ -;,

, 1 , . q i ' J

18. This committee iiia private advocacy group focusing on civil

rights.
, V 1

.19. Ralph M. Pais, "Wervice; Legislation and Legal Issues, ",Cre-,--

ative Authority and Collaboration - -A Collection of Position

Papers, Report' ry, ISTE Project, pp.,!115-25, Stanford Univer-

.sMT-Nlo,Alto, 1976. 4 4 ', ' i ,

....

r I

1

.
1 %

-Th
4

-20. MarY Crum et al.' TeacherCenter8kComprehensive Indexed
1 BibliograpIIBIETtaliHies on Educational Topics, 6, ERIC

. . i ,

Clearinghouse °Teacher Education, Washington, D. C (March

1977). , 1

, , - -

'21. Yarger and Leonard, op. cit. , . )

1- ,

-22. Kathleen Devany Elnd Lorraine Thorn, Exploring Teache s' Centers,

Far-West Laborat8ry for-Educational Research 'and Dev opment,
.

. San Francisco, 1975.
.,

.

..

l'
...

1,
..

123. ATirst version p' this definition appeared in 1974 ,din: ,

Allen A Schmieder and Sam J: Yarger "Teacher/Teaching Center-.

14 in America;' Journal of.Teacher-Education,-Volv-25, ko. 1

(Spring 1974), )

\

a

A

1'



0

N.-

G

0

, ,

e

If

4

4Z4

*,,41.

.fo



.4 /

III. UNDERSTANDING EXISTING TEACHER CENTERS

Sam J. Yarger
Syracuse University

Allen A. Schmieder
U. S. Office of Education

.r.

In the preceding chapter the concept of teacher centers was explored, a

.
"generally specific" definition was presented, some common, characteristics
ere introduced,/and the relationship between centers and inservice education

was eyRAined. Ip this chapter; teacher centers will be more fully explored
, 1 7

in two separatelye complementary dimensions_ First, an an4ytical typology'
pat has prove useful inexamining and communicating about teacher centers
will be°explic ted; and second, some highlights from a national survey of
teachercente s2 will be presented to briefly outline the current extent and
ature of to her centering inthis country.'

r .

Altho the information in this chapter is primarily about existing cen
,

ers and centers developed under the new national Teacher Ce ter Program will
e different, especially in regard to governance, they will ave to confront

Most of the same key problems faced by current centers, e.g., how to best.
etermine needs, where to get the resources to meet the needS, how to get
eachers to, participate, how to evaluate effectiveness. So Ithe data are pre-

.)
;ented,in the hope thqthey,will prove helpful to developerp of the "pew kinds"
of centers that will be started in the next several years.*

.

Typology.. of Teacher Centers'

.
,

If there is-any one feature that characterizes existing American teach-
ing centers, it is their diversity. By virtue of the high degree of national
control of education in most foreign nations Where teaching centers are
Iimportant, Mose L:litera appear to have a commonality of both organizational
structure and educational funtion. However, when the term;teacher or,
teaching center is mentioned in the United States, it might just as well
refer to three teachers opening a_store-frorit in Harlem, as'to a state-,

controlled network of centers deigned to serve literally thousands of
teachers and other educational; personnel. As healthy as this condition is,
it does suggest that if we attempt to defipe teacher center as a single
ething," we run the risk of excluding many,outstanding educational programs.

*The concepts and data presented in this chapter are the products of.

iprojects sponsored by the Division of Educational Systems.Development (an
2Eduqation Profession Development Act division) in cooperation with Office
lof Education's Teacher 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 center's 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.

American educational progoams often have many sources of support, com-
plicated governance mechanisms, and unique relationships with, other,

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 America

more intelligently.

FirSt there are seven organizational types of teacher centers:,

The Independent Teacher Center.- -This type of center is characterized
1;) the.absenc,p of any formal affiliation with an eStablished.institution.
Without the red tape of bureaucracy, program directors and implementers
experience a tremendous amount of freedom and flexibility. They also, how-
ever, experience the lack Of financial security that bureaucracy often pro-

vides. Teachers become involVed with this type 9f center on a purely volun-
tary basis; thus the center tends__ to have high teacher credibility. Inde-'
pendent teacher centers typic4liy deal. with indiVidual teacher heeds rather
than with complex institutional concerns.

.
..- )

1

The "Almost" Independent Teacher Center.--An "almost" independent cen-
ter isn't independent, it just thinks it is Although formally linked with
an educational institution (ea.ther a college or school System), a high, ....

degree of autonomy is evident;. This autonomy islUsually linked to the
charisma or influence of the program personnel. As with the independent
center, involvement is.voluntary, andethe emphasis is usually away from ;

1

institUiOnal goals and toward,the perceived needs of either the clients
or the program leaders. Although the center is subject to some institutional,
pressure, the ability to remain autonomous is it distinguishing character-

1.stic.
i

The Professional grgani ation leacher Center.--Two kinds'of proPes-
sionarganization centers ppear to be emerging: the "negotiated"
teacher association center and the "subject area" (e.g., social studies)

center. The former emerges From -the formal bargaining procedures with a
school system, while the latter usually comes out of theconcerneof a
particular subject-focused organization and.shares many features with the

independent center. Although both are, rare in American education, the nego-
tiated center tends to focusion profedsional as'well as edUcational prob-

4

lems, while the subject cent usually emphasized a.particular high-

priority classroom subject. In either case, the related pr6fessional
organization is the dominant iorce in the governance structure.
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ple Single Unit Teacher Center.--Probably the most common type of
,

Aierican.center, the single unit teacher center is'charactsrized by its asso-
ciation with and administration by a single educationaiinhitution.
Although difficult to distinguish from conventional inservice programs,
the center typically has a high level of organization, more sophisticated
program development, and more thormighly developed institutional goals. A
low level of parity exists, with accountability the exc'lus'ive province of
the institutional administration. External resources and Tunds are often
used, but'are always institutionally administered. Program development in
this type of center is closely tie& to approved institutional goals.

The Free Partnership Teacher Center.--This type of center represents
the simplTstform of those based on the concept'of a consortium. Usually
the partnership involves a school system and a university or college. -It -

could, however, involve two school systems, two universities,, or even a non-
educational agency. The popularity of the partnership suggests that a two-
party relationship is easier to initiate aad maintain thana consortium
involving three'or more discrete institutions. The word free refers to the
fact that the partnership is entered int'owilligIgly,, rather than being pre-
scribed legislatively or politidally. Program development will show evi-
dence of attempts to accomeodate the, need and goals of both .partners. This-
type of center often evolves frolia single unit center-an whilCh,a god rela-
tionship develops between the spons, ing unit andlonsultants from other
nearby educational institutions.

The Free Consortium Teacher Cente'r'.--A center of this kind is Charad-
.

terized by three or more institutions willingly entering into a teacher
&Inter relationship. Program' organization, commitAents, aralpOiicy,con-,

I. .1

aiderations are usually more complex and formal than in a partnership.
Finan'cial arrangements 61.6 also tore:capleX, with,,external sources of sup-
port frequently the primary reason for'creattpd a donsorliumA Program
development tends to be more general, as the goals and constraints of each .

party must be taken into account. The, permanenceoT this type of center
is often related to the ability of member institutions and their constituen-.
cies to see merit in the programs. '!Fir #k phase" development usually takes
much longer than with most other center types because of the need for build-
ing trust among a complex mix of participants, but the long-range payoff
and-potential large-scale impact often make the early spider. dances worth-

,

while. 5 . )

The LegislatiVe/Political Consortium Teacher'Center.--The organization
and constituency of this type of center is prescribed either by ledislative
Mandate or by political influence. 'Often, but not always, the State depart-
ment of education oversees the process. In a sense, it is a "forced" con-
sortium, Although participation by, eligible institutions tends to die quite
-varied, there is often a financial incentive to participate. A rather com-
plex communication'System is frequently used to assist, the administering.
agency in'program development. This type of center:ts frequently organized
With,regard;to county boundaries, but,the organization may range from a
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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 has also been proposed that the center should become
the institution which recommends candidates for professional teaching cer-

tificates.)

Probably no, individual 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 dothinant organizational pattern will
emerge that forms a reasonable "fit" with one of the seven types. Secondary'

Organizational characteristics are also'likelyAo 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 besbet,ter understood.

Understanding how a teacher centel. is put together is necessary but not
sufficient. In onder to assess the potential,of teacher centers for educa-
tional reform, one must also understand the functions they serve. Although,
relationships between structure and function are likely to exiat, initially
the two should,be Considered independently. It would be presumptuous tomt,

attempt to describe specific center programs, as they are infinitely varied
and situationally unique. An analysis of, the movement,-'however, does sug7

gest at least four functional types: . " k

P 6

fl , ,

The Facilitating Type Teacher Center.- -Bruce Joyce and Marsha Weil
de cribe this as the informal "English" -type teacher center. It is a

center ". . . which exists much more in the hortatory literature than fn
real-world exemplars, is informal and almost =programmatic. . . . It turns

on the creation of an environment in which teachers explore curriculum
materials and_help each other, think out approaches to . . Such,

a center seeks to improve tha,Colleagueal. activity of the teacher."3 This,

type of center purports to provide an atmosphere which will enable the
teacher to explore new ideas and techniques either through direct interac-
tiOnwith 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 df the,individuals who volun-
tarily come to the center. Quite simply, it is intended to facilitate a
teacher's personal and professional development. It serves a heuristic,

"Colleagueal," almost social-educational function.

;he Advocacy Type Teacher_ Center. - -An advocacy type teachef,center is

cliartIcterized by a particular philosophical or programmatic commitment.
Although dually explicit, the advocaayjmay simply be the result of com-
mitted professionals.with common beliefs joining together in the Same
teacher center. These centers may advocate such things as(open education,

)

cOmpetency-based education, differentiated staffingl multi-unit schools,
and so on. The key,elementis this: The teaching center pas a visible
'-thrust" and is committed to, a particular philosophy, oriehtation, or edu-

cational govement. Advocacy centers are usually limited to.a single educe-7
tiorial orientation, such as open education.

4
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The Responsive Type Teacher Center. - -American edUcation fosters at

least two kinds of responsive centers. The first attempts to resppnd to the
specific needs of individual educators, while the second focuses on speci-
fied institutional needs. They are aikely to exist in very difl'erent
organizational structures. In both cases, however., there is an implied"
needs assessment, and a commitment to develop a program in accordance with
with mutually derivedobjectives. The center promotes itself not as a
philosophically embedded organization, but rather as one designedto help
a potential client better understand a problem and then to provide resources
and/6r training aimed at solving that problem. 'Programming is usually
diverse, witb,heavy reliance on external resources.

O

,

4 -

, The Functionally Unique Teacher Center.; -Some teacher centers serve
rather limited, unique functions. These may include materials development,
research, and/or field testing of available materials. In some' cases, Such

11. 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 partiCular kind'df
As its popularity grows, teachers visit it° with increasing regularity to
see the materials, observethe instructional techniques,,and solicit coun-
sel from the'teacher. In this case, the:resulting teacher center is mere
directly child-centered than most. In fact, prograncpersonnel would probably
have to ,make many changes in order to accommodatejo-the new, unique tycher,
center-function. , ;=-

In any attempt to use these typologies to make qualyses, it should, be
kept in mind that the resultant configurations and potential teacher ce'nter'
models are apt to be neither pure nor consistent. The limitatipns of,
per-son-made tools ndtwithstanding, there are at leait three useful purposes
for'the typologies. First,,and of most,immediate,importance, tkley can,b6
used asge basis for more,systematic communication and,analysis pf, American
teachee,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 -

various concepts of teacher centers. Finally, an4 of the great-
-range importance:, As "reliable information is producer&nthandlyzed,

en and technrquescan be developed to help program,designers build
ind of teacher center; programs that most closely_relate to-specific
tional needs.

quately t
esi'lo
instr
the
situ

The Natio

1

al "Teacher,Penter" Experience' .
,

1
,_

%
1

AlthoUgh there is a high degree of consensus that the growth of bbth
inservice projects:and teacher centers has occurred rapidly:during the
past few years,'the data necessary to support this belief are sketchy fat .

hest. When one considers the complexity pf educational endeavdrs in Mner- _

ICa, it is not difficult to understand why documentation efforts are rare,
and why they, are seldom comprehensive. One must adequately sample notIonli
school districts but also institutions of higher education, intermediate
achoq. organizations; State departments of edugation, and alternative
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programs for staff development and inservice education that occur otytrside of
.- the public domain.

Only a handful of significant national surveys were made during the
first decade of centering. Two excellent works cExploring Teachers' Cen-
ters4 and Teacher's Center Exchange Directory,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, 6°

although not a systematic examination of U. S. centers, provides a great
deal of information about the more than 100-centert that_ participated in
the first national teacher center conference.? Waskin8 analyzes a selected
group of some of the NatiOn's most popular centei's, using many of the same
measure's employed by the major study outlined in this chapter. There are
a large number of "overview" publications--listed on page xii of the Crum
teacher center bibliographywhich although not surveys, provide consider-
able data' and perspective.about the national teacher center scene.

But to date, -the most comprehensive study of the national centering
experience base was conducted by the'SYracuse PrOject for the Study of

.
,Teacher Centers. . 1

....

The results of the Syracuse study were reported in the spring of 1974
and probablistillconstitute the most recent an most accurate information
,avail4le regarding the total Nation-wide picture; Tabq.e 1.details the _

scope Of the study and how successful it was in iobtaining responses. Depend-
ing on the population, the response rate ranged from aliout 25 to 50 percent. -

The investigators atteMpted to sample the Nation's school systems, as well
aathOuniversities and colleges that belong tothe American Association of
Colleges for Teacher Education. Additionally, a selects sample of sites
perteiyed to be leaders'in the teacher center movement ?vas generated and
also queried. A relatively broad definition of a teacher center orsof a
teacher-center-like program was offered, and the recipients of the ques-
tionnaire were asked to respond ie they thOught their programs would fit
the description, The response rate suggests that many staff developing
sites view themselves as ifilpome Nay approximating a tgacher.center.

) j
)!.r

,

, . .

The investigators also wed to find out spmething about the purposes,
of teacher"center-and teacher center -like programs. Answers to their ques -

t
,,,,,

i tionnaire revealed that the great majoritY.of respondents viewed their pro-
gram as designed tb enhance in some way a teacher's sk4ls initlw instruc-
tion of children. They also viewed the enhancement of jskills for the develop-

' ment Of curriculum materials' as very important. One Interesting' aspect of
this Study is the .act that perhaps the most pronounced characteristicof a,
teacher center, is 'the very strong commitment (over 85' ercent of all respoil-

dents:listed it as:.either "always or nusuar)'to the evPlopMent,of skills
that directly affect 'the instruction of children (see Table 2). x.

, -

spondents Were also asked to enumerate the taskb of their staff that'
. . ,

help them achieve their goals (Table 3).
.

In addition to teaching classes , .

teacher center staffs conduct workshops, consult indivOually with clients,
And appear to spend a great,deal of time observing teachers and working with
them in classrooms. The' development of instructional materials and the

' planning of activities for teacher center programs was,a;so mentioned quite

)
frequerftly. , 4 t i
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-Table 1. - -POPULATION SIZE, SAMPLE SIZE, AND RATE OF RESPONSE
FORHASEJ MAILED QUESTIONNAIRE
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Table 2.--PURPOSES OF TEACHER CENTER AND TEACHER CENTER-TYPE PROGRAMS
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Table 3.--TASKS PERFORMED BY PERSONNELIN TEACHER CENTER OR TEACHERCENTER-TYPE PROGRAMS
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Although a relatively recent drive in teacher education, collabora-
tion and shared decision-making processes are already fairly well estab-

A00 fished in many of the Nqtion's centers (Table 4). For example, from one-
' thirdto three-fourths of the respondents, depending on the sample, reported

that their program represented part of a consortium. Althbugh a school
system/university consortium was the most common, a great number Of the
respondents reported that bother institutions and groups were also ihvolved.

From nearly half td over half acknowledged that their consortia
were forMalized with either a legal contract or at least a formally written
agreement (Tables 5 ane6). Additionally,, from over a third to nearly two
thirds reported that their teacher center or teacher center-like programs
had its own council or governance board (Table 7): pependinglon whether
the respondent was fro6aschool, a university, or one of the selected
sites, the role of the'governance'board switched from being predominantly
advisory in the schools to predominantly policy making.in the'select sites.
Nevertheless, a relati4ely high percentage of respondents reported governance
.boards that were, in fact, designed to make policy rather than simply V?,

. advise prograq managerST ( Table 8).

These data are importa4t, even though they were obtained 3-1/2 years
ago, because they show that American educators in the teacher center and °

staff development arena have been attempting to develop collaborative and
shared decision-milking strategies for program development for some time.
Unfortunately, there have been virtually no attempts to document and evalu-
ate the efficacy of these.governande mechanisms, though practitioners have
had no reluctance to speculate. It seems that most tend to view the phen-

omenon as necessary, If not advisable. There is some consensus that more
acceptable programming is likely to evolve from shared decision-making
boards, though-the Older dancing and the time it takes for the programming
to develop may be c6nsiderably longer. Regardless, there is little doubt
that if true collaborative arrangements are to be developed in teacher

. center and teacher center-type Programs, a great deal of attention and study
will be necessary inihe years to come.

One last finding from the study appears relevant to this report,
(Table 9). When aske4 where the teacher tenter or teacher center-type
programs received their firiancial report, an amazingly high number (32
percent to 60 perdent) report external sources of funding. The great,major-

.ity of these funding sources were public agencies. In most cases, through
° individual conversagons with the program, managers, it Was learned that the

: great bulk of the pane agencies supporting teacher centers and teacher
center-type programs have been either Federal agencies; or Stateoagncies
utilizing Federal resources. There seems to be little doubt that external
support igftbonsidered necessary for the continuation of many of these pro-
grams. That fact should not be' difficult to understand, as inservice edu-
cation, the primary raison d'etre fbr teacher centers, has never be-en con-
sidered to be an ins=ional responsibility for either local education
agencies or institutions (4 higher education. .Consequently, their. growth
and prosperity has been, tc,a great extent, dependent on the,availability
of external'resources, 4
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lable 4.-- CONSORTIUM!' OF TEACHEI( CENTER OR TEAdhER

CENTER -TYPE PROGRAMS

Sample
School UnOersIty ,Select:

(%) ( %)

r 1, 4 4 r r
Respondents, seeing, their pro-

', gram- as -.part- of-a corisoftium,
-

35.0 55.3 74.2

-)

)

I

Table 5.--INSTITUTION REPRESENTED IN CONSORTIUM OF TEACHER

CENTER OR TEACHER CENTER-TYPE PROGRAMa

Make=11-9. of CobSortia

S'a,m IS 1 e

SchOol University Select

-(%)

Pub4t.school plus
university /college

Public school., university/A
college, plusother educa-

-tional agency (SED, BOCES, '

etd'.).,;'1

Public school, university/,
college, other educational_
agency," plus O, -ther noneduCa-

tiohal,aaancv .

_

,;

36.8 41.7

14.3. 23.7 30.6

1) '1'4.4 6.1 . 6.9

O

aPereen:ages do not equal 100 per
binations are included.

.1 s

cent because only significant,com-

4

0
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Table .6.-.--TYPE OF AGREE/ ENT CONSTITUTING 'CONSORTIUM IN

TEACHER CENTER OR TEACHER CENTER-TYPE PROGRAMS

4 S 4mple
School

(%)
University

,(.%)

,Select

(%)

On legal basis with contracts

)

Formally with written agreements
2 1

Informally through cooperative
agreements

Other

14.4

23.3

60.0 ,

2.2

17.9

43.8

36.6

5

1.8

25.3

, 29.3

41.3

4.0
O k

Table 7.,RESPONDENTS REPORTING SEPARATE GOVERNANCE BOARD
FOR TEACHER CENTER)OR TEACHER CENTER-TYPE .PROGRAMS

S,a m p 1 e"
School4 University Select

J
( % ) (%) (%)

Respondents having board or coun-.
cil whose mayor purpose is working

37.2 50.6 65.2with inservice Or teacher center-
type programs

Table 8 \3LE OF GOVERNANCE BOARD IN-TEA:birth:1 CENTER OR '
TEACHER OENTER-TYPE PROGRAMS

Sample
School University Select.

.4
(%) (%) ". (%)

Advisory. only- 51.0 - 50.2 44.6

Policy making 20.0 524) 50:8

Administrative, impleTentative
(deals with ratline day-to-day 21.0 7.2 4.6
decisions)

.
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Table 9.--NUMBER, PERCENTAGE AND SOURCE OF EXTERNAL SUPPORT '

MI INSERVICE, TEACHER CENTER, OR TEACHER CENTER-

TYPE PROGRAMS -

.
..

Sampl e

.

,

.

.

1-.." za
I-1 CD
z....i
DY
ci. o
Ho )-')
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51i
1-4 'cl0 0
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1

cn CD Z
,,,,,, I,
0 (D

tii
c+ X

c+ zi
M M

(3) ''81-3

H si.
'

A.

*(11' )

()2
c+
m
aqM -j

'

.

.
0

Source of External
Support '.

School

.

.

180 58

.

.32.2

,

,,,

. .

52 Public Agency

1 Private Agency,

5 Both
.

Institution
of Highei
Education

, '76 36 47.1 '25 Public Agency
2. Private Agency'; '

9 Both

School
Select .

. ,,,

a

21

N
,

16

.

76.2 ',.. 11 Public. Agency .

0 Private Agency,
5 Both

Institution of
Higher Educa-
tion Select

.. 423-

°

14 60;9 10' Public Agency .,,
1 Private Agency

_ 3 Both

0

`'
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.

Thus it appears that thenew 'National Teacher Center PrograM has a
great deal of good experience to build upon. Hdndreds, possibly thousands,
of places have been grappling with teacher center-like problems for a num-
ber of years now. Regardless of structure,,most are focusing on the devel-
opment of skills and materials designed to enhance the instruction of children,
and, to a large degree, have started to utilize a collaborative process in
achieving their goals.. They have also been able to achieve this only witb'
significant amounts of external support. Thus, one logical analysis of
these data is that id a large degree, Federal fdnds have been a major fac-
tor-in the development of teacher_ enters in America and tie new program
should continue and reenforce this upport base.

Unfortunately, the research reported here raised as many questions
as it answered. The research strategy was not designed to answerques-
tions concerning exactly howthek prografis were, organized and the substan-
tive functions they served. Hopefully, new federally sponsored programs -
(particularly 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 Program.

.

a
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IV. THE TEXAS TEACHER CENTER PROJECT

Kyle Killough
-texad Education Agency

/-7
lo

The Texas Teacher Center Project is an erfok to"systematically.improve.
the training of edUbational 'personnel. It consists of a management compon-
eni, 'called the Texas Center for the Improvement of EdUcational Systems
('TCIES), housed in the Texas Education Agency, and a,network of Project

1 Teacher Centers-located throughout the State. Two national componentsor
hosted by the American Association of Colleges of Teacher Education (4ACTE) -

and one by the Evaluation Research Center (ERC) of the University, of Vir-
'ginia, have also been involved in the Project.

Pioject Genesis

The Texas Teacher Center Project has evolved as a seriesAof 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 (''TT) grant was
awarded the Texas Education Agency for fOur Colleges-oLgducation and the
American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education (AA.q,E): Each of

-The four Colleges of Education (University of Houston, University of Texas
at El Paso, Texas Christian University, and West Texas State,University
agreed they would begin the development of undergraduafe-,cOmpetencY--based

-

teacher education programs, and would dd so within-a cooperatkve setting of:
'school systems and practicing professional educators. Simultaneously,,the
Dallas Independent School System was defeloping a Training Complex involVing'
six teacher training institutions, pra4icineprofessional-educators, and
community representatives for the primary purpose of priring new and
experienced profesdionals to work in. schools 'characterizedby high propor-

.

tions of minority students. . -
vt

°

ttte AACTE component' was to gather and, disseminate the ,results of the
Colleges of Educations' efforts, to serve as a clearinghlOuse for information
regarding research, and to develop tentative conclusionslabout the state of
competency-based;oteacher education.with-parti9,ular emphasis_on accredita-

4 tion standards and teacher education generally.

A plan for training change agents was also a part oc,thrsoriginal
effort. It provided involvement for'any-teacher training institution in
the State that selected ajaculty member to serve 9 months in any of the
four pilot Colleges Of Education or the Dallas Training(Coffiplex. The
intent was to provide a replication process for the development- of compe-
tency4ased undergraduate educatiOn,-training and retraining og,eduCational
personnel to work in schools having high percentages of minority students,
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*eand collaborative actions on the part of higher,e ucation, school systems,

":the profesdion, and the community. to improve edUcation.

,

Eleven change agents were trained during a 2 -year ,period and subse-

quently began-institutionalizing their efforts at:, 'Abilene Christian 'Col-

lege, Austin Collage,,Dallas Baptist College, Lamar Tech University, ;Our

Lady of ,the Lake College, Pan American University, Prairie-View. A&M College,

Southwest Texas'State University, Stephen F. Austin:College, TexaA&I
-vertity, and Texas. Tech UniversitY. r .74

In July 1971 the Texab Educational Renewal Center(TERC) Project was

funded by the U. S. Office of Education as one of four national Teadier Cen-

ter Projects. Its Major ,foals were to provide technical and developmental
assistance to the emerging. network of "Teacher Centers" in the State, and

to install and operate 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 Wrenia was
also funded to providestechnical and developmental evaluation servides to

the TERC Project and to monn its progress.
,

a

As the Texas Protect moved into the third operationaryear (1972 -73),

a network of 15 "Teache nters" was in the developmentia stage. Re-

training of teach rainers, promoting competency-based undergraduate

teacher educe o
, installing proven educational produets,and practices,

doing comprehensive needs assessments, training and retraining personnel

to serve in minority populated schools,and dissemination ,zonstituted the

-major_goals of each Center. d

.
*

e

Since 1573 these developmentb have,been ,consolidated into the Texas '

'40r Center for the Improvement of Educational Systems (TCIES) Project which, as

noted before, serves as the facilitating and coordinating unit for the_net-

work of Project Teacher Centers in the State.
e,

, -
The Project has not evolved Without taking into account, and being sup-

portive of, iongoing Texas legislative and regulatory actions,mahy of which

themselves were promulgated by discretionary,efforts. These actions are

summarized below. -

In 1968 the Texas Legislature established and funded 20 Regional EduCa-

tion Service Centers for the primary purpose of providing media services to

the public elementary, awl secondary school Systems An the State. Supple-

merited with both State4Ad Federal funy, these locally autonomous Centers

now also serve as delivery and dissemination mechanisms for inserviceetrain-

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 or ESEA Title I and III funds in the

Panhandle and South Plaing area of Texas through an educational cooperative

effort of 100 school systems.

Effective in September 1970, the State legislature also enacted, with

funds appropriated, Senate Bill 8 and Souse Bill 240. Senate Bill often

referred to.as the Student Teaching Act, stipulated that both the field

experiences of- student,teachers and the training 4 the supervising classroom

\
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teacher were, the joint responsibility of thefelementary 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 ceAt of the total
number of student teachers) and $50 paid to the school district,for each

T supervising teacher receiving the $200 increment to assist in meeting the
costs incurred in providing the facilities for student teaching.

..... ,,,

House Bill 240 provided 10,paid days:forinservice training,during, the
schOol year for all elementary and secondary teachers.

Senate Bill 8 was, in part, the direct byproduct of a Ford Foundation
project effort in 1961. This pro ect sponsoreke. series,of 12 conferences

--, '.throughout the The theme o the conferences was how to improve stu-
"dent teaching:ex nces.

'

a

.

In 1969, with EPDA funds, moreover, the Texas Education Agency created
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, locale 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 1"gras roots" study regarding the needed changes in the preparation
and cue tion of school personnel in Texas. ,

Two groups, a Committee to Study Standards for Teacher Certification in
Texas and a Commission to StudyStandards for ,the preparatiOn of School
Administrators, were appointed to study the problems and to recommend
required action.

In June 1972 the State Board of Education approved a new set of Stand-
ards for Teacher Education Certification which included provisions for
t1e establishment of local cooperative teacher education centers for the
deueldpment and approval of programs of prelparation of schoorpersonnel, and
a new intent and direction for instituting a competency/performance-based
programof teachtr education and certification in Texas. They were subse-
quently amended in January 1974 to the,extent that,institutions preparing
teachers mar elect from one of four plans, one ofwhich is competeney/per-
formante-basSd, the,alternative chooses to develop in applying t9 the
Texas Education Agency for program(s) or institutional approval. *.'1'

Therefore, one,'of the Project's major goals has been, and remains, had
to interface both the legislative and regulatory actions with those of the
Project, thereby maximizing all efforts.

. .

4.

Statement of Major Tenets and Assumptions - -

.
....

. ..
Since its inception, )1.03ect activities have been,guided by the follow-

ing major tenets: 1) The responsibility fovoteadher education should be the
joint responsibility oPthe total educational systemState- partrilent of,
education, higher education, elaMentary and secondary scho Stems, the
organized prdfession, the community, and; in Texas, Region ucation Ser-_,
vice Centers; 2) performance and individual needs on the pe. educational

a.
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personnel should become the major objective of training rather than course

or semester hours and/or a spdcified number of training hburs or days"during

an academic year; 3) Teacher Centers should play a major role in providing

more effective organization and delivery of teacher educaion; 4) Teacher

Centers should assist in improving 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 activities to all-Teacher Centers. oat

Underlying the above stated tenets, Moreover, are the'following basic

assumptions:

sr

.36

1. .Educational pe'rsbnnel developMent programs provide the

primary,vehicle by which to effect educational improve-

ment.\
d

2. Systemic change shouldzbe,he focus of educational per-
sonnel developmdnt programs rather than addressing iso-

lated problems of inservice and/or preservice training.

3. The knowledge base:and relevant materials on teaching

and managemeht effectiveness is significant and when "

applied to educational personnel-training programs his

the potential of producing significant.results. ,

4. Educational improvement should be continuous and insti-

tuted from a problem-solving process which involves a

broad-based decisiOn-making mechanism rather than

inStituted Prom the 'OP down."

5. The major educational personnel dexelopment efforts. in

Texas,Trovide the necessary,andsufficient conditions

'for the design of such programs; provided external

resources" are allocated oVet°4.n extended period of

time to permit the adequate degign,.testing, and evalS

uation of such programs.
V.

... Al

. The Practical constraints -cif operating existing eduda-

tional Systems,.(State Department, teacher training

institutions,'education service centers, and ele-
mentary-and Secondary schools) tend to inhibit

.Attempts to imp/we.

7. A network of organized Teacher Centers, at various

stageqwpf,develOpment istg in Texas.

sP-

. Each Teacher Cehte )
organizatibhally and programma-

tically, supports he systemic approach to educational4

imprbvement for a rget population characterized by

a high concentration of bildren from low-income

families.

9. Each Teacher Center is committed to competency-

based training and assessmentas an integral
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part of all Teacher Center activities.

10. Each Teacher Center is designing and using systemic
Management procedure's.

Project Rationale

Over the past half-century, education, as well'as,other social institu-
tions, has undergone significant change.' There has been an attempt to cloSe
the gap in educational inequality2 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 OppenheiRar pointed out in 1955, the
extent of these changes createde'need fOr reTorm:

In an important sense this world of ours is a new world,
in which the unity of krowledge, the nature of human
communities, the order of society and culture have
changed and will not retdrn to what they have been in
the, past.. What is neWis new, not because it has never
been there before, but because it has changed in qual-
ity.

,During this decade one has the feeling that the educational reform move-
ment has itself undergone a form of change, both quantitatively and.quairEi=
tively. Educators can no longer assume, for example, that there is any per-
feet correlation between increased resources and'better quality. Increased
enrollments or affording educational opportunities to a large number of,cli-
ents does not necessarily, produce quality education. The development of
well-validated teaching-learning systems, soundly based on research.; does
not necessarily result in better classroom practice. Similarly, a shift of
decision-making power, from central to local authorities, does not improve
the qualtty,of decisions or encourage Creativity, or even necessarily.
inLcrease,public concern for education.

The activities and educational competence of teacherif.moreover, have
'
.

been the object of scrutiny, complaint; and regulation for years. From the 1
.

town fat_ rs advising and dire#ing.the,teacher regarding the values to be ..*,fat_

in children; tb'thejinstitutes" Of the mid-19th century, designed
to review and drill t,eachdrs in the elementary subjects; to the Reading Cir-
cles, university and normal 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;

tii the "newecurriculum 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.

4,-,. . .

Educational change; therefore, as complex a
,..ttg,,

s the process is, is needed.
and requires a dual Strategy!, _making the most of present knowledge and
capacities while.developing better capacities and adding to the knowledge

. base. The complexities of solving educational problems, however, cannot be
: _

,.,*
...,
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adequately confronted in globs=
Gardner said, "The ,pieces of th

unassembled. The major task co
those pieces together to ensure
in a systematic way,, and to dete

and with limited resources. As John W.

Tonal revolution are lying around
education, then, is one of putting
h contributes to over -all objectives
extent to which they ,are indeed

systemic approach to-education id thenecessary ,for effective education%
only way to systematically relate.a wide variety of bits and pieces into a.k°-

)
smoothly functioning whole." ,

/ ,
, .

, .
-, , 11- Te.w&a,..--

The educational efforts in Texas and the significant developmental

efforts of the Texas Teacher Center Project provide an Avironment that has

the potential to Increase the knowledge base relative topeducational improve-

ment; increase individual And institutional capacities twchange; and,, util-

izing a systemic. approach to education, significantly affect participating

systems and individuals within those systems. -

The utilization of the existing educational enterprise must be improved,

sand the resulta.of the education profession facilitated. Since the practical

constraints of the operating educational systems tend to inhibit attempts to

"reform" 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 observed. 7

N

Educational personnel programs,within such "lighthouse" efforts must be

designed to create what.ought to be instead of I4rpetuating what is. Goals

of education for various popblations.of learners must be clear, indicators

-acceptable as evidence of the realization of those goals must be explicit,

And-both must be agreed to by all participating in the educational enter-

The

prise.

.

racticing profession
.

of teachers must,omoreover, have
;

the regpon-

sibility f r providing some of the expertise needed for such reform. No

longer should "they" be the targets, of reform but rather professionally

involved in the propess of problem solving and making. .

. 'A ° .
'

Educational personnel development programs, within tgese""lighthouse"

efforts, must assume Several characteristics i(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 to a performance based-mode of operation

2. A shift frot knowledge and skill mastery to a<pri-

,
mary focus upon performance

-

A shift from an essentially data - free -to an essen-

tially data- dependent -mode of operation.

4. 'A shift frobAn essentially trained funCtioncarla

research, development, and training function

5: A. shift-from an essentially impersonal, instuuctor-
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0,

oriented learni ng environment to apersonalized
0 .

and student-oriented environment

, ''''
. -

G 6. A shift from an'essentially college or univerSity-
.

. . centered program to a field-centered program

7. A shift from a relatively narrow and essentially
..,'closed decipicln-mAlsing base to one that is broad

. arid .essentially open. )
..

-. ..

.

Finally, the Teacher Cdnter,froject Networleprovides the coordinating
and facilitating structure within which the necessary worhing relations with
the`various Prbject Teacher Centers,is established to ensUre: communications S

'". between Centers, dissemination between and external to Centers, training
activities common across Center, interface of activities-with ongoing :-.

°.and/Or needed State efforts, technical and developmental seryices,as needed,,
an a delivery ;pgstem of proven and/or promising educational practices..-

nceinsch-essed BY Project.Ak -
.

- ...-

^,
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The-primary concern of the Texas Teacher Center Project has been and

s: "How -to best develop andeOperationalize educational personnel develop -
it training programs that will'increase the educational perfOrmance of

earners; and better ,prepare the educational professional tocope with the
'real world' oPeducation?" '

.

.-

Th.,..-

.

A Secondary concern, and perhaps of equal importance is: "Is collabor-
ative action between'the operating educational systems, the profession, d
thecimunity necessary to insure more effective educational personnel
training programs ?" .

. ,::.- . ., .?,
. . .N/1'

B oth the State and!theTexag Teacher.Center Project have - assumed, how-
ever, thatc 1)-educational personnel-development training programs can and ,,,,-:-
should be improved, and 2) the develOpment of such programs should be the. '

tqjoipt xesponsibility of the total edudational system and the-professiqn.,.. _

' Therefore,, the Project end the respective Teahher Centers are addressing
'both general and specific goncerns. Among some of the general" concerns
are: : v . .'.

. . .

.

'1. How'can the significant accomplishments of both.
.

(
.

dAscretionaryand legislated, educational;personnel; r
'4 "development.progYams be maximized and interfaced .4

4

within each Teacher Center in Texas?, . ,

2., . viri the'educational"performoce of elementary and ..

secondary students bd increased by coilaboratiye.
Teacher Center activities in educational person-

.

net development,progrilmsj-

3, Can critical ;iesearch and development needs be

mor'easilY'identified, relative to personnel
,

,

-62
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development programs, through'Teache ers?

If so, can they be more easil plemehted?

4. Can Teacher Cente = provide inforination for the .

development' a statewide system for the con-

firmat of;the.outcomes of educational, per-
el develOpment programs, and can they develop .

.
curriculum Intervention ,strategies to increase the

power of such programs?

5, Do the_existing educational thrusts in Texas pro-
vide the necessary 4110 sufficient conditions' for

the design of educational personnel development
prPgreas that have the leverage to reform Texas'

education?
.

fi;. If their ao constitute such conditions, holitare they

to be organized into operational programs?

7:.If they do not constitute the necessary and sufft-

4
cient. conditions to effect reform, 'what conditions

would?

8. If educational personnel development programs- .

could be developed that effect the- 1,1-change
in elementary'and secon4ary'education desired, what'
would. be needed to effect,sucirchangesiin Texas?-

9. What incentives are there, foreither individuals
or educational systems, to participate laza Teacher

' Center?

10. Is competency -based *teacher education any better

o
than the classical mode of personnel development?

More specific concerns relaiteto functions, governance, management, pro-

gram develotzent, and fiscal and physical operations.- Among 'the most criti-

cal within each area are:

Functions

1. For whom is training designed?

\ 2. For what purpose is the training?

3. What should training be'about? ___

i

., c.

4. Besides training, what ShOuld be included? Evalu-

ation? Disipmination? ReSearch? Eto.,

I

r

Governance

. 1. That are the specific roles of each partiCiPating

. 63
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systemand group? How are these different from
tradition? ,

..

*What are the powers of the governing board?

.3. How are members Selected to the governance board?

4. What 14 the

.

*-Managemeni

04f.
Who irean*e the te
-she selected Tb

egal,

1,.

Hr an 'ho makes

3. _What ariihe relat
Teache enter Pa

Program 'Development

,

1.- What, and who dec
materiaA are use

.

.

.

tet?, AQK and by whom is .he or
hom is 127 or she respons ble?.';.,,,,,

. .:

he mane menu Ocislonsl-,----,
Y.:

onshipsIdith.management )f the,-,
. e..

ners? .

des, what t'aining raodels'and/or.

2. How arearograns selected*

3. How are progr resources dtermi*? 'Who pays
them?

.7

4'41!,

404

for

e.

How, and'whatumf6S-ihe program(s)?

.

1. How can current resources be.redire cted?

Fiscal.and.Physloal Operations

a

2. .How-can the coordination of resources be handled?

3. Who-etermines and authorizes expenditures?

f 4

4. Who determines the facilities? Are7they differ.. ,

eht for each program? -
4 ,

5. Who determines program persbnnel?

Governance .-

. .

' The governance body of'one Project. coordinating unit (Texas Center for
the Improvement, of, Educational Systems) and the respeetive Project. Teacher
Centers include representatives from: elementary and secondary schools,*
regional educationeservice centers, professional.dsspciations, institutions
'of higher educfaion,,,and in.many'cases the,corrampW. The size and specific
compositioniro leffto

,..--,
the'discretion'Oethelocal Teacher Centers.

- .-1 .. *A -.,'.; ,,

' 4

4

S.

,
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:These governance bodies'are not legal entities of the State, therefore,

-thel; power is dependent upon4that delegated.them by the legal bodies which

they represent. Therefore, their functiOns.are advisory only. In reality,

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

theirdesiies, particularly in Project matters.

.

shown in Chart 1, the State oordinating unit includes a Steering

Comadttee and an Executive Committee.' The Steering Comtittee's primary

funcion is the establishment og.4:61icies commensurate With Federal regu-

lations and, guidelines operation of'the Project. he 4ecutive Committee - a.
,.4*-

is a subserof the Steering-!Committee, elected by hem, and serve' primarily , ',-.

the '0.e of ensuring-that policy is implemented: -1 ''', . ...,..2
,

.
) ..

Local-Iea6her Centers>4ave si.mila'r4g6vernanc6rrangefents and.are
.

4.
guidediv;lOcally developed :bylaws 'or Teacher Center orrations,

.
dr , -

. ;... ,

e Project governance,bodies, both at tIle State and 16bal ievels

S ,advice project Vanhement a too-policY and operati nal .cutters' and pro= .

At.,-

ce, s. Since each prOjeci manager, however; rep, esents a legal- State !

enti : State board of education, local school board o education, regiohal
k

.t.

educe ion sebvice center board, or college or uniyqrsi Board ofRegenta,

it is the project manager responsibility td ensure that the policies

and/or operational procedures do not conflict withIpolkies and procedures0
of his or her respective legal en-Kty.

e
is

a
.

.e2 ,, I .'t 8. Ns

.
.... , Y

rAAs also shown, the Project is under the general direction of the ASSQ- ...

biai:e Commissioner for Professional Tevelopment and Instructional Services

of the Texas Education Agency, with one professidiba stuff member'servfng.as

the :full -time Pkoject Director. ,..i

e
.i

.
, -e,

-,1.

.4

Project Components Analysis 0 4.

.-As shown in Diagram 1, the Project has Totuseg on apecifid components'

°.'
(competency)its beginning in 1970-71. The development of performance (competey)

based-teacher education-programs, the development of a cooperative setting

(Teacher Center) for teacher education, and the maintenance of anational

linifage thro4gh the American Association of Collaes of Teacher Education,

(A:A.C.T.E.) were comporIgneS during the first 3 years of the Project. Sup-

.
port of change agents was a'component for the first 4 years of the Project.

'
Beginning in 1971-7ZanPdpntinuing for'3 years, moieol-itsri the installation

ois a delivery system, providing technical and,developtental services, and

opeittions of the Evaluation Research Center's evaluation functions became

additional components... Beginning in 197374, after ,3 years of developing

-
both C.B.T.E: and Teacher Centers, focus was divertedsto the operation of

management ;functions and the development of C.B.T.f. management systemsgta

that both were identified as critical priorities for-the further develop--

fent df both C.B.T.E. and 'Teacher Centers..

In 1974 -75 two additional components.were added: planning management

information system and developing state C'.B.E."(competency based education)

reSkree center(s) andcapability.
.,

Atv,

o



Chart 1:- -TEXAS

Steering Committed for the
Texas- Center for the Improve-
ment of Educational Systems'
Project

Executive Committee for the
Texas Center for the Improve-
ment of,Educational SysteMs
project"

*Local Teacher Center
Advisory Boards,

-Pt

CHER CENTER-PROJECT ORGANIZATION

'aSOE

Regional Office

$

Texai; Eddcation.Agehdy
National Coordinating
Component A.A.C.T.E.

'TexaS_Teacher Center Project
'(.Texas Center for the Improvement
of Educational Systems Project/

Jim L. Kidd: General Project
Director (Associate CoMmissioner
for Professional Development and,
Instructional Services, Tex Edu-
cation Agency)

Dr..Kyle Killough: Project Directott

15 Local. Project Teadher

Centers
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1970-71

Diagram 1.2.2TtXAS TEACHER CENTER PROJECT COMPONENTS ANALYSIS

OPERATE TEXAS TTT PROJECT-

DEVELOP P.B.T.E AT
UNDERGRADUATE LEVEL

1.0

DEVELOP COOPERATIVE
SETTING FOR TEACHER
EDUCATION 3.0

AWN e"

PAINTAIN NATIONAL SUPPORT THREE

LIWACES
2.0

AGENTS
4.0

L 1

.

1871-72 =-"

CPERATE TEXAS TEACHER CENTER=PROJECT

1972-73

OPERATE TEXAS TEACHER CENTER PROJECT

DEVELOP P.B.f.E.

1.0

DEVELOP TEACHER
CENtERI.

-3.0

TERM

INSTALL DELIVERY
SYSTEM

5.0

1

'44. "'"U.. ../,. .. .

1_ _
I

[--

I MAINTAIN NATIONAL
1 LINKAGES

I-
I

2.

SUPPORT ELEVEN
CHANGE AGENTS

4.0

'AERATE CRC °.

EVALUATION
FUNCTION

.6.0

PROVIDE TECHNICAL
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SERVICES

8.0

,,, .

Iwicor P.9.T.E1+

1.0 I

AA CTE

I MAINTAIN RATIONAL
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If;
, 2.0

DEVELOP 'TEACHER
CENTERS

3.0
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It
4.0

1

1

1

I
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EVALUATION
FUNCTION 6.0

- 1

; .P.RNECI _

INSTALL W.IVERY
SYSTEM T-

5.0

1 .1
PR$V1DE
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1'
7.0
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SERVICES 8.0

,

RIF

0

RROPOSED 974. 75/75-76

OPERATE.SYSTEM1C IMPRDVEttElft "PROCtSS.THRODGH" 7

THE NETWORK OF TEXCHER CENTERS

-1 .

-1973-74rP

PROVIDE °
...0,;°°;';l4EORMATION

SERV10ES7,0

OPERAT6fiEXAS TEACHER

ovERATI MANAGEMENT
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1.0
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MANAGEMENT
SYSTEMS 2.0

CENTER PROJECT (TCIES PROJECT)

MAINTAIN NATIONAL I SUPPORT EIGHT APEPATE En

I LINK4DES CHANGE AGENTS EVALUATION

3.0 1- - 5.0
FUNCTION 7.0

_1---
DEVELOP TEACHER OPERATE PROVIDE TECI,TICAL

CENTERS DELIVERY ANO DEVELOPMENTAL

4.0 SYSTEM 6.0 SERVICES 840

--1

,OPERATE MANAGEMENT
FUNCTIONS

1.8

PLAN MANAGEMENT
INFORMATION SYSTIA

2.(r

4

EXPARD NATIONAL
JOAKACES

3.o
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MENT OE A COMPRC"
HEPSIVE NEEDS.
ASSESSMENT PROCESS

. '4.0
,-

iONTTiUE INSTALLA-
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TION SYSTEM

5.0
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As a developmental effort is completed and internalized, therefore,
additional" -and supportive developmental efforts are des ?gned to provide con-
tinuity aneiong-range support and corilmitment to each major component.

Participating Educational Systems

As shown in Chart 2 during 1973 -74 the network of Rkjectvieacher Cen-
ters intended: ,34 teacher training institutions, 65. elementary and second--,

ary school systems, and all 20 Regional Education Service Centers. Also
included but not shown are professional associations representingeadiCen-,

,..
ter. The teacher training institutions prepare approximately 90,percent
Of the education pergonnel in Telks; the school' systems serve over 800,000
elemefitary and secondary students, and the echication se ce cen prs serve,.. ,- Ao , ,,,
8.33. 1,149 schoof systems in the.State..

k.

. -,-',0
. . ..,)

Goals of TeliCter Centers

Each Local Teacher
conducts regularly sche
major goals::

3.

Center advisory
Wiled meetings.

board has established bylaws and
Programmatically hey have as their,

1. To base program(s) on ,a comprehensive overall assess-
ment of local needs.

X, 11.

2. To assure the continuous partnership of school systems,
teacher training institutions, educationter ice cen-
ters, the organized profession, the communi , and the
State 'for the improvement oe education.

3. To provide a link between' promising, newly validated
practices and products in education and theif appli-
cation in the schools and/or educational personnel
training programs.

-

To provide the managerial support necessary,for con-
tinuity, change in focus, and innovative- efforts by
involving middle management personnel in teacher
center operations and,by assisting them to plan
their own strategies to assure quality. 4

5. To provide for assessing impact of programsby a
problem. analysis/solution design, and to serve as
a basis for establishing priorities and all9cating,;

.developmental resource's.

6. To provide for replication strategies and4ni=-___-
-

cies.

Each 'Advisory.Board develops its own strategies fo:accomplishing
these goals.

,

t,
68%

a

. 9 0
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miart 2. --EDUCATIONAL _SYSTEMS' PARTICIPATING IN
THE TEXAS TEACH ;R CENTER PROJECT

49n274 A

,

,

Teacher Training Institutions
_ ,

. , ...

Public Sdhool Systems
.

.

Education Ser-

vice Centers

,

Abilene Christian College
Austin Collpge .

Bayilor University ,;,;,

Bishop College ,

DallasTaptist College
East Texas State UniVersity
Hardin-Simmons University ,'Beaumoni'

Incarnate Word College.
JarVis College _

Laihar Tech

Mc,Murry College
North Texas State Unlversity.
Out; Lady of the Lake College
Pan American College
Prairie View .A & M College

St. Mary's University,
SamUouston State University
San Angelo State
Southern Methodist University
Southwest Texas State Univ.°
Stephen F. Austin Collete
Tarleton State College
Texas A & I University
Texas A a I at Laredo
Texas A Ec"fUniVersity. ''

Texas Christian University
TeXas.Southern Univerity
Texas Tech aiveisity 4

Texas Woman's University
Trinity Univergity
University of Houston
University -Of Texas at' Austin

University of Texas at
El,Paso

West Texas State University

,,,.

Abtlene , ;1

Alamo Height's:

Aldine 1
AlAce s

4amiTillo

Auitin .

Be ville '
.,,.

Iii,hop -, -.:.,i,

Bonham , ' w.

Brenham
HiookshiTe -

7' ,.:4,-
BrownsVille
9 ellen:- .,

d nyon
College-Station
Corpus Chrisf
Cypress-

Fairbanks
D4llas'
Denison
East Central,

tdgewood-
Edinburg
El Paso _

Ft. Sam Houston
F t Worth

Greenville
Hiaraandale 2

Harlingen
Hempstead
Heret'ord:

lio \iston'

,''.1

Huntsville
Katy
Kilgore

_ 'Kingsville
Laredo

'Longview
Lubbock
McAllen-

_,--
--MCKihneY
.Magnolia
Midland
North Eat-
North Park

,

,Northside
Odessa
Pharr
Plainview
Plano
Premont
Robstown
Randolph
St. Martin
'Hall

San. Angelo
San Antonio
San Marcos
'Sherman
Sealy
Southwest,
Southside-
Tyler
Waco

eta,-Waller-
.

'\

Region I
Region I;
Region III
Region II
Region V
Regi6n 14
Region VII'
kegion VIII
RegiOn:IX

- Region
Region XI,-

., ,
Region-XI

i !'.'...

Region )(III

Region XIV
Region Xis

Region XVI
Region XVII
Region XVIII
,Region XtX
.Region XX.

,

.

)

9
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Pyramid of Schools and Training Sites

The most critical condition for .Project Teacher Centers is the identi-
fication by each penter, of a pyramid of schools within which to conduct_
the majoe,part of Teacher Center efforts. It is these pyramids,
obviously, that one can ascertain the effect that project efforts are
having on the clients2-students, parents, professional trainees,,gi- prac-
ticing professionals.-

The pyramid df schools .is, characterized by:

1. 'Elementary andjunior high schools associated with
a-single high school in a large city school system,
and the same composition in suburb and rural-

,areas but With individual school c:linuses from -

different school systems (5,000- 10,$10 students
yramid)

0

2. A high concentration of students from-low income,
families and/or

A high concentration of students with learning and
sbehavioral problemS and/or ,

4. A high concentration of migrant and.;fidn-English

,"speaking-'children.

E4idence 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.

The installation of a process of educdtional change which creates self-
sustaining reforni mechanisms,. and significantly raises the educational per-
formance of students are the major goal6 of each pyramid

0
of schools.

The staff of the. local pyramid of schools is responsible for the plan-
ning, implementation, and day-to-day operation; tlya Local Teacher Center is
responsible for coordinating efforts,and available resources in a compre-

,hensive and effective fashion to facilitate the local site's efforts; and
the Tcus project is responsib]e for coordination and disseminatim across
Teacher Centers.-

sb

The training sites are selected by the local Advisory Board and are
physically located either at the local university, school systems, and/or
education service center, depending upon the program and the location of
the mosttappropriate personnel to perform the task. Each site, however,

must ineet the following minimum criteria: -

tf

. .

Deliver a program(s), determined by the Teacher
Center Advisory-Board, based on a 6omprehensive
as!essment of local needs.

. . . 70 92
.

.
.
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. .

2. Provide for'blients a'nhands-on" learning center(s).

for personnel training (student teachers, teachers,
administrators, teacher trainers, parents, etc.).

.- J i

3. Have an informatiOn system Capability for use by
clients., ,.3

,,- -!..1_?

4. Make provsionq for learning oppOrtunitj.es for all
educational personnel. (professors, administrators,
'teacherseastUdent teachers, etc.). .,

. )
5.. Provid' t e managerial support necessary for contin-

. uity, ge in,focus, and innovative"efforts within
r,.

. the pro . ,,

0 4
6. Assess) the impact of4

1 ''''

' - c
7. Have a diesemination

-.:'

. The local TeacperCentere, therefore, serve as.primary resources for
1$' substantive assistance, to tlif respedtive Pyramid. They also serve as mobil-.

ization points for lecycal assistance, training and retraining, evaluation,
dissemination of proloduc' s of research and development, and other resources
needed to meet the nee of the pyramid: .-,

.. e .. ,,

...
4,0 '

. ...,
,...

the training program,:

capability.

£valuation

Research and eilal4ation are integral erects of the missions of the
Texas Center for the Improvement of Educational Systems ( TCIES) Project.
The primary mission on this project 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 decision makers ci.-n the.various functions and projects of TCIES. Evalua-

tion emphasizes continuous, useful, longitudinal, empirical, and objective
.colledtion_of information.

1

. Research activities are directed toward utilizing the functional areas
of TCIES to provideIinowledge regarding the variables in the domain of con-

.

cern. Such knowledge is helpful in program improvement and replication of
program results. 1,

TCIES utilizes the discrepancy evaluation model as the primary method,
,Utilization of other research, development, and dissemination models, in
whole ()rein part, 3.6 not excluded, but attempts are,made,to 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 makera. ,The comprehensive nature of this defini-
.tion of evaluation and the types of-evaluation delineated int,7;the model covers
information ranging from the planning'of an operation to thefinal assessment
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.

1 -
4
71



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, §chool building, college or university, and other agency,,
i

insti-

tutional, and organizational levels?" s of course impossible to answer.

There is no question, however, that educational personnel development pro -

gramsin Texas are significantly different than'they were a decade agcl.

e significant discretionary and legislative and regulatory efforts engin-

4reld in the State have caused these differeites, howeverr the Texas Teacher

Center Project has played a most imtortant role by providing a most vigil'

lfnk-without, which the other pieces' would have been an incomplete whole.

A ,Further, it is hypothesized that most of the significant chaniesthat-

i Will result from tthe Tekas TeaCher Center Project and the other efforts cited

remain to occur. There has not been enough time lapse for significant oper-

ional change, but there is n question that-the State's posture about edu-

Icationalmpersonnel development teacher education specifically,, has Again-

Antly changed. 'The many features of personnel,development programs
ctscribed herein should have a, significant impact in Texas for years-to

come.

'4 Among some Of the most 'significant successes of the PrWeCl, Moreover,

.are:

2
1. Competency -based teacher. education programs are

successfully impleMented in 34 bf the State's
institutions of higher eddcation. The degree
of implementationaries.from the total under-'
'graSuate elementary education'at the University
of Houston to one "course" at some colleges and

universities.

2. The delivery system of proven'and promising edu-

cational practices is in place which significantly
reduces the time lapse between development, test-

ing, afld implementation.

Local Teacher Centers are' operational, pding
data that make it possible for other, later local .

Teacher Centers to be more successful more quickly..

The,dtaIewide mechanism ie no.longer a dream; it is

a reality: Enough prototypes exist in different

forms,'and-in varlous'planning and implementation
"stages.so that there is no longer any question of
heir-feasibility or viability.= °

44'8

eacher Center Project efforts have contributes to

thsemergencelof equal educational opportunity.
around theState.%.Although parity was not an&
g,not'a gbal, minority opinions are heard.throUgh

the governance structures of each Center, and'
.

taken account of in teacher training activities.

5
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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. Dallas, Prairie
View AM, West Texas State, Region VII, and UniVer-
sity of Houston are focusing speci=fically on train--**
ing periOnnel to work with minority students.

Local Teacher Centers have ankdo aet as a 'ocus
. .

for generating heal initiative. AlthoUgh.each - .

Center is generaliS similar because of the require:.
ments of Senate Bill 8, the Teacher Educe:U(5n
Standards, and the Texa. Teabher Center Project,
each haaal0 developed elements that Would not,
have been developed hadlthe, Teacher Center conce
not provided an orgahiffttional Means for iiocusing bI

0.0
local intereS-ta The .Teacher Center Project does

not provide a finished Id invariant mold for any
local Center; instead ea h Center can build its
own adaptations and variations to suit its 'own

needs. Therefore,-local zeativity is not stifled.

4

dr- , C,

6. A significantnumber,of.collaboratively plehned '

training activities have occurred. These indlide

both pre -'and inser4ce activities focuSed.on
teacher education trainees practicing profes-

, siona/s (supervisors) classroom teachers, admi
trators, and college -.and university personnel),

- paraprofessionals, ankcommunity personnel. ey -

.:

have'ranged from training in the iMplementat on of.

. an educational product to the sophisticated rocess
i

of designing,'developing, implementing, and evalu-
ating competency-based training programs. Alterna-

tives tothis training would have been conventional
inservice activities in a local school system'and
education service center, and university slimmer Ses-.

sions, or.possibly, none at all ihthe -specific
-'1. Programs of the Teacher Centers.

-...A . .

7. Communications have been improved, The Teacher Cen-
ters bring:to the'planning table ,representatives
from institutions, agencies, and organizations whose
relationshipeheretofore have been primarilyone of
bompetition. Moreover, such an organization pro-
vides

...

each partner an opportunity, to relate and

some stakes .with which to play. 'This;tends to give
a balance of power and vulnerability oft the parts of

all. Within each participating institution,'agency,
and organization, moreover, communication is now *
occurring thatssi*ft.did not exist before, Liberak,

a.

arts and education faculties in the Project univer-
sities and collseges t.4.4 to have more'interaqtl.on..

. ;

4.

.0

A
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In the school systems teachers and administratOrs
meet on new

are

Elementary and secondary
teachers are beginning to know each othee better
and are therefore more cognizant-of each other's
problems and needs.- Trainee's are getting a first-
hand feel, over an 'extended period pf time, of
the 2"real world" .of teachink and administration.

. Teachers and administrators from different build-,
ing6 converse and plan together. University and
college! faculty from different systems4converse,
plan together, and share more than they have in
the past. And, finally, the State Department-of'
Educationis being viewed more/as'a supportive
and leadership unit than as a regulatory unit
consisting of "black hats." '

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. Man/ personnel have formed. not only the-
backbone of the pfesent effort but will continue-
to serve as a leadership cadre for years to come.-

Although the Project has many successes, it also has and does encounter
many problems._ Organizationally, the Project efforts are viewed:by some as
being external to the existing legal structures of the State; therefore,
institutionalization is rather difficult. There does not appear, moreover,
to be an adequate' reward mechanism for either educational systems orindi-;
viduals to participate in Teacher Center activities..

°

The complex structure of the governance boards also causes some problems
in that too often the diversity of opinions and feelings tend-to get, in the .

way of decision making. ,And the role and selection of a fiscal agent within
,a Center is most difficult.

s,, 't
..---- .

FundingTeacher Centers is also a major problem. LAck of a stable fund-
ing base) the inability to orchestrate funds,and,the unavailability.of cost
estimates are of continuous concern to all involved in.Teacher Centers.

. r.

. Perhaps the most intractable problem of the Texas Teacher Center Project,
is the inability to orchestrate the members of, the local Teacher Centers:
Such orchestration, not only of members but of their resources, must occur __-,u1-04

if the successful exploitation of the potential of the Teacher Center con-
cept is to become more of a reality.

.. ,

*
."4

.
-.

.

Lack of evaluative informktion is also a major_problem. To some,,evalu-.

_ation is a threat and to others it is a"rip-off" or just another Overhead
item that contributes little t%the 1,Vject, and the diversion of funds to
evaluation means that some worthy program will not be mounted. -

.--t ,,.

The new roles required of Teacher Center partners is a massive problem.
,In most instances the new roles required of teachers, professors, school

,
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system personnel, and students are significantly different from the roles
in which these personnel are accustomed to fupction. Not enough attention,
however, is being paid to mechanisms for the orientation and training and.,.
retraining of personnel who will occupy them.

,

Recommendations

The Texas Teacher Center Project is'neither a smashing success nor a_
dismal failure. It has and is a feasible, viable, and promising mechanism
for the improvement of educational personnel development in Texas. It has
by no means reached the end ofits cycle but rather continues on in a dyne.;
mic and emergent posture. The recommendations presented below, therefore,
are illustrative of the kind of counterstrategies that could be used in

1

addressing the problems of Teacher Centering in order for it to become more
viable:

1. Substantial and sustained outside funding, from
diversified sources, must become a reality. Risk
or-Venture capital is always necessary to spark.
change, and in this case the fact thatfunds'were
available from several sources over a period of
time,has been the major factor in facilitating the
successes of the project. Further, risk funding
is absolutely necessary, however, and certaihly--
if any aspects of the Project are.tolbe replicated
elsewhere--venture capital must be available in
the recipient site(s). pia

.

g .

2. 'A critical mass of dedicated, committed, and
insightful persons must be available to conceptu--.
alize and implement,the efforts. No -effort of
the,scope of Teacher Centering as practiced:in '-

Texas can be-planned and implemented without
talented personnel who are willing to devote the
time and energy necessary to make it go.

3. State and Federal political support.which-bUlmin-
ates both in Legislation and fiscal support is a
necessity. There is noquestion that the Teacher
Center. 'movement in Texas would not have progressed
very far without considerable legislative and
administrative support, and U. S. Offibeof Educa-
tion support Therefore, any State that might
wish to emUla e the Texas efforts should move
toward legisla 'ye_ axed fiscal support as quickly
as possible.

4. Existing functional groupings (State, higher edu-
cation, regional centers, school systems, and pro-

.

fassional organizations) shollid. be utilized as
the basis for Teacher Center organization. The

9Y
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change, strategy of building organizat±onal
structures' that parallel (and eventually eireum-

I vent) existing structures rarely if /eller exhibits

long-range acceptance and permanence. the usual

' tendency is fOr them to flourish-ontY. as long as
-outside capital is available. It is ,much more

'logical to build upon what is already present and
to reinforce local priorities, celmmitments, and
Interests than it is to continue/ lb reinforce Com-.
petitiveness within the edu&ationai systems.

5. The emphasis of Teacher Center's should be on
flexibility and alternativesi The opportunity

"for different organizational and operational
efforts should be stimulated to foster the devel-
opment of alternative-mod s; not predetermined
modes imposed which ofte stimulate negative or,

hostile responses. /

Teacher Centers must:/be willing to'display a high
risk posture, and indeed to follow up by taking

. risks. If a Center does,not venture perhaps too
much, take on too many fipctionS, end actually
extend itself well beyond -its capital,- then it_
more than likely will have a net effect which will
be too small tQ make any difference -.

t7 .
r "Lighthouse" teacher Centers should be identified

40'

tA, and provide special funds-to perform their devel-

,.14 opment, demonstration, and dissedination functions.

They should be self-se eted to be sure that maxi-
mum motivation and commitment is built in. They,

:slt: moreover, should be reflective of alternative models
to provide the flexibility and options to other
interested site. Sufficient fiscal support should

provided-. each "lightpuse" by Federal, State;
and local:Sourdes, ana for a period of time that

,

permit adequate development, testing and

e

8. Aeilitating and cooidinating units, such as TCIES,
.0ould be funded to establish networks of ,Teacher
Centers throughout the Nation.. Technical assis-,

.6bce, dissemination, and communications would be
t

the major functions of each suck unit.
4. 0... ' .

9: A tional level unit should be funded to servg.
both the needs of the network unite and some of
themeeds of local Centers. .

There is no,* -trinsie reason to doubt that the Teacher Center concepts

are in fact trans0 table. However, .they cannot'be,transported into settings

. .
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that are of ready to receive them; i.e., that cann t meet reasonably well
the aforefilentionekrtcommendations. It is not argu d,-moreover, that the
Texas pattern should to followed; it does_have major problems. Conversely,
however, the Success. factors can be duplicated and, rough some kind of
national network, begin to resolve the major probjems

, '

,
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V.. THE RHODE ISLAND TEACHER CENTER:

A STATE BASED CENTER

Edwin Dambruch -

Rhode Island Department of Education

In May 1969,4the R. I. Legislature created a single Board of Regent'd
responsible for overseeing education in Rhode Island at all levels--K-12,
higher education, and adult education. This action spurred an examination

of the existing structure and focus of thDepartnent of Education and espe-
cially the DiV.sion of Academic Services. This examination soon led to a

reorganization of the Division incorporating as one of its eletents the
Rhode _Island Teacher Center (RITC) .

Before t e reorganization, the Division of Academic Services was
responsible f r the administration of categorical funds, both Federal and
State. In ad tion, a staff of speci5lists (e.g.; mathematics consultants?
reading consul ants) provided services for local education agencies (LEAs).
These services consisted of independent activities with little or no coor-

' dination among.the consultants. The Division or 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 Giants and Regulations whose responsi-
bility was the a *nistration of Federal programs.and'grants, and regulatory

services, and 2) he Bureau of Technical Assistance (BTA) which was respon-

sible for providi total program development assistance to LEAs.

IntroducAon of the\ RITC

In June 1921, e U. S. Office of Eth&ation selected the State of
Rhode Island to devaop one of a number of pilot teacher-denter projects.
The Center started a a 5-year project and involved participation of insti-
tutions of higher ed cation and local educaUdn agencies. Those Center

° activities which prov successful were to be institutionalized within the
4 State educatidn syste

Purpose of'the Project

The Rhode _Island T aChen Center (RITC) is a collaborative 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
interrelatednebs of indi 'duals and the system within which they operate

have.limited payoffs gthe RITC is designed to improve both the syitem

and the personnel within it,

Major purposes of the project are:

78 ioo
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1. To develop a model for needs assessment and to
assist Iocalleducation agencies in assessment of
needs

2. To cqnduct statewide needs assessment in the area
of staff development

3. To link Rhode Island educators with national,
regional and loc61 sources-of educational research
and with new and validated approackes in educa-
tion

-.=

4. To'*aupport and-assist adoption /adaptation of vali-
dated educational programs which are consistent
with local and statewide needs through inservice
training in local education agencies.

5. To study and develop a pilot performance-based
teacher education and certification system.

Governance of the Center

1,15-member Board of Directors, operating on the principle of parity,
serves as the policy recommending body for the Center and is responsible
to the Commissioner of Education. This Board includes teachers, local edu-
cation agency administrators, higher education personnel,i community members
and State Education Agency staff. The director of the RITC 3:6 responsible
for management of the Center, coordination'of. all resourceshuman and tech-
nological, oPeratiOn: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 readily facilitates achievement of Teacher
Center objectives.

Coordination of Operations -7-

The RITC is housed in the State Education Agency (SEA), but the grant
is-to the University.

As part of the initial RITC proposal, it was determined that activities
which proved successful wouldbe institutionalized within the State educe-
ticaul system. A first step in tile institutionalization process was the
integration of RITC activities into the Bureau of Technical Assistance in
the Rhode Island Department of Education. Operating in coordinatibn 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 center.,procese as developed under
the pilot granbe applied to the staff development requirements required

79 1.01
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by their categorical legislation. The primary components of the Center- -
Needs Assessment, Alternate Learning Center, and Competency-Based Teacher
Education/Certification, along with the RITC Internal Evaluation Unit, are
described below:

Teacher Needs Assessmgnt.--The formation of the Teacher Needs Assess-
ment unit of TETTITC is to identify staff needs at both the State and local A.

levels.. :Specifically:, this component is responsible for condudting statewide,
needs assessment andassisting the local education agency to identify 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 provides for, identification of major areas of need
among teachers and administrators: One of the responsibilities.of the Needs
Assessment Coordinator is to encourage support by professional organizations
in the State for statewide needs assessment activities. Their support it
considered a prime factor in conducting effective needs assessment. The

assessment coordinator also administers statewide needs assessment activi-
ties, establishes a teacher needs and administrator needs data file, and
arranges for sharing of these data with others such as teachers, adminis-
trators, other RITE coordinators and State Edubation Agency staff, and
teacher/administrator educators. °

The needs assessment coordinator, in cooperation with the. Program Devel-
opment consultant, provides information to local educators on prerequisites
Tor assessment andthe needs assessment process as described in the Needs
Assessment Manual (a "how to" approach to needs assessment): In addrEErT,

. technical, assistance is given to LEAs by providing consultation on problems.

AlternsIg,Learting Center.--The Alternate Learning Center (ALC), the
inservice triaing component of the RITC, responds to the,needs of teachers
and administrators by providing on -site training. Its major objective is
the diffusion of validated educational training pPograms* and products in
Rhode Island schools. Validated programs derived from research and devgl-
opment labs are collected by the ALC coordinator and reviewed by the pro-
fgram selection committee;** final selection of programs is made by'BTA
staff. The focus is oh relevant and workable solutions applied on site to
school problems. Four major ALC functions which support hat objective are:
awareness, developmental assistance, inservice training and program instal-
lation assistance. .

The primary procedure for creating awareness of these programs-is the
Statewide Awareness_Conference.. At these conferences, validated educational

*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).

0 **The program selection committee represents teachers, administrators,
higher education personnel, SEA staff, and community members.
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pr9grams iddntified as consistent with local and Statewide needs are demori
strated. To date, six awareness conferences involving 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 respontible fog provii4ing this,informatiOn
to LIZs.

4 Developmental assistance is a function carried out by the Program
Devel meet Consultant following the Awareness Conference. It includes
assis ance to LEAs in exploring awareness programs for the purpose of
deep r exploration than is possible in a one-hour conference, and in pre-
pari ALC proposals for inservice training. Each Program bevelopment
Consultant serves as an'advocate of ALC proposals from the districts to
which he/she is assigned' as it goes through the program review,process. To
date, 210 of the 250 prOposais submitted for ALC inservice training have

funded.

-

'Imp_ tation of inservice training is armed by the ALC coordina-
tor. Prior stallation of training, Rhode Island educators are trained
aS trainers by pr t developers in the selected programs. Graduate credit,
9,erceived.by many educ rs in the State as an incentive, is also obtained
for participants in ALC f training. In addition" -the ALC coordinator
.arranges fOr scheduling of trai s, identification.of LEA-based training
sites, purchase and delivery of tra materials. -Wher er needed the
Program Development consultants assist w this function y providing link-
age between theALC coordinator and the LEAs. t this ti more than 7,000
of Rhode Islenoirs educators from 95 percent of t ocal education agencies
have participated in ALp school based inservice'train

40,

IP. , , ..

Competency -Based Teacher Education/Certification.--The mis n of the
Competency-Basda.Teacher Education/Certification (CBTE -CBC) Component is to
provide leadership and assistance as CBTE-CBC is developed in Rhode and.

'Its focud is on establishing agreement On a theoretical base and then
developing operational plans. A kpy element underlying the probesseS an
activities which support this function is involVement of representative'
educational groups throughout the State, including teachers, administrators,

4

higher education personnel, and -State Education Agency staff.

ioishree major processes are involved in the operation of this component:
'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. .

1.6' accomplished by the CBTE-CBC coordinator in conjunction with the Ednpa-
tion Infotmation Center. Competency-based teacher training aft certifna-
tign information, are collected, screened, classified and d'i'sseminated among
Rhode Island educators interested in CBTE-CBC.

.,

., . ,.

Support of CBTE programs at institutions of higherteducation is provided
through assistance to. Rhode IslandCollege and the,University of Rhode Island ,

in the development, field testing, and revision of competency-based educe-
tion alternatives. :Rhoda Island College has developed a number of .

. , . .
.

o _
\
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educational psychology 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 elemeritary and secondary teacher education. Expansion of these

activities at both institutions is in progress.

State lOvel planning and development of G$1TE-CBC occurs primarily
through the Associate Combissioner's Committee on CBTE-CBC, which includes
representatives 9f the major educational groups within the State. Tech-

nical assistance it 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 ITC 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 model.

To date, a flow chart has been prepared for each Teacher Center compon-
ent and for the supportive functions, i.e., Management, Program Development
Unit, and Internal Evaluation. In addition, the interrelationships among the
components and support units have been specified. Flexible communication
channel6 between the internal evaluator and component and tnit managers have
been valuable both in preparing and updating the program design.

The evaluation design, which stems from the program design, includes
identification of critical decision points and prepare-U.6n of a precise work
Rim 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, frequeficy and dates of administration, and data-

4

analysis.

The Program Development Unit and Management have been identified and
are being assessed accordingto the criteria specified in the evaluation
work plan. The internal evaluator assumes responLbility for implementation
of the work plan and feedback of data to component and unit coordinators .

and to the manageient staffs, These,data then serve as a basis for deci- °
sion making with regard to program operation, maintenance, modification

and change.

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 -

ght the -ether functions, clients and inOntives associated with each

wilt. In addition, a brief view of componept relationships with other SEA
units and with education agencies external to lire---SEA is presented.
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.Chart 1.--SUMMARY OF SELECTED KEY ELEMENTS

Agent Function(s) Clients Incentives Relationship,to SEA and
Other Education Agencies

Needs
Assessment

To identify staff
needs (statewide)

Teachers
Administrators
Boards of Edu-
cation

SEA (planning)

0

Obtaining information
on needs

Free Technical Assis-
tance

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

Input to ALC selection pro-
cess

Input to SEA master planning
process

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

Alternate
Learning
Center

010

.To provide.inservice
training in yell-
dated'prOgrams to
local education
agencies based upon
identified needs

Teachers
Administrators
Boards of EM

cation

Graduate Credit
'Flee training in

validated programs
Responsiveness to

local needs
Training conducted on-

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

ImplementationSupport
(fellow staff mem-
bers)

Service units'to LEA's through
Program Development consul -
tants.linkagesystem

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

Competency-
Based
Implementa-
tion/ 4
Research

To provide leadership IHE Person-
as CBTE/C is.devel- nel
oped in R.I.

Toassist -ME's in
. developing and imple-
menting preservice
competency based
teacher education s
programs in R. I.

Alternatives for teach-
ers and students:

.scheduling, format,
methods/procedures,
learner-rate adapta--
bility

Service unit to IHE's

105'



Materials'Produced by Teacher Center Project. 4

$.
4, ,

1. Guidelines and Proposal Manual.--Alternate Learning Center Compon-

ent of the Rhode Island.Teacher Center Project. This manual discusses the

four major functions of this component,,provides information for the pro-.

.
,posal.submission process, criteria, for funding, and the application forms

which are utilized, ° . , .

2. Abstracts of Inservice Training Programs.--Alternate Learning Cen-

ter Components of the Rhode Island Teacher Center Project. This publics-

ticn 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 Planner.--This

.mailuaI'deM4Fes a process bywiifelT local School districts are encouraged

to implemenii comprehensive needs assessment as a part of their planning'assessment

---
- efforts

. ,

;

4- Provus,Malcolm, and Others.--The Rhode Island Teacher Center.

The Annual Report, Yols. I, II, III, -IV, EvaluatiOn Research Center, Chat-

lottesville, Virginia.

Needs Assessment: Summary of Outcomes
'

The needs assessment componentg-of-the Bureau have been engaged in a

,variety of activities to support needs assessment in Rhode Island local edu-

cat1on agencies. Specific accomplishments of this unit are cited below:
e

/ Identificationand,sharing of relevant needs asses's-
,

ment.resources (experts, materials, resources) essen-

tial to the support,of needs assessment activities

in LEAs.

2. -Collection, review and analysis of approximately 25

needs assessment models and reports in preparation

for developmentof the Needs Assessment Manual.

3. Development of a "how to" Needs Assessment Manual

for 'use in LEAs.

4. Training 6f'Program Development consultants in use

2f the Needs Assessment Manual with LEAs.

5. Technical assistance to 5'11AB (Involving more than

150 administrators,teachers°, school committee and

community member) in Conducting needs assessment.

2 LEAs--affective student needs_ assessment

2 LEAs-cognitive and affective student
needs assessment .

1 LEA--special education needs assessment,

8410. ,
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6,', Needs assessment awareness activities in 6LEAs,
2 non-LEAs, and among school counselors across the
State.

. 'Alternate Learning Center: Sunni ary of Outcomes

Since NoveMber 1972, four cycles of ALC activities have been initiated.
The following,aata describe the:major outcomes resulting from:these cycles,- '

1.

Number of Awarenes
.Number Of particip

ences

,-Conferences . . . - . . . , 7
is in Awareness-Confer-

,

Number of LEAs Representedt Awareness
Confeeenceb '

NumVer_of,Programs Presented
Number of Proposals Submitted
Number of Proposals Funded
Number of LEA Teachers and Administrators

Receiving. Training : ...... . .

Number of LEAs Represented in Training . . .

2,100 .

38 (100%)
31

210..
200

7,000 (approximately)
29 (76%)

Evaluation-of the Awareness Conferences indicates that the conferences
were viewed quite positively by the participants. The participants_ felt that

I. The conference was relevant to their needs.

2. The conference time was well spent._
t

3. The presentationsvere clear and,intelligible:

4. They had `sufficient time to ask questions and seek
clarifications.

5. They did not have sufficient time to discuss each of
the products personally with the product presenters.

.

.This Conference was better than most others. they had
attended.

Analysis of data on ALC training feedback also indicates positive
. reaction to ALC sponsored inservice training.

1. In the'perspectilt of train ees sampled, the mean
response indicates that the:training had greater
value than other%training.a

-2. Respondents indicated'that the training wal'ngood."

3. In terms of being current and reflecting up-to-
date professional views, the training was rated
as gobd,

4,
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4. Respondents
appropriate

5. Respondents
very highly

considered the materiafto be very
to the training:
4

rated responsiveness of.instructors

6. Trainees felt that sufficient time was given to
training in order to achieve the dbjectives of

the training workshops.

7. Sixty-four percent of the respondents indicated
that no topics were omitted from the training ses-

sions.

8.. Seirenty percent of the respondents stated that
they would take the "workshop again.

9. The coursework of the training 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 piactice.

I

Competency-Based Teacher Education/Certifica-,
tion: ,Summary of Outdomes

The CBTE/CBC component-activities have been directed toward building

a Doundation for the development of performance-based teacher education and

certification in Rhode Island, Specific accomplishments of this unit

include:

1. Ongoing identification, collection;)and screening
and classification of CBTE/C materials and informa-

tion resources. Approximately 500 documents have

been identified.

2. Development and dissemination of information pro-
,

ducts:

Two New England Program in Teacher Education
(NEPTE) workingpapers--approximately.350 copies
each.

One EIC information package on CBTE/C--approxi-
,

matelir 300 copies.

Development of documeAS 'for development of CBTE/C
in Rhode%Island,(e.g., "Plan of Action of COmpetency-

Based Initial Elementary Teacher Certification,"
"Plan of Action of Development of CompetencY:=Based
Teacher Education in, Local Education, Agencies,"

3
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a

. and "Position Paper'and Recommendation's of the Rhode
IslandiCertification Advisory ommittoe.")

2
4. Organization of a State steering committee on CBTE/C

,(,Assoclate Cgmmissioner's Committee) And provision of
inservice training to that committee. Eight meetings
were held, one of which 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.

Assistance in developient and review of 24 compe-
- tency-based teacher, education modules developed. at

'RIC and.U4I. Thirty-one visits to RIC and' URI have
been made by the CBTE/C coordinator to provide this
assistance.

441100' 45)

Varioils aspects of the work of the CBTE/C component have been evaluated.
Summarized below are the'results of evaluation activities.

1. 'statewide CBTE/C Conference:

A. Participants thought that conference time was
4 used adequately.

B. Participants felt that most presentations were
.clear but the State pbsitionATas not clear.

C. Participants agreed that sufficient time was
allowed for asking questions in the small group
sessions.

D. Participants rated the confefence as better
thap most* conferences they had, attended.

2. 'Installation Costs of CBTE Modules:

'A wide~ variation in'time and host per module eXists.,

A. The number of hours spent to date by module
developers.rangee from 31o 66 hours; mean

s'umber of hours is 41.

B. The-cost-of materials necessary for develop-
ment of the modules ranges from $20 to $255;

I
mean cost*for materials is $129..

87
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Evaluation OfeBTE Modules:

Evaluation by'external evaluators of compeency-
based teacher education 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, t o t hifact that no general format.
norwas agreed upon n re 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, "considering
that CBTE module development 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 across 11 criteria

were tabulated:

A. Sixty-seven percent of the modules received
ratings of 3.0 or higher on Content (theory).

4

B. Seventy-one percent of the modules received-
ratings of 3.0 or higher on Content (clarity).

C. Eighty percent of the modules Teceived-rat-
ings of 3.0 or higher on Objectives.

D. Eighty-eight percent of the modules raceived
,ratings of 3.0 or higher on Learning Experi-

enc6s.

E. Twenty-nine percent of the modules recerted
ratings of 3.0 or higher on Learning Alterna-
tives.

F. Sixty-seven perceni210the ffiodules received-

ratings of 3.0 or illotp en-Pwg;Assessment.

G. Sixty -three percent of the modules received
ratings of 3.0 or higher on Post-Assessment.

* _

R. Forty-six percent of the modules received
ratifigsof 3.0 or higher on Self-Assessment.

Zero pekent of the modules received ratings
,of 3.0 or .Higher on Revisions Data..
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-J. Zero percent, of the modules received ratings

of 3.0,or higher on Test Plan.

IC:, Sixty-seven Percent of the m odples received
o ratings of 3:0 or higher on Rating of Listed
Alternativee,

L. Seventy-five ercent of the modules received,
ratings of 3. or higher'on Overall Module
Rating.

- 4. Attitudes toward CBTE:

An attitude survey, administered at URI tolas,

o

,

juniors preparing Ibeiteachers (67 percent
of the respondents) End to teachers.

On a 'scale from 1 to '5, 1 being the lowest rat-
ing and 5. being the highest rating, the follow-
ing 'results were obtained:

, 1

A. The mean for both Student and teacher ratings
was 3.5 or higher 1,75.th regard to understand-
ing of performancejpased teacher training.

1

B. The mean for both-student and teacher ratings
was 3.3 or higher with regard to the caality
of organization and',planuing of the CBTE pro-
gram with which they were associated.

C. The mean for both 4.dent and teacher ratings
0 ryas 4.6 or higher eth regard to the agree-

ment which someone ke oneself (the respondent)
, might be likely to a ree with the concept of

performance-based to her education,

- D. The mean for student atings was 4.5 and the
mean for teacher rati s was 3.6 with regard
to competency -'based t cher traininobeing
perceived as an advan' :ge to ,a potential
future employer.

E. ,The ,mean for both stlideiit and teacher ratings

.was '4.1 or higher with*gard to Competency-
based teacher training gplining acceptance
(versus just a "fad") .

F. Themean for bot h studentand teacher ratings
was 4.0or higher with regardto the overall
opinion of the CBTE prograk with which they
were associated.
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Internal Evaluation: Summary of Outcomes

. .

. The Internal Evaluation'Unit is respon'sible for implementation of the
Discrepancy Evaluation Model as a basis for planning and decision making
in the'Bureau of Technical Assistance. The following activities have taken
place as a part of the evaluation effort: -

1. Preparation and update of the Program Design as
needed. .

2. Preparation and update of the Evaluation,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 Geriter at the RITC.

4. Linkage provided between the RITC and the Evaluation
Research Center at the.University of Virginia.'

5. Evaluation of the following componentq:

Needs Assessment -
Educ;Ltion Information Center

L---,,Alternate LAarning Centei

Competehcy-Based Teacher EMcationi
Certification

Program.beveloppent Unit
Management

. , ,

.'
,$ ,,.

6: AdMihntltsion of 17:evaluation instruments to
approximately 2,700 Rhode Island eclucators:-

. Summary and analysis of evaluation instrument
administered'as a basis for component planning.

8. Assistance in the preparation of 4 internal
evaluation reports.

9. Coordination of the administration of the Terminal .

Objectives Survey wh±ch was given, by random sam-
pling, to more than 300 Rhode Island edueatorsdn
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
data are used to assess achievement of long-range
objectives.)
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VI. THE BAY AREA LEARNING CENTER: A STUDY

0 IN DISTRICT COOPERATION

John Favors
Oakland Unified School District

The Bay Area 'Laming Center is a three-district consortium designed
tb provide and coordinate staff inservice training opportunities. geared to
the improvement of instruction. The Center is committed to the full util-
ization of every 9hild'sAaried talents and capabilities. The major focus
of the Project is the cooperative involvement of the community, classroom
teachers, supportiye district staffs (administrators, auxiliary personnel,
skilled slpecialists, paraprofessionals, volunteers, etc.) in program devel-
opment to meet the needs of each district, school, and pupil.

History, Conditions, and Directions

The Teacher Center Movement has grown rapidly within the past few
years. 'Amy conditions have contributed to its emergence. Five major
factors have influenced the genesis of the Bay Area Learning Center:

1. Dwindling fiscal resources

2. Decentralization of the three participating school
districts (Berkeley, Oakland and San Francisco)

AW
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 procIss.in new ways

5, 'Willingness Of the three school districts to cooper-
ate with the U. S. Office of Education in piloting

- a new staff development approach.

The Bay Area Learning Center's (BALC) ultimate purpose is to improve.
the quality of learning experiences of all students in the Unified School
Districts of Berkeley, Oakland and San Francisco. Minority students and
all other students who experience learning difficulties within these dis-
tricts are the target fqp the efforts of BALC. To help eliminate these
learning difficulties is to increase the competencies of Oa facilitators
of learning in these three districts,

The Center is sensitive to the fact that desegregation is an evolving
reality in the districts. This, has dramatized the need for a new kind of

training for educational personnel. Those most involVed in the educational
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process--teachers, students, parents and administrators--have had very lit-
tle, if any, training in expediting learning in a multicultural varied
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 vocational 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 meaningful 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.

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, except
that which is granted to it by the three districtg, ,It does not have cli-
entele, except for those who volunteer io participate from each district.
It does not have facilities, only limited 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
tri-district consortium.

The Bay Area was selected by the U. S. Office of Education because of
the interest of three school districts--Berkeley, Oakland, and San Francisco--
it
in collaborating to discover better ways of providing.inseryice training to
their personnel. Each district has been engaged in developing decentralized,
autonomous, and accountable systems designed to givegreater freedom and
impetus to individual schools and teachers. They had encouraged them tQ
change their curriculum, structure, and teaching te6hniques to fit the" T

unique needs and interests of their students. ,In the midst of those Bevel=
opments it was recognized that teachers should be kept informed of the
latest curriculum development and new teachinp.teghniques, that they should
have more freedom for program development to 'meet student needs, that there
should be better communication for sharing *hat'has proven to be most.effec-
tive in increasing the qUality of student learning, and that Inservicke train-
ng programs shOuld be redesigned to better meet the needs of learning facili-

.

tors.

Out of these needs began, the movement to establish the Bay Area Learn-
ing Center. It developed in three phases,"culminating in a fully operational
program. Phase One was a planning phase which began in June 1971. A grant

was received by the Oakland Unified School District, which was to 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 planning
and future. development of the BALC. This as 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.

Planning operationS were to be designed that would necessitate the
- involvement of a broadly based Planning Advidory Committee and a Management.
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Support Group comprising a co rtium of management consulting firmS. The
initial fact finding, data cpfllecting, and proposal writing activities, how-
ever, were conducted by an interim Bay Area Teacher Center Management Com-
mittee coordinated by the Oakland Public Schools. The planning process cul-
minated in a response to a Request for Proposal, dated November 1971., which
provided/the base for this present project and the framework for further
planning by the Planning Advisory Committee and the Management Support .

Group:

BY June 1972, thePlanning Advisory Committee had identified teacher
training institutes in the area, assessed minority potential for involvement
in the project, developed demographic 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 structure, 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 reportIt 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
programs and their evanation 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 working as eqUal partners. The two firms sharing the project tasks
were subcontractors secured to assist the original firm. The Planning
Advisory Committee voted t.-; accept ,the draft in July, and the Superinten-

_ dents accepted the final draft in October.

The Planning Adirisory 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 this committee. This Committee operates, now, under the name of the
BALC Advisory Board.

Pha-se Th2e.e, the :perational aspect of the BALC, began in mid-April
1973, with the apDDintment 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 AdJisory Board, and_the Board of Directerg to engage the Cen-
ter in pr:gr,_:-.3 aimed at increasffig the compelencies of learning facilita-
tors. .

In each school district this priority Was carried out through existing
'

staff development facilities and programs. These programs have been inter-
dependent with BALC in their 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). Each Center has
a different approach to its staff development problems, and therefore each
Center had something unique to share with other District staffs.

1

The Director spent a significant portion of his time in consultation
withthe staff of,each of thee Centers and in developing with them the
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programs and activities;to be funded by BALC. "Through plannind tog4ther the

B4LC Director learned what programs were already operating, how they could
be developed to serve other districts, and what common needs could be met

$ through the initiation of new BALC programs.

Information was gathered, through consultations, to enable the Director
to allocate funds that were needed immediately for summer programs in each
of the three Centers. In addition, each school district prOvide4the BALC
with an assessment of, its staff development needs: These needs assessments
became the basis for planning how portions of the BALC budget/Would be
allocated in the regioll to assure staff growth and student learning._

Project Goals

The following Project goals have been established by teachers, adminis-
trators, the community' and students.,

1. To establish communication among the Board of Direc-
tors, Advisory Board, and Program Dfrectors and
Coordinators in order to develop collaborative
programs

2. To encourage interdistrii& participation, on a
. regular basis, by staff members (Berkeley, Oak-
land, and San Frhncisco) in as many BALC activi-
ties as desired at dither, or both, of the Staff
Development Centers (Teacher Learning Center in
San Frandisco and START Center in-Oakland)

3. To minimize the duplication of services in the
three districts

4. To foster the cooperative involvement of parents,
Classroom teachers, supportive. district staff
(administrators, auxiliary personnel, skilled
specialistsyiparaprofessionals, volunteers, etc.)
in program development to meet the needs of each
district, school, and pupil

,5. To maximize the mileage received from innovative
' resources and to conserve available fiscal
resources

6. To develop a'staff deplopment model that cante
replicated in other areas of the State and Nation.

r-'

Governance of the Center

J The Bay Area Learning Center is unique and different inits method of
gorrnaripe. The unique quality is found in the governance design that
alTo*s the consumer td participate in determining how the product will be
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produced. The BALC's governance procedures have been so organized as to
provide opportunities for the community, educational personnel, and stu-
dents to be involved in determining the nature of major staff development.
components within the tri-district complex.

Advisory Board.--The programmatic involvement of the consumer has its
genesITIFI7SeiCTI'vities of the Bay Area Learning Center's Advisory Board.
The Advisory Board consists of three 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 ethnic composition
of the Tri-DistrictoConsortium. In addition, the Board is balanced to
reflect community, student teacher, and administrative concerns.

Just as BALC serves as a coordinating umbrella for tri-distriCtstaft,
development activities, the advisory Board serves as a screening umbrella
for mix involvements. The Board is primarily responsible for:

1. Participating in quarterly meetings, and at ether
times as determined by the board

'2. Participating in,theleyeldpment of the overall
project design

'3. Assisting viih the preparation of the annual bud-
,

gat

4.. Monitorifig the progress of the program .

5. Monitoring the budget as it relates to program
development

. 'Formulating overall Ooject goals and objectives

7. Reflecting the concerns of the various segmentsof
the communities

8. Recommending changes to the,Board Of Directors.'

V

Prograns originate with the Advisory Board and'recommeMations 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 (4 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 district-initiated assessments ilange from
special projects, such as programs conducted under the provisions of ESEA
Title I and California's Senate Bill 90, to total district assessme.....,_
Second, BALC conducts an ongoing needs assessment as part of a regular
evaluation procedure submitted to participants.

Board of Directors.- -The Board of Directors consists of the Superin-
tendents of the three school districts and the Director of the Bay Area
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Learning Center. Originally this body Aas to meet togethev°-47times a year...
In the-past Z*ears, however, tlie'Superintendents have actually met on 4
diffeRpt oceTarons to consider.the recommendations made by the Advisory
Boarbrafia'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.

The success of the triLdiStrict collaboration rests heavily upon the
commitment of the top°echelon administrators. BALC has been fortunate
because this commitment has charaCterizedthe behavior of the superinten-
dents and their support staffs. Their support includes,' among other things,
accepting recommendations from the,Community Board to making available dis-
trict personnel and facilities to assure the successful-implementation of
various training phases. -L.

Oakland's Board of Educttion.--The Oakland Board of Education serves as
the Local Authority (LEA,) for the project. Oakland, therefore, is both
legally and programmatically responsible for the approval of recommenda.tions
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 Oaklaters.Board of Edu-'
cation are reviewed by the Superintendent's Cabinet. This in effect could
be misconstrued 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-
maticrsupport for the consortium. Nevertheless, the ultimate decisions
relative to the existence of the,Bay Area Learning Center are made by Oak-
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 initiated three types of involvements
with these districts as follows:

1: The Oakland Board of Education enters into con-
tracts for specified services within the colla-
borating school districts.

/ z
'.

2. The BAIL central administration provides instpac-
tional supplies and consultants directly out of
Oakland'Palic SchoOT accounts with the maximum.
amount allowab e for eacIlr4.category specified in
a bontractrent ed into between Oakland did the '
respective school district.

,./ .

-3. BALOtonductS-a number of;tri-diWiCt-operations
coordinated and supervised by the Project's cen-
tral staff. All non-Oakland employees, or com=.
munity people, are reimbursed for their services.
through the signing of individual agreements and

4 ' are paid from the accounts of the Oakland Unified
School District. This ,arrangement provides the
necessary freedom to the BALL -staff to use the

A
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services of tri-diatrict personnel in staff
development Vivities.

-

Project Director.--It was the original ,intent of the Planning Advisory
Committee 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 officewithin the frame-

work of the California State Education Code. Nevertheless, the Director

does communicate at this level as a member of the Board of Directors of the

Project. The ProjeCt Diretor's -salary was originally established at the
approximate level of the lowest paid superintendent of theconsortium; which
placed him on the fourth step of Oakland's Associate Superintendents' salary

schedule. The Project Director is responsible for the overall, supervision
of the total project, including office management, coordinating the Board

of Directors and Advisory Board meetings, preparing and superviiing the bud-
get, and supervising any other aspect of the program including needs assess-
ments and evaluations:

Assistant Project Director.--The Assistant, Project Director is primar-
ily responsible for program development and the supervision of evaluation.

BALC Staff and Meetings.--The central office of the project is located
in the administraion building of the Oakland Unified School District. The

main office staff consists of a Project Directorf and two secretaries. Re-

cently, Raymond College, of the University of the Pacific located in
Stockton, California, provided the-project withia full time student adminis-

trative assistant. The student assistant will remain with BALC for Otte

semester., 464

Their Centers and one subproject are partially, or fully, supported by

BALC. They are the Berkeley Unified School District's Staff Development
Center (SDC), jkri Francisco Unified School District's Teacher Learning

, Center (TLC), Oakland Unified School District-fb Student Teacher Access to

Resouyces andTraining Center (START Center). The subprojeot is the'Shelter

Institute located in San FranciscO, a private subcontractor. One or more

representatives from these Centers and the subproject participate in regu-

larly scheduled BALC staff meeting's. -
a

1 I

BALC funds the full salary for one coordinator of each of the three

Centers. In adeition, BALC funds the stafe,dpvelopment activities ,of

Shelter Institute with fluids secAred irom a private grant administered
A .

by the LEA. -
'Staff meetings are conducted by the Director, or the Assistant Direc-

tor, of theBALC Project. The staff meetings provide a major collaborative

opportunity-f

1. -Tri-District interaction
de,

.

2. The elimination of duplicate.trairiing activities
.
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among the'varlbus projects and other departments
within the tri-district consortium

3. -Updating of staff development activities in pro-
°. gress in the various districts

.

4. The BALC staff to provide technical assistance to
the Centers

5-e^The identifidation of outstanding educational lead-
ers among the consortium,, such as successful nass-
? room teachers,.adminietrators, higher education
specialists, and community representatives, capable
of sharing promising educational practices developed
within the local setting.

Programs

1L,

with

1/4

Dur44111 the -fiscal year 1974-75,.the Bay Area Learning Center assisted,
or conducted staff developmentacttvities in the following locations;

1. Berkeley Unified School,District's'Staff Develop-
ment Center

.
,

2. Oakland:Unified School District's Studegt Teacher
Aceess to Resources and Training Center

1. San Francisco' Unified School District's Teacher
Learning Center

4. Shelter Institute.

The Bay Area Learning Center also conducted or assisted'with the fol-
loving innovative firograms:

1. The community as an Educational-Resource;-Tii-.%
District .

,2. Early Childhood Education Inservice Project, Tri-
District: ' , 06

3: Specia Education Inservice Pro3e6t, Trig- District'

4,--A 4ministrators' Seminfir8, Tri-District'"

__.
- .

5. ?Multi- Culture]. Education rogram Development, Tri-
44

District
.;

i

Summer,Inservice Instit e 1974,-Tri=District
-

7. Summer Inservice ;nstitute, 1975, Tri -District

0'
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8. A Bachelor'of Arts Degree Program in conjunction
with California State University at Hayward,

.

9. A Master of Arts DegreeTrogram in conjunction 'P

with the Institute Tor 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 '4,

School District. It-is included in the District's Organizational-Chart'and

,,,, planed under the supervision of the Assistant Superintendent of Schools in

. . chargeof instruction. BALC's relationship with SDC is legally determined
by contractual arrangements entered into between the LEA and Berkeley.

The contractual arrangements are significant in that they prov ide g

legal basis for fiscal resources to be shared by the districts, gnd indi--

. nate a minimum level of commitment to BALC. However, the significance of

the acceptance of the BALC concept by the Berkeley administrative staff is

'tar greater than the acceptance of a basic contract, for the effectiveness
of a program is determined largely by the commitment of the implementers.

, The district identifies. its staff deve/opme t needs and rellaysthem to

the Staff Development Center. The Bay Area Lear ng Center is in a.pivotal-

position to call on the resources of the tri-district cpnsortium, and other

resources, to Povide technical assistance to the S C. Such resources are

available through_the,Counties' Office of Education, State Department of

Education, Ihstitutions of Higher Educcation, BALC subcontractors, andcther,

tri-district personnel or community consultants. This-kind op4ollaboration

occurs within. most of the BALC's programs.-

The Staff Development Center is hOused in theCentral Adminisiration

Building of the Beikeley Public Schools. The core staff of the center con-

sists of the Director,- a Staff Associate Trainer, and one full time secre-

-Ciry funded by $ALC. Each is a regular employee of-Mae. Berkeley Schools..

he Director oP apart -timeStaff Development Center is employed

of,the school district who, additiona'ly, serves as a lecturer for the Uni-

versity of California, Berkeley.

The Staff Associate Trainer is a full-time classified employee skilled

in staff to hniques. ,The,Staff Associate Trainers skills were

developed as a partic ant.of SDC training. The very nature of-the work

assignment requires xi-house"' development for this position.

SDC's progrl atic thrust has evolved as the result of a complicated

historical process. Since 1964, the Berkeley Unified.Schopl District hap

gone, through radical changes. From 1964-1968, it was in a formal process

of desegregation. Schools became racially and ethnically balanced, and

pressure was applied to racially and ethnically balance the staff and

I
.
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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 white-middle-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 desegregation, 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
administrators, parents and schools, students and teachers; and between
teachers, administrators, parents, and directors, on the one hand, and the
central administration on-the other. ,Confligts, long suppressed by separa-
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 avear's
attendance for all children, and, particularlY
minority children who were underachieving

2. The eradication of institutional racism.

In the spring of 1972, a new theme began to emerge. There was a need
for cooperation and support as a corollary of diversity. An emphais on
diversity had allowed relationships to become lonely and disconnected from
interdependency. Support for exchanging one's creative ideas was hard to

dome by, and this exclusiveness blunted the pursuit of one's own prOfes-
F-sional growth and development. The need for cooperation and support encom-

passed the district as an organization, as well as individual members of a
staff.

.
.

This problem was attacked 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 builcling'viable interde-
pd/Ident relationships. This shhring across lines of differences was neces-
sary if the district itself were to become a "learning system" for staff
development.

TherepresentatIv'es were eased into an accep ance of media, particularly
video taping, and its use in exploring one's behavior. The resppnse to this
method grew in momentum, 'stimulating initial steps to implement a cooperative
undertaking in staff training during the summer of 1972.

.
.

.
.

It Was clear to the Staff Development Center that the central adminis-
tration as well as site administrattrs and staff should be involved cone-

,
borativ'ely in planning for professionalilrylopment. 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 selft-analytic procedures

,provided a method for attacking specific staff development needs. This

method undergirded the theoretical position that cooperation and Mutual sup-

port was needed as an adjunct to diversity, if the latter were to be a.,

strength and not a threat to the larger organization.

Stated in the ethos of the present, it is important'to recognize that
too much ingroup spirit, consensus, and over-commitment to alternative
schools, or subsystem goals is destructive of the larger, district-wide

objectivss. There is need to be complex; to learn to protect and keepthe
positives of ethnicity, allegiances, and unique identities while at the

same time protecting and preserving the.cohesiveness and security toibe

gained from the larger orgahizational objectives. A staff development

program musts reconcile subsystems and system goals.

a Top management must model behavior. It is imperative 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 elationshipsare 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 objec-
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 administrators and their'stIffs need to learn-how to promote and

monitor 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-

-evaluation, and self-correctidn. A self-improvement program, using the
reflective methods of telf-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 individuals as their

own best consultants.

School people on site need to learn how to free each other to risk new
ideas and changes coming in from the rich, diversified environments from
BeiRbley's alterna6e schools and frog outside. They need to learn to sup-

port each other through mishaps in failure as well as success. 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 were

trained to teach media-self-analysis techniques. All Berkeley staff mem-

bers-associated with the uoject are totallymfunded by the district unless

otherwise indicated.
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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 highly centralised 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 beganby dividing the district into three regions,
headed by Regional Associate Superintendents.

This reorganization entailed a new emphasis on the responsibility of
"'site administrators for the physical, educational, and emotional environ-
ments of their schools. It becaine the responsibility of each-Siteadminis-
trator, in conjunction with the stiff and community, to define and allocate
resources to meet the needs of the school.

The transition was not easy. Although Oakland hadinot desegregated
its schools, desegregation Was occurring due to shifting housing patterns.
The increased multicultural diversity within the district forced teachers
to seek "other ways" of facilitating the*educative process. _Thus under
decentralization both adMinistfators and teachers were seeking assistance
through alternativedeaddrship approaches.

Improving indiVidual teacher and administrator skills designed to cope
with the conventional problems of the district was not sufficient. In addi-
tion, there wasa demand for new ways of supporting staff, for providing .

ways to develop skills required 14 changes and for encouraging the staff to
design and initiate their own growth. Thus when Laney College owned by the
Oakland Unified School_District'became available, a task force recommended.
it could best be used as a multiresource center for continuing development
lof teachers and administrators. Although its-use by the community and stu-
e,tit,s has been encouraged, it has been used primarily by teachers, instruc-

tional assistants, parents, and administrators. ,
tet

ThiS facility iS:now known as the START Center. It is managed by a
team of consultants who are full-time,employees of the district. The Bay
Area Leaning Center funds one full, time position in the START Center.
This position,is, filled by,a classified employee who works under the direct'
supervision,_ of the Co-Managers of START.

BALC is intricately interwoven into the staff development fiber of the
tri-district-tonsortium. It cannot and should not stand alone, nor do the
three major teacher=centers (SDC, START, and TLC) effectively function with-
out the suppqrt of the consortium.. BALC depends upon the fiscal support of
the districts to .proVide facilities, and the fiscal support Qf district
staff to assia-withrthe teacher centers,

Although START collaborates with By in the_development of its pro-.

grans, not all.of the programs are funde by BAIL. Some originate from._
within the.Oakland 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 .START Center is now_engaged,in the following program .-the Teacher
Shelter, an activity formerly located,in *San Francisco and identified as
the Teacher Active Learning Center; Guided Self-Analysis; Leadership Labs
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fpr Administrators, and'an ongoing Teacher Emphasis'Se4es. These programs

are partially or totally funded by, the Bay Area Learninf Center.

. e
Moreopr, the district's Media Center, a pre-schoo * program, a curricu-

lum display section, the Art MagneVfor kindergarten th ugh third grade,

and the Renaissance School for seventh through the tent 'grade are all

housed in the START Centel. The Co-Managers also assisewith a third

alternative school located at the Junior Center of Arts d Sciences known

as the Mosswooa School. This model provides a compl4M ucational program

for pupils in Grades 4 through 6.

Needs assessment is an ongoing process with the STARAlenter staff.
Each program is preceded by needs assessment questionnaire that are concise

and simple. They permit the participant to identify his needs, and_tpe

START Center staff provides training opportunities. When applicable the

needs assessments are made on a tri-district basis. Some activities are

open to tri-district personnel, and others are exclusively for the Oakland

district.
.

Teacher Learning Center--San Francisco Unified School DiStrict.--Change

has been occurring in the San Francisco Unified SchoZTDIRRCTain increas-
ing rate. It began dramatically in 1970 when the di begin to desegre-

gate 12of its elementary schools. Many of its teach' found themselves

unprepared to teach in multi-ethnic classrooms.

During this time the district entered a regionalization program aimed

at decentralizing the decision-making powers affd the responsibility for

facilitating student learning. Regionalization was partially implemented

to share decision making with the community. It was a response to claims

by the press and members of the community that the majority of students

were scoring below both grade levels 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.

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. were concerned that they 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.

The Center was_housedlin a three-room structure until September 1972.

At tills tiie'the Emergency School Assistance Program prdvided funds for tIle

.Center to-- relocate -in an industrial building providing more than 11,000

square feet of space. The wareliouse-looking space. was transformed by the

- stafrinto the. Teacher Learning Center. 'TeaChers internalized the basic

concept of the Center and shared ownership in the total process.

..,The Center Director, who was a former teacher, principal, and district

curriculum speCi:alist, and 5 additional certificated employees are funded
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by the San Francisco Unified School District. The Bay Area Learning Center,
funds oneTull-time coordinator of the three district programs. She is a
regular certificated employee of this district and is housed at the Center.

As with Berkeley's Staff Development Center, the Oakland Board of EdU-
cation has entered into contractual arrangements with the Teacher Learning
Center. The contractual arrangements specify minimum support and involvement
levels between BALC and the Teacher Learning Center. The real relationship
is 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.

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 Learning 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 activities of the Center. The difficulty in
meeting this demand' tems from the test that Were is usually a waiting list
of both district and tri-district personnel to be served. q

Shelter Institute--Explorations 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,
economic, and political urban jils. However, 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 on a one-to-
one basis with principals to solve or reduce critical problems, theistaff
employs a task oriented approach to extend and improve their skills in
each of four other areas: executive effectiveness, social and political
skills, information acquisition and utilization, and leadership.

During the'initial period, the core staff serves as training 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 grow of principals enabled school systems to develop ongoing manage-
ment training programs independent of external support. Participation in

this program has been confined thus far to secondary school administrators. .

BALC's Innovative Programs--Tri-District.--Although several programs
have been mentioned under the category of BALC innovative programs, tri-

distric this discussion will be 'limited to three of the programs, as

follows: nistrators' Seminars, Special Education InserVice Project,

and the Sumter Inservice Indtitute.

In the early fall an invitation was extended to top echelon 4ri- district

administrators to participate in a "think Tank" session with the BALC cen-

tral staff. The intent of the BALC staff Waito 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 appropriatepersonnel

within the districts 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 members.

Presently the Nadministrative seminars are being conducted within the.

consortium. Their agendas include such subjects as time management,

organizational strategies, value clarification, and political realities.

Usually the consultants 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 'eject. 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 Special Education Department of the San Francisco Unified

School District preceding the close of the previous school year.

The results of tie 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 Nihster Plan for Special

'Education. The committee'planned, for Dour 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 trainiNy

Immediately* following each training session, .the planning committee

reconvened to evaluate the session and to study the written recommendations

made by the partypants 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 selection was the

direct result Of the recommendations of the participants.
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The Special Education "Labs," 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 districts 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
A 0

Most staff /development programs are plagued with the problem of getting
potential participants involied in training procedures. BALC has found that
the most effective way of approaching thl,s problem is to involve partici-
pants'in planning. This generates a feeling of ownership of the program.
In addition, BALC provides opportunities for professional growth credits
within the respective school districts, and college or university credit
when appropriate. The majority of the trainers, for the project are local
people who are compensated at an appropriate level of funding. This method,
of compensation is also a type of incentive to those within the consortium.

Conclusions and Recommendations

The Bay AreeLearning Center isreaching its goals:

1. It has established,a collaborative process, and-
its feedback indicates that teachers feel their
students profit academically froT the training.

2. The three Centers have devised a way of individu-
alizing training procedures for teachers, para-
professionals, parents, and administrators based
on needs assessment.

The resources of the three urban school districts
hdve been effec'tively brought together to solve
their problems.

4. ,The organizational design of.the BALG Project has
pfovid0 collaborative procedure by which the
goals of each district can he met.

Bay Area Learning Center

This report was prepared from materials developed by various indi-
viduals Who have-contributed numerous writings relative to the project.

Dr. John Favors,. Director of the ilay Area Learning
Center. z,

GwendolynP: LeBow, Assistant Director of tlie,ay
Area Learning Center.
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Rogers Carrington, special writer for the Bay Area

Learning Center.

Di. Marie Fi lder, Director of the Staff Development
Center'bf th Berkeley Unified School District, a
subdivision of the Bay Area Learning Center.

. f

Mrs. Betty McNamara, Director of 'the Teacher Learn-
ing Center, San Francisco Unified Schodl. District,
a subdivision of the Bay Area Learning Center.

NY. Jerry Kindred, Dire ctor bf Sheltei. Institute,

an external subcontractor oft_the Bay Area Learning

Center.

Mr. Stanley Cohen and NY Kenneth Matheson, Co-
Managers of the START Ce ter.

Mrs. Jane Criner, Special Educational Services,

San Francisco 'Unified School District.
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VII: THE INFORMAL WORK PLACE: AN

. TO TEACHERS' CENTERS

KathleenTevaney
FarWest-Regional Laboratory for Educational

Research and Development

Since Sputnik and the ,supreme Court desegregation decision, most re-
forms in-public schociling 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-
'enee, lirIguistics=- -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 slcktly, and some more quickly;
but that each student brings a unique background, a blend of home prepaim-

'Ala and support, of idiosyncratic learning style, interests, talents, and
available knowledge. The teacher's responsibility then extend to attempt-
ing to use the student's background and interests, as well as his knowledge,
tab-motivate and facilitate his learning. Thus, alohg with integration.manl
dates, teachers now enccunter'Idemands for intellectualization of subject -

matter and for individualization of instruction. These three imperatives,
interlocking and implicit in most of the reforms of'the past20 years, are
now beginning to shape the curriculum for the college preparation of would-',
be teachers and the criteria for State certification of teachers. These new
cfemand0 on teachers underlie the organized teacher associations' demands for
mqEe professional pay and status for teachers,-while inability to meet these

ands constitute an underlying reason for citizen complaints against the .

. ,public schoOl.

Becadse declining numbers of students and jobs for teachers result in
a-diminished, frequently discouraged, and aging,teacher force; efforts t,,,o
bring.about'integratibn,,intellectualization, and individualization in the
public schools increasingly depend on refreshing the education of tenured
leachers through programs of inservice education or "staff development."

e development needed is not simply developMent of the person who's teach-
but growth and change in the job itself- -opening it TIT7rh a sense, ,to'

new instructional, content, strategies, and stances towards co-workers and --

kids,..7bere is an alternative to such refreshment and development of the
teacher and the teaching job: it is to tighten tip and to define the teach-,.
ing act more narrowly and technically as the "delivery" to the student 'of
°specifieditems of content for which the teacher is "accountable."

Teachers' centers flow froi'teachers', administrators', and college
professors' efforts to upgrade and refresh teac4itig performance1x,7.9pening'-
rather than tightening the'teacher's role. This approach to impro-Ving
teaching practice is not universally endorsed, and may not be appropriate
in all places and situations. But it seems essential for concerned parents

108

131



o

aid policy makers to understand that wherevei new social mandates are

placedon the public schools, and whenever the institutions of society

are in flux--witness television overtaking the influence of family and

church-zthe teacher's job' conditions, tasks, and relationships inevitably

change, and a new structure for.the job itself mist be anticipated and

facilitated-
.

Over the 'past 10 years a nationwide group of American educators has

dexeloped the idea of a small, informal, sometimes independent; sometimes

district- or university-sponsored work plaCe where elementary teachers

=come, on their own initiative, to work 6TITirriculum for their own cla

rooms. They work with the help of practical-minded professors or mas er

teachers and with each other, largely in the spirit. of colleagues ex hang-

ing rather thenexperts training.

About 100 entities across the country loosely fit this definitio

dub them "teachers' centers," emphasizing the Rdssessive in order to con-.

note largely-voluntary (though often on school district released time)

setfnprogramming 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 w o

rim ;them and 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

A derived from teachers' centers' experience that maybe instructive for per-

sons concerned with the design of program and policy, for new teacher centers

%,$) be funded by the Federal Government.

o

.

Wha&Goes On'in a.Teachers' Center'

But first, what dpes a teachpis' center look like?. What goes pn there?

-A typical teachers', center does not exist, becadse each center embodies

unique resources and'attempts to fulfil/ unique needs. Some centers serve

whole school districtq, a few serve several districts, others just one

school zdne'or one balding. Some denters charge fees or sell memberships,

some have Federal categorical funding, many are built at least partially

into school district budgets. Some centers are general in subjeCt matter

,focus, borne concentrate Oh a single subject such as math. 'Some.are characC

terized less by their place than by their staff--advisors or resource tetclh-

ers who work,in_a nonsupervisory style at a teacher's request to enrich

classroom curriculum or instructional repertoire. A composite center migg t

be sketched as foilowsi,,

Origin. -- Startedin 1970 in'a subdistrict of a big

city in its first year-Of desegregation to help teach-

prs in 10 elementary schoOls revise and invent cur-

riculum appropriate for minority group children.

Setting. - - Several classrooms of an old school closed

as a fire trap.
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Facilities. -- Workroom for teachers to copy indiyidual-
ized lesson'cards and learning games from displays of
curriculum ideas that have, orked forother teachdrs;
carpentry shop where teachers learn to make their own
math and science "concrete-manipulative" materials,

* a
d to construct wood or t3iwall cardboard bookshelves,
bbi workbenches for Andrei in informal class-

rooni plants and, small animals in habitats to take
into the classroom, darkroom for developing teachers'
,and children's'photographs; potter's wheel, clay, and
kiln; kitchen. and lounge, furnished withlhand-me7downs,
for teachers' informal talk, organiied discussions or
seminars, and counseling with staff; library of adults'
and children's bobks, 'curriculum materials; and store-
room o industrial scrounge materials, selected by an'
educe& for their potential educational uses.

Program.--Workshops presenting science, math, crafts,
cooking reading, social studies, art, music, drama
and other elementary curriculum in a.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 akuLMexican 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.

c

Staff.--Two full-time and three .part-time masIer
teachers. One full-time and one part-time ,eecretarye.

,

Occasional consultants (including teachers acting as
workshop instructors). Director is a former profes-
sor of early childhood education involved in "active-
'learning, discovery" curriculum development projects:
Besides teachinetorishoPs and providing informal
counseling in the center, staff members work Is-
"advisors" in classrooms of.participants who ask them
to assist.. They make lepeated visits over an extended
period and give critical]. but nbn'official evaluation of
the teacher's work in a troublesome subject area or ' ------

A

with particula*P children: Advisors "model" a differ-
ent way.to teach difficult kids; suggest more appro-
priatelor varied curriplummaterials; help rearrange
the classroom--all the while providing constructive
criticism about,a teacher's felt inadequacy, which -

the teacher can accept because. it coiesOrrom astrusted'
co-worker, not an .evaluative 'sxiberviSor.

. ;
), 6

*.
Decision Making.-=Advis boftrd of teachers, one from
each building elps voice teachers' needs to
the center's staff. e board suggests programs and

7



recruits teachers to the center-. &member pi' the

advisory board wrote Apr first impression: "My God!

Teachers actually in Charge:" 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. . . .4
A

,Participation.--Free and voluntary: Teachers come

after choor and on Saturdays on th ir°own time, as

well as during minimum days. Co es for credit--

such as a semester seminar on P et psychology- -

carry a fee. About half the elementary teachers'in
the school zone use the center several times a year

and rally tofsupport befoie the board of education

every year at budget time.. Mork in the center is

accepted forsalfty advancement credit. The staff
energetitally promotes use of the center by principals
with whole faculties, curriculum task forces, Title

program staff trainers.

Finance.--Established-with foundatipn funds which have

now expired, the center is "institutionalizeW° 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.

How a Teachers' Center is Different
From fgiFE and Extension

No single description will fit even two centers, but all centers share

elements in_cotmon, And all differ from conventional school district or uni-

versity inservice and from familiar notione_of curriculum resource/media

centers. In the words of several directors of teachers'-centers:

V

.
We-provide continuity of space and time, and a staff

available to a teacher to work on an i dualized

problem, either in the teacher's school n a separ-

ate place. t

Theigrad courses at the university are geared, to .

advancing the teacher out of the Classroombecoming

a reading specialist OF-Rlearning disabilitids".spe-

cialist, or some port of administrator. Teachers'

centersslare dedicated to helping teachers stay in
the classroom and-experience their work as imooiTant,

stimulating, less fragmented, ani less isolated.

Instead of emphasizing specialties and-Aeparateness

we try to'nurture a whole approach toward teaching

and help teachers collaborate with each other.



Iva
'We to design's. 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-

' ,out such concentration inservice is trivial: a few
days d'year; tipg0o brighten your classroom; fifty
tricky treats to-Make on Halloweenfor'all ethnic
groups. It is unfortunate that in this4..country the
problems in children's learning are ipt valued as
matters for sustained adult effort, lebt are defined
as matters requiring a quick delivery of "skills."
A professional has Ito be able to identify with a
serious, sustained endeavor. A teachers' center
defines the study of Children's learning as a seri-
ous, professional endeavor.

'Teachers' centers come into exidtence tOadyocate and provide for profess
'signal growth based on the personality, of the teacher and the reality of

',, the classroom. Their programs are modeit, pragmatic, sometimes makeshift,
but nonetheless serious.

What Teachers Need,

4k'eachers,who talk about theme value of a 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,joba)r
they demand concreteness and connection. And teachers in teach ',Centere ,

aspire to a self-aware, self-correcting, self-reflective kind of t ching:
they need time for thought.

44*

'Warmth.--

There is a feeling of warmth here, a.feeling of com-
° panionship, of play. What teachers' centers have
going forthem is that there's nojailure really.
its 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
feelings lies ip the structure of the job itself. The American teacher's
roleits fashioned during the past hundred years to fit amwork place in
which students in one class stood at reasonably equal levels, -of aChievemen
and had mastered one consistent style of learning, so that the teaclier 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 American sodal,institutions,home, church, mass media, business'

,h4Ve drastically changed society's demands upoh the schools and thus hav
radically changed many public schools-as work places. The teacher role

0
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which most-laymen are familiar with from their Oviihr schooling is functional

now only in those. classes which are able to preserve or return to "homogen-

eous grouping."- In thoge schools where such instruction is not possible,
teachers may feel unsupported.,and ill-equipped to do the job society ex-

pects. Daily stress may make them inept, defensive, drained. In such con-

ditions,.teachers' centers'set their first priority .as reducing-failure and
infusing-psychic and intellectual energy. . h

It's a place you home to bounce ideas off people whuare
here.'-They're doing theasame thing with you. You came

kind of taking but all of a suddepY15U are giving. That

has got to be one of'the most important things-going as
far as teachers are concerned.

O

o

Concreteness and Connection.--In their ongoing emphasis on "concrete"
curriculum materials, teachers.' centers hark,back to the voices 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-
levels4 could be used with_heterogeneous as well as homogeneous groups

of students. Many teachers' centers are-led by first- or second-generation
leaders of. those curriculum projects. °These people still concentrate ion

. inventing or adapting curriculum materials with teachera,and helping

- teachersmake use of the potent learning experiences in nature, homes, agGr''

communities. ''.In_the teachers' centers' perspective, the curriculum develop-

ment task is never-ending andsmust be teacher-involving, especially where

there are schools operating under social mandates for desegregation, "main-
streaming" mentally retarded into regular classroomlk, or with forms of mixed-

abirity'groupdng. Such mandates create a multiplicity of learning back-
.

grounds and styles am-Ong students, which in turn demand-that a teacher con-
,

tinually collect; adapt, or concoct new curriculum materials to fit particu-

lar chkldren'and -to help children undirstand and Value each other. Curricu-

'
lum,development,for such classnams must 0:5 hand in hand with inservice,

and neither can properly be conceived only in terms of rejuvenative shots

from experts.
o

It .would silly to maintain that all teachers are,eager, self -

renewing Students of their profession-and,practiced inventors or custom -

made curriculum. But thevast lot of teachers want to dó their job better,

anethey understand that a successful lesson is not simply an el(Pert'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 is not visionary to expect ordinary teachers to woi4t

.
hard and voluntarily, provided they can get help in revamping their own

' r4.

Tithe and Thought.--Teachers need supportive; constructively critical

help TE7ThiportEtrideas to their own cl assrooms. This almost always

involves some,adgitatiOn-or even substantial reinvention of the curriculum

Materials. "Innove!tion" aid, "individualization" take time,to rethink the

stsidentsl.needs, the subject- matter content, and the teacher's Capability.'
. : .

. _

.

.
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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 den respect, and the ability to use one
Zethoge people not in s one-shot workshop but over
time, in as much depth as I am ready for. It takes
more thantwo days or a weekend or a month to put
together curriculum. You have to use resources, re-
fleot,uponwhat happens then with kids, and go back
and revamp what you're doing.

.1

Teachers'- centers - -or any staff development--must
.eventusily.take 'teachers to &state df development
where they see the teaching act itself as a source
of .knowledge. After a teacher has done these 472
activities,..how does she abstract the key to them so
she can create or adapt her own activities? If she
doebn't get a theorIT she has to have 472 new act'ivi-

'ties. If you're going to be a teaching professional;
-you have to'learn to extend, modify, ieconstruct, and
create your-own activities.

.10

o

Ingredients of Successful Innovations. -- Teachers' centers' experience
over "the past 5 tO-/-years has been ,so varied that it cannot be said to

,..constitute azfnll-fledged model for a new fOrm of inservice. Not all cen-.
tens have been able tq step beyond the stage'of offeringlwarrilth and concrete-,
ness. In no case has funding been sufficient or Sustained enough to mount a
thoroughgoing evaluation of the effects on teachers of a program combining
warmth, concretenO's, 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
about effects on teachers; but rather where they are coming frap--the oppo-
site direction from conventional inservice, which teachers deride even under
its new moniker of "staff development."

"Staff aevelopment!"- Thatrs a dirty word. If it
weren't mandated we wouldn't do it, and when they
pull the, funding it's gonna -go'.

Ak

Why does it so oftell:happen that fflwhen,they pull the fundineithe
imported innovation disappears? Because teachers can't learn or don't
care? The. Raiid:bdiporation say no. Looking at the difference between
Federal change agent projects'that have. disappeared and those that have
lasted, Rand investigators found common ingredients of Successful projects
that seem very close to the ingredients of teachers' centers. The success-
.ful change projects incorporated a stance of support for, teachers that
lowered. their defensiveness against change. The successful projects empha=
sized local invention rather than implementation of I'validated products" or
"plahned inteinAtions." From "day one," thede projects were planned with
teachers as collaborators rather than targets. Highly committed, energetic,
local, leaders were involved rather4han outside experts. The successful
innovations were not simple, but complex and demanding and possessed Intel-
lectual- philosophical coherence.'

4
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The one ingredient of the successful change agent projects which Rand
stipulates but which many teachers' centers do not yet exemplify is "critical'
mass"--asufficient body of participants to make an impact on a school dis- ,

rict and gain momentum. Gaining participants sufficrent to constitute

critical mass is a basic goal_for most experienced teachers' centers noir
even though it 1_6 ext'emely difficult to serve greater numbers when budget
tuts have depleted center staffs. Th(i# they look with hope to the new

Federal teacher center legislation., ',` .

Qpportunity in the Teacher Center Law

If the legIslation'is an opportunity for teachers' centers,-ii is,pre-
requisitely a challengOo them to collaborate with local school adminis-
tratig4s_

The major issue is: "how can the teacher-involving,
teacher-supporting, teacher- stretching centers relate
46 .the local education agendy and.yet keep their'
fhtegrity? A teachers' center'staff that's outside

. the distriet:can build up a high.trustlevel with
teachers; but that staff's influence withih the sys-
tem is crux of how well, most teachers cab perform

backin the classroom. The:teachers' center has to
be more than a place to come and get turned on by
innovative materials: It must have some mechanisms

4 for reaching the structure andglie policies of the
school, system

Collaboration With the school `district means devising decision-making
structures which are mutual but which preseryl the program's independence
and thus the credibility,of the teachers' center staff:with rank-and-file

teachers. Joint policy making and the search forstrOnger,incentives for
teachers to participate will entail initiating or strengtheninOelation-
ships with principals and other supervisory and planning staff in the dis-
trict, and encouraging them to use the, center As a resource for district-.
sponsorea. 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 inadequacy and to experiment without fear of being eval-

uated. . 4

Greater than the opportunity the law offers to a relatively small:num-
ber of experienCed teachers' centers who represpnt an'alternative to_tonven-
ticIpal inservice is tip challenge the law.prebents to inseryice educatOrs4
inschool distridfs -and colleges-oT education and.to teacher associations
determined to diiveft their members' inservice. Can they, as the law seems

to allow and intend, rethink conventional lnservice formats, Program sub-

stance., needs assessment, incentives to teachers, and ddministration'of,
zprogram?

:

. _
. A. 0,

. s
..

,.

Teacher-Dominated Boards. - -The law's provision for teachers to-be in.

. the hiQTR.by on a center s supervisory board appears to constitute.a

115 1
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requirement*that the teacher,center shouldhe independent Troni,-the line
organization of the school district. However, something more is needed than
,a majority of properly representative and properly_ designated teachers acting
independently. They Must act wisely. What is learned in a teachers' 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, irigen--
uity, perseverance; their teaching successes to build on and share; their
willingness to risk learning something ne and tip pinpoint areas for indi-
vidual improvement.. Teachers who evidence, previous investmentof this kind
in their own professional growth or local curriculum development are needed
on the supervisory bbard, as well as in the group that initiates the funding
proposal and plans the center program. Only that depth of experiende can
both generate an innovative program and verify its relevance to co-workelo.
And putting the teachers in charge of the center program will not greatly
help if all the other curriculum and instruction,asPects of the school sys7
tem remain outside the e4terts influence.

Incentives. -- Guaranteeing the new program's appeal is another policy
matter. The clear intent of the law is to spur greatly increased numbers
of teachers to renew their education. Yet this must be done without coercing'
and thus squelching the self-motivated. Teachers' center experience attests
that teachers will volunteersfor.ew study and extra work if they are con-
vinced that these will improve their ability to reach their own students with
a solid lessoh, and ifthey'feel that they are not working alOhe. Teachers'
intrinsic aspirations for collegiality and-professionalism are hidden
resources that can 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.

r

Several incentives to.such teachers need to materialize during the pro-
cess of applying for and setting up a new teacher center: tle central ad-
tinistrationts clear message of priority for a new kind of inserv/ce,
teachers' obviolls participation in program design; supervisory evaluators'
deliberate separation from the learning process in the center.

AnOther elementary step to increase teachers' partiCipation in a center
without mandating it is td grant .salary increihent credits for center based.
workshop series, supervised independent study in the center, participation
in curriculum task forces, etc. Some States and'school districtsare exam-
ining their present sched4es for granting salary increments (and some have
changeecredential renewal requirement's) so as to reward only those courses .

and activities directly related to current or anticipated job responsibili-
-ties involving students, and to reward longevity only if.it's accompanied
by proof of continuing professional study. '

0

The incentive that most obseryers belieye is stronger-than salary
advancement credit -- especially in districts where many 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
job, can take "place at a time of day when teachers are not,e;hausted from,
teaChing, and can provide a morale-lifting 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 educational goals demanding fresh thinking and new rules making, it
may be propitious to structure the newFederal teacher center 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 implicit 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
need to learn in order to proVide -what kids need to).earn? By and large,
teachers' centers people believe it is simple to discover teachers' needs --
but it takes time and close acquaintance. Most teachers know where they
are inadequate 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, iii
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 gaherated
just as well by pripcipals, gesource teachers and consultants, teacher advis-
ory groups, and by center staff's sensitivity to,4their participants and to
which programs, succeed and which flop. The essence of the teachers' cen.7ir

tee's alternative style and setting for teachers' learning 1.6 in convincing
the learner of his potential and responsibility for growth. Thus center

leaders,keep eyes open for what teachers can do, and how that can be built'
upon to strengthen. points of inadequacy:

The crucial element is not a diagnOsis of deficiencies, for'we have
been identifying those for years and producing barrels of curriculum reme-
dies which have not "taken." What is crucial in teachers' learning is con-_
viction of capacity, possibility: .

The key to opening people to change is attitude, not
information and skills. I_can distill into ten pages
what I think a 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. AtiltUtes are the crucial foundation that
makes it possible to assimilate new skills._ This is
a Piagetian process, gradually developing. And the
worst thing.that can happen in this process is for**
teachers to be. put in the position of defending what
they are dOing against your new ideas. They must
have' time to come around to a new view.

Scale and Pace : Teachersr-centers began slowly and_on a small scale
to experiment with as new mode for teachers' learning. *But they had more
than a new styleLalsO a new strategy. They foCused on the "reachables"--
teachers who felt a sense of potential and who reached for_change--and
used their first successes to energize slower-to-kindle colleagues. If the

first generation of teachers' center leaderecould 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.

14u
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You can't legislate it, you can't force it, you have
to work toward it. I'm more inclined to the snowball
than the avalanche.

Nov-Bureauc ratic Specifications and Objectives

"snowball strategy" implies non-bureaucratic specifications for the
organization of a teachers' center.

, 1. Flexible and fast. in response to teachers' daily
requests,, the center must be non-hierarchical in
staff organization. The leader hip, which designs
the program must be in day-to-EY communication°
witir,individual rank-and-file teachers. Staff ,

must be advisors, scouts for talent among teach-
ers, brokers, and improviser's as well as instruc-
tors. A staff working so improvisationally
should be in close communication with'each'other.
Thus a small group--six to eight workshop instruc-'
tors,rand advisors at maximum--may be more than a
fiscal virtue;'it may be a programmatila 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
constituency.

2. Defining its program offerings in terms of what
,partiApants 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 rel eased time; theirvoluAteered-
advice and examples to fellow teachers as well as
payment when they teach workshops.

3. Since the school district,controls so many of the
forces determining whether the teacher E,!..n apply

what's learned in the center, teachers'ought to
be, able to make common cause in a center with
principals, curriculum supepvisoi.s,.evaluators,
parents.' Therefore, eligibility for using the
center should be broadly defined, and once there,
participants' status should be equal.

4. the center's purpose is to stimulate and sup-
port professiodal growth that'stems from objec-
tive and earnest reflection about self-improve-

---iment, it has to set an example of thoughtful, V
careful growth. It can't spring full-fledged
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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 classroot performance over time, not simply'
counting contact hours nor attempting to connect
students' achievement test scores with teachers'
participation inthecenter.

a

Itf a new inservice program were to apply the teachersi.center strategy,
organization, and pedagogical style with some critical but not overwhelming

. mass of teachers, it could reasonably expect to make good do at least two

of the following objectives:

1. Energize teachers to invest themselves in new
ideas and effort in return for receiving non-
judgmental, practical-but thought-provoking.
help, including colleagues' encouragement and
exchanges.

.2, Gain 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, Au-
dent-appealing learning episodes to formal,concepts
and skills, so that students' experience of the
wider community and natural environment gs part
of schoolwork are at a thinking level deeper than

show-and-tell.

3. Refresh and sustain teachers with 'ilew and con-
structive "staff developer," called an advisor,
a master 'teacher whom the tdapher,invites into
the classroom, not_to,supervise or evaluate or
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.

4, Transcend role boundaries's() that principals and
supervisors and parents plan for instructional
improvement along with teachers in 'nonjudgmental

collaborative environment. )

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 financial blessings of the Federal.teacher center law.

The notion of teachers' centers has caught on in the United States as

a reeponse to widespread perceptions that Vie conventional inservice or

.college extension course cannot cope withthe 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 ggoup of
teachers' centers have forged a national informal communications network
through'which they exchange ideas, experience, curriculum, advice, and staff
talents. The Teachers' Centers Exchange at the Far West Laboratory is sup-
ported by the National ,Intitute 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 researchon the
operation of an informal, mutual-sharing network based on common premises
and purposes, as a means' of disseminating new practices in education. Since
October 1975 the Teachers' Centers Exchange staff has experienced 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 existing centers; and administers a progr'am of mini' -

,awards making possible mutual assistance among centers' personnel, and
technical assistance to new centers by experienced teachers' center practi-
tioners. 4

The Office of Education prograM,for teacher centers will have profound
influen e on further development of the concept of teachers'-centers which
has bee elucidated. Organizations funded by: the Office of Education will

, not nac ssarily subscribe to carry out-the activities which have character-
ized th s group of teachers' centers--activities of opening upj concretely
suppor ing, experimenting with, and professionalizing the teacher's role--
(A.'".these centers' beliefs that the spring of learning flows from within the
learner and that the artftl, intelligent teacher will shape the subject mat-
ter to go with that flow. Pressures to change those activities and beliefs
iA order tq Meet Federal,dxpectations may be strong. Nevertheless, it is
urgent to recall in the planning for the new program that nearly 25 years
of Federal support for local schools has.been dedicated to fostering inte-
gratibn5 enhancing intellectual quality, and valuing personal individuality.
No program which aims to guarantee these qualities for school children can
get off the mark without providing them also for the children's teachers. .

NOTE

1. Paul Berman and Milbrey Wallin McLaughlin, Federal Programs Supporting
Educational Change, Vol. IV: The Findings EPeT/Tew, R-1589/4-HEW,
April 1975, Rand Corporation, Santa Monica, California.
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VIII. okqE TEACHER CENTER EXPERIENCE AROUND TIC 'WORLD

Mary F. "Crum

National' Council for the Social Studies

and
Joel L. Burdin

American Association for Colleges of Teacher Education-

..

The teacher center, one of the most popular concepts in education
since the 1960's, has been catching on in nations around theworld.
Several countries, in addition to the United States, are developing
countryrwide 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 greategt number in North America,
Europe, and Australia. The Concept has become so important that one
country hai even gone on record as being opposed to teacher centers.
These rapidly growing programs offer considerable potential for interna-
tional, sharing and improving 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, Scientific and Cultural
Organization are 'beginning to develop plans for increased articulation and
sharingsof 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 yziallis, there have been dozens of studies of centers in the United
Kingdom, States, and Japan, but little detailed documentation
exists for programs in other countries.

This_short piece is in no why intended to present even a basi in-

ternational summary of teacher center growth. .It is intended onl to in-
troduce American educators to some of what is happening in othsk ations
and to provide some additional perspective 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 publications, 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

*Co-sponsored by the University of Chicago, Ford Foundation, d the .

Organization for Economic & Cultural Development, in Chicag8', Illinois,
'June 19-21, 1977. 'A report of the Conference will be published by the
Ford Foundation.

.
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alloted space with foOtnotes
able for study.in the U.S. 0
Library.

Even skeptics will be
or nation, the most numer
teacher centers is the to
country to country regar
example, have,traditiona
attendance by administra
parents, administrators,
priorities, community me
frequen&y. In addition
for administrators and
large numbers. Centers
their main clients, but
Germany, where a high e
findings, programs al
personnel. Italy's ce

All of the listed publications are avail-
ice of 'Education's Teacher Center Resource_

leased to know that.no matter the continent
s participant and tiw of instructor in
cher. But, there are some differences from
ng "whoelse".is involved. British clients, for
ly been teachers with a few centers encouraging
ors. As a result of a'growing debate amonc
and teachers regarding curriculum content and
ers are appearing at centers with increasing

to teachers, Japanese centers offer many programs
rincipals; highet education personnel attend in
in Australia and New Zealand have teachers as
actively seek community participation. In West
hasiss given to relating training-to research

st always include a mix 'of school and university
ters primarily.serve school personnel, but some

parents enroll in courses on school-family relations.

With the exception of the. centers in Japan,cwhioh have beerAullt to
suit the exclusive purposed of centering, teaclier centers throughout
much of the world are generally located in aband'oned buildings,, unused

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; anciroom to explore and ex-
periment with some possible ways to improve instruction.

The Japanese centers are among the
urban lands5ape. They usually include
visual units,'libraries, staff offices

'uns and museums.

'British center developers, in sharp contrast, have traditiona'ly

f Ott

most'prominent'buildings on the
laboratories, classrooms, audio-

, and in several cases, planetari-
. ,

_placed little emphasis on facilities and usually house,thir operationA.n
aged, vintage buildings. Several of the Nation.'s more than 600 centers,
however, appriech the elaborateness of the Japanese completes, and there,
are several regional facilities that providedervices for a dozeT1,pr sq
smaller centers.

One of the few descriptions that can be found for Italian centers
Mirrored the typical U.S. continuing education., building. In addition to
classrooms, they_inclUde overnight accommodatiohs, restaurants, bars, and
other kinds of special facilities.

-t-

Australi a , s original National government. grants to centers required
the purchase of a permanent building for programs. Acquiredproperties
run the full gaMut of the now world-famous "normal" teacher enter
facilities -range - -abject hovels to."at least it's ours." In rural
AUttralia, mobile units take the "center" into the bush country.

122
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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 Fexist in the range and emphasis of in-
structional programs, in most countries teacher centers were originally
started to'support major curricular dissemination or reform. In Ingland
the early stimulus for center development was sparked by the need to in-
troduce the Nuffield projects in math and science into the schools.
Japanese centers were launched because of an internal national interest
in raising the quglity of science education. In the mid-sixties, they
were expanded to include 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-
making but also serving as dissemination outlets for innovative and .

validated products.

As part of a national effort to decentralize the control'of school
,curriciala, Australian centers encourage community participation and give
high priority to needs identified at the school level. The Federal
administration 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 onthe
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.

e-.

Moving from th earlier curriculum advocacy thrust, many of England's
inner city cente , spend a great deal of time working with new teachers
who feel they are,not adequately prepared to face the urban classroom.

Sierra Leone's centers, reflecting an instructional approach that is
common throughout much of Africa, emphasize training in the use of
visual aids. They share the cost and use of media resources with schools
located in their'serVicearea.

4

Committed to Meeting the needs o f individual teachers, Canadian cen-
ters are very diverse inrtheir programming, including 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 designed to help participants

Ato keep abreast of new curriculum developments.

Governing boards in Italy have called for a sound center program of
research-, academic courses, and self-training. In recent years there
has been an attempt to move from the lecture method fo the "lecture-
discUssion-criticism4experiment approach."

'Ast
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All centers with teacher centers have a small number of special-

focus progj which concentrate on one subject or educational approach; .

'e.g., 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 develop the proper blend of theory
and classroom experience. BUt most give highest priority to finding the
mix that best satisfies teachers. Thert is also.the equally difficult
pioblem 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 important to point out that of all the charactetistics of
teacher centers, it appears, from a relatively superficial analysis of
the literature, that the greatest differences between centers from country
to country grow out of variation in curriculum philosophy and implementation.

Incentives for Participation

Japan seems to be well advanced in providing government financed,
full -time experiences, in teacher centers. Sabbaticals for center partici-
pation are amenable to many teachers each yeai. Involvement in center
. activities is voluntary in most countries covered in this survey. .

Japanese teachers are generally "required" to participate. A variety of
svbtle pressures may exist in other countries. In many, extensive center
experience adds to a teacher's prestige.

In New Zealand, teachers are freed up for participation during regular
school hours through the use of "relievers" who take over classes.
Sqpe credit courses are also,linked to released time.

.

In the U.K., as in most of the rest of the world, teachers,generally4
.-

Have Ito attend teacher center activities "after hours" in the evening or .

on weekends. Centers there include more social incentiveg than most and
encourage informal discussion over an appropriate beverage.

Worldwide, teacher center participation is limited by factors which
should sound familiar to U.Initeducators: ilack ofinterest, da3,1y job ,
demands, shortage of suppott kot substitutes, doubt about program
relevance, inadequate budgets, and the often too distant location of the
"nearest center."

'Staffing

Japanese centers are staffed by 40
administrators, researchers', technici
of staff permits teachers to pursue "bo
tives" while at the centers. Resources
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are marshalled to help teachers
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t6 find answers to particular instructional problems. 'British center
staffs, averaging three to five 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
teaching posts. Increasingly, teachers revolve in and out of centers in
oider to maintain a necessary classroom perspective. Although a partner-
ship06f responsibile agencies and groups is promoted, British centers are
essentially controlled andstaffed by teachers.

Australian program instructors are "teachers, principals, technical
experts, and paraprofessionals." Many members of the community serve
part-time. *me.

Worldwide, teacher center faculty usually include teachers, admini-
strators, supervisors, and college professors. The basic difference
from traditional inservice programs is that all groups generally relate
o. center participant colleagues, and work together to find solutions
o instructional problems that are identified by the participants.

inancin of Teacher Centers

Japanese funding is substantial and provided by all levels of gOvern-
Ment. Some money comes,froirt private foundations. Australia is not far
behind as support is given through both FedeFal and State grants: the
former even includes capital costs. West Germany's experimental centers
are supported by the national governtent. British funding Comes from the
rFedeZal government, the local agency, and the School's Council. In most
other countries, primary support comes from the national government.

Evaluation

This section does not have.to be long. Centersworldwide are most
often evaluated on the basi of teacher,acceptance. Although theie is
high enthusiasm for thecondept in all countries with centers, there is
yet little "hard" evidence to show that teacher centers improve teaching._

Comprehensive study and documentation are essential to create a
firmer support base for teacher enters, indeed for all of educational:
personnel development.

Conclusion and Recommendations
.

Even this brief examination of'the literatUre shows that teacher
centers across the world have a great deal in common. Their primary pur -
pope, basic goals, curricaUms, successes andpxoblems 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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to nation. _And because the teacher center movement in most/countries is
as new as it is inoethe United ,States, centers are going thribugh the same

kinds of growing pains and are working theiti'way.through many of the same
questions,:, What should centers do;. how do they.relate to existing
teacher training programs; how are they financed; what kinds of facilities
should be used;_how_should_they_be governed; who should/Staff them; how
can they develop credibility with their clients; how iS teacher-use,
stimulated; how much do they relate to curriculum bU,ilding; how are
pro4ram priorities determined; and how can their sucyesses be estimated.

The authors encourage teacher education scholars to study and analyze
centers in other nations. Such studies would not only provide consider-
jable information about staff development in other places and culturesat,
4 time when there is a powerful need for such wisdoi, but would lead to

.increased multicultural understanding. Even more importantly, the authors
recommend that international cooperation and/Sharing among center personnel
--especially teachers - -be increased significantly. There idimuch to be _

learned from the experience in these'other nations - -and presumably there
are things that these centers could learn from the American center
movement.

9
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IX. THE NEW TEACHER-CENTER PROGRAM

Charles Lovett
Allen Schmieder

Office of Education

On October 12, 1976 the NevvNational Teacher Center Program was signed
into'law by the President. The'last decade which had seen an exponential
expansion in the roles azicfresponsibilities of "regular" classroom
teachers had shown and an almbst equally impressive increase in the num-'
bePof new Federal and State programs directed at improving and reforming
what happens in the Nation's classrooms. But the twomere almost never,
linked. Most programs authorized by these laws and-intended to raise the
quality of schooling had to be.impleiented without staff
development; most were "outside-in" programs--solutions f eXeloped some-
where outside th'e classroom and then expected to matai'thi4ost.urgent
problems within the classroom. The New Teacher Center Law turned things
"-inside out." Teathers Will finally be given themajor responsibility
'for determining the kinds of changes and improvements that are needed in
their classrooms and will also have the lead in putting together the
kinds of training and curriculum develdpment progress that- will best
meet those needs. And center programs swill draw heavily upon the ex-
perience4and 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 byfax the most
important part of that base--the classroom tested knowledge Of teachers.-,,
At a repent meeting, the director of a major educational development en-r
terprise'understandably-boasted that his high-powered staff included over
100 person -years of experience in educational reform. One could argue
thaethe datoin's teachers constitute 20 million person-years.of experience
in-educational reform. the teacher ceriteeprovides one mechanism for .

further releasing the potential of this vast storehouse of educational,
successes. It is possible that the greatest advances in education in the
'near future will be gained through developing more effective ways to , ,

link, the 'creativity and experience of.very classroom to every other'
classroom's

As this is written, the new progrilm is still being shaped by the
sound demgcratic process that has becoTe part of the regulations develop-
ment system. Congress' thoughtful and well- conceived statute (which is
included in its entirety at the end oOthis chapter) and the Office of
Education;sipropOSed rules, for adminiblering the Act, inspired more than
2,000 sepikrate recommendations from th field. The importance of the
teacher cenber.concept,was evident in this vigorous sand constructively L___1
critical"'response=that-had substantialcontributiOs from all major
constituencies' in the educationWSpectiUM.Following i_ s a brief
description of of how the new program will work.

.1 1



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 inservice training and curriculum deveI6Pment trl relation to

the needs of the students whom they serve. Teacher thnters 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 boaid,"' of which, the majority oI members ire elementary or,

secondary school classroom teachers. The programs gkves 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 percents of the funds may be granted

to institutions of higher education to operate centers; the balance goes

to local educational agencies."

Recognizing that the completion of the regulation process may yet

change the nature of the program innsonelmportant ways, the following

briefly outlines the major characteristics of the Teacher Center Program.

1. It is the first major Federal program that requires,
that the teachers being served be centrally-involved in
planning, developing, and implementing projects.

2. It will increase the4)rofes4ional resource base by increas-
ing the role of the classrodm teacher 'as inhovator4 re-
searcher, developer, and trainer.

3. It is directed primarily at:helping teachers with current

classroom instructional problems.

4. It is directed mainly at the inservice,education of aYl,

teachers, - ,regardless of level or'subject.

5. It is directed at all teachers in the project:service area.

6. It is a relatively flexible) and open program approach
capable of responding quickly to immediate needs.

7. Teacher center projects can serve both individual needs and
OP

system needs.

8. The projects will be as'site specific as possible--located
as close to the claSsroom of participants as gossible.

. ,

9. Because of4released time allowances, part of the programming

can occur during the "regular day:"

10. A high percentage of partiipatiOn will be voluntary.

11. It,can facilitate instructional improvement, necessitating
the kind of attitudinal/behavior changes which.require long-
range training. programs.
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12., It is primarily au inserxice education program, but can have
significant links to preservice programs.

13. It marshalls the best possible resources--from,agreat
variety of sources--,to help teachers with immediate instruc-
tional problems.

1 . It pramotes'an idea that could eventually serve air of the
Nation's teachers.

15t. It can accommodate considerable variety in grant size and
program models.

16. It provides a potential delivery.system for major staff
development needs supported by other national and state
authorizations; i.e., education for all handicapped children,
consumers' education, career educatiOn, metric education.

17. It suppOrts a' generic model of inservice education, not
just courses or workshops.

18;', It required collaboration among teachers, teadherp' or-
sganizations, ,higher education', special educations ) voca-
tional education, the school board; and the State education
agency.) ,

.

,

IS

19 It provides substantial support for State involvdment, es-
pecially in areas of technical assistance and dissemination.

4-
4

..- _,

Althddh"thd first dhaptdr of this report outlines "some of-the
antecedents of tflis pkogram,

i

it does not specify the problems which
0

helped to stiMulate. its development. Congress and other national '
1,

leaders are'fhdreasingsly concerned about this issue. Joseph Young,
who served as Executive Director of the Predident's Advisary Council
on the Education,Professions,Development, suggested that one of the man,
jor weaknesses of most new Federal programs was that they ax.:.-

tioulated the problems that they Were .being launched to overcome. Many
program developeith, he added, did not even consider whether they were

.

dealing with,any specific prOblems. He went on to recommend that at
beginning of.any new legislative thrust, a succinct statement of the, 4

problems to be confronted should be daveloped-and used as one of the major
bases for later estimations of program successes. As a context for,thie
most important section of the Commissioner's report, we present a be-
ginning list of some Of the needs that gave rise to the new Teadhef CO-.
ter Pkogiam and to which it may be expected to relate. The list,is
presented to give added focus to what followS, and hopeldlly, to
motivate readers sufficiently to help improlle it.

. .
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1. Traditional inservice educhtion Programs are generally
not directly related to teachers' most urgent needs, as
teachers see them.

- 2. 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.

0

3. Inservice education has generally been provided-for-teachers
by "expertL.Qther than teachers. Consequently, its pur-
poses halrTgnerally not facilitated interaction be-
tween teachers and encouraged sharing-of successful class-'
room experiences.

. 4, --Similarly, most.school curriculum; 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 design
"teacher-proof" curricula. ,

VOk 1

.'_2,,

,S. The training" priorities .of Federal programs are often. un -

related to needs as teachers perceive them.

. Traditional inservice systems are not designed to respond 'o
lwsystemide And quidkly to urgent local needs:

)
) 74' With change the knowledge base increasing at an increas

,-
ing rate, there is an urgent need for' all teachers *to con -}i
tinually renew their. knowledge, and skills..

1 ..) 1 )

. . ;
, Unemgkoyed teachers need to be retrained for new and,

10. -needed.rolee in- education. '

There is a need to prepare thousands of educational Per-
sonni in special education, counseling, early childhood,
etc. .

.
.

No program), especially. one supporeed with Federal funds, operates
in isolation from the rest of the educational world. The-trends and
forCes of the' total national scene, and the way in which Avarticuar
program relates to them, often have mor.e.to do with its relative slcpess
and impact than whatever happens within specific projects. This larger
context is especi4l1y important with Teacher Centers because of their
considerable potential for reforming inservic education - -and beca se
of the high interest of all of the major educ tion constituencies in
its;programma`tic growth and direction.% Folio ng is a summary of some
of the national conditions and events at may have great relevance,
foil the future of centering - -and vice rsa.
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1. The decline in school enrollment has resulted in widespread
layoffs and reductions in force in a large number of school
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, mathematics, arill
Science have had to assume new and-different assignments

t .during the last several years. Considerable training
will be needed to help these displaced teachers adjust to
their new responsibilities..

2. With declining student enrollments and provisions in most
master contracts for layoffs to be made on a seniority
basis, the profesgional °work force will increasingly in-
olude Micre persons (1) with extended-experience,(2). at
the maximum salary, and (3) with higher levels of college
or Universitypreparation than before. Because formal
academic preparation tends be completed within the
first six years of employment, this same trend will produce
a work force whose most recent higher,,education experierice

wilt become more distant with each passing year. Further,
the ilercentage of teachers needing More'credits/coursegfor
certification/promotion/salary increases is sharply de-)
creaTing. ,In short; incentives for formal education are
declining.' In such cases,\the only way that-teachers c4n
continue professional improvement dill be through insert,i
vice,education/teadher centers,

'

3. Salta neehg and priorities are changing more and more
-rapidly each year. The classroom teacher of 1977, foi.
example, is asked to be the, major implementor of speci

4 1 s mainstreaming, citizenship education, con-'
, sumer education, communnity education, metric educationl
multicultural education, career education, energy educat
tiol? etc., etc., etc. The 19501i-provided considerab44
evidence-ES-aria new curricdIum can be SudcessfullY-intro-
duced intq the system with* 2(1) acceptancepy teacher
and (2) considerable staff development, developed mainl

teachers to be involved. .1

Thq rapidly rising unemployment of gualified/certified,,
te?chers,,estimated tO'exceed,500t.000 in 1977, has imp4r-
tar1t implications for teacherIceters--especially in

,light of iresident Carter's commitment to reduce .unem-,
pl6yment.' In New YorkCity, for example, in 1975,only'
3 percentcof,the eligible newteachers found jobs; 97
pet-Cerit were addeckto the unemployment roles. There
are, however, severe shortages of teachers in a number*
of(speciayty areas; e.g., special education, counselin
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and guidahOe'i 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,
1Sk; develop broader-based specialists than prografis that
started from scratch with undergraduate-students.

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 decliping scores may.require the kind
of large-scale inservice retraiAing program Ostered by
the NDEA and NSF institute programs developed' in respOnse
to Sputnik:-'-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 competent in the teaching of reading. Given the high .

importance'cif the subject,pit is likely that many other
states' will follow. Such a trend'wiil require training
and retraining for. all teachers at all levels.' The Right
TowRead program has dbne'a Commendable job (and coule be
closely coordinated with teacher cedter'effbrts) but is
not generally, directed at supporting inserVice education.
in readingtfor all of the teachers in a school system..
The teaCher center is ideally suited to carry out such 'a
program. '

7. There is increasing interest - -in response, to the rising
costof education and increased demands far educational
accountability - -in a more effective utilization of re-
search findings regarding What works in the classroom.
'Relatively Sophisticated national, State,=and local
diffusion 'and dissemination networks are being developed.
The Office, of Education and the National Institute of
Education, and other agencies have growing catalogs of
"proven" products and'approaches. 1s with general .

curriculat,,reform, the effective adoptiOn,and use of any
validate04ducational,product:will equire'staff develop-

; ment. Gculd product delivery SysteMS fail_without
adequate training counterpartS'.

The Teacher Center Program has captured, the national4interest.. A
great many educators are preparing to. help develop and implement cen-
ters. Others are considering ways in which.existing centers might be

irchanged or productIvelylinked with other teacher centers and resource
bases. The high potential of the conept has been, mphasized thrOughout
this report. But from the beginning,, there will be a need to carefully
think thorugh what kinds of information will be needed by educational
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decisionmakers - -in the field and in the governmentin-order to determine
/the program's relative success. Too often methods of "keeping track" of
AWhat goes on are introduced well after a program is underwaywhen 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.

In his landmark study of American Education Crisis in the Classroom,
Silberman pointed bp the fact that even where netreducational approaches
seemed to be succeeding, it was difficult to pin down why they were
successful, because Ameridan educators did not usually have enough
management information to be ;articulate 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 goingthT concept is new and it will take consider-
able time to ork out many of the new processes that will be required
in making p grams fully operational. However, there is a need to be-

to de lop reasonable program expectations and then to begin the
kind o data collection that will eventually help determine the extent
to w ch.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 thoughtful
,dialogue as possible about this most important subject..

1

1. effectiviness as perceived by teachers

'2% effectiveness as perceived by administrators

3.. degree to which teachers' individuals needs are met

4. degree to which the high priority training needs of
school systems are met

.5. onship of training programs to substance of

6. impact op student achievement

1
7-

curriculum in dlassroom of ,participants

impact on teaching skills
, 4

8. proximity to.schools and communities of participants

9. proportion of training during "regular" sciibol;hours

10% degree qf teacher input into program development and
implementation

11. extent of teacher-developed curricula used in training programs
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12. extent to.which piograms are more comprehensive and
systematic than traditional inservice programs

13. amount of teacher interaction and sharing of classroom

successes

14. increase in utilization of new learning concepts,

approaches ,'and research findings
-

15. degree to which teachers are better prepared in high
priority staff development needs areas; e.g., mainstream-
ing, basic skin. a-reading, energy education°

16% impact in terms of thriLove on other forms of inservice
40-

education

. This Chapter has roughly outlined the nature of the New Teacher
Center Program from the viewpoint of the program managers in the Office

of Education. It ,must be emphasized that this analysis and characteri-
zation is a tentative one hich'is sure to change, in some cases

substantially: As the program pvolves, important lessons will be,
learned, and necessary adjustments will be made. The next three chapters

, also present briefs regarding the purpose and potential of the new pro-
gram. But they are much more 1 ortant than this critique in that they'
represent analySes from major c nstituents of the teacher center--the
people and organizations who pr rooted and help develop the legislation

and who will have the most to dio with shaping itb future.

it
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X: AT LAST, TEACHER CENTERS THAT ARE

REALLY FOR TEACHERS
0

Eugenia Kemble*
American Federation of Teachers

,

,The essential nature 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 professional time is spent almost entirely with students. They learn
what works primarily through trial, and error. And, only they have any real
sense of their most important successes--successes with individual 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. ,Tp succeed at teaching is to
come qrpugh a rigorous trial in which the alef witness also happens to be
the jait--the school principal. Havingspasged the initial test the 'teacher
only faces more of the same:, Freedom to work privately is highly valued

:because it minimizesthe threat of observanc and provides the greatest lee-
way for personal fulfillment There is nothing in teache education thet
forestalls these developments. There is nothing in the structure of schools
and their administration that will encourage these conditions to change.

t,
None of the reforms that periodically get dreaMed up by education schools

or government odicials have taken this aspect of the teacher's life into
account. Most have come in the form of pressures on the teacher to produce
more, such as performance contradting or peformance-based teachercertifica-
tiort. Or, they have represezited basic, lhiftsiin the substance4teachers,have .

to work with, like career educlation, environmentaljeducation, aesthetic
education, and many other curricular fads. Because all of these have tailed
to'examine the essence of teaching--or even to fairly take it into account--_,_
they have either remained both innocuous and ineffective or have been
quickly abandoned,as irrelevant failures.

Teachers snow these things. Some of tle better education studies have
documented t I. bert Dreeben's The Nature of Teaching and Dan Lortiels
Schoolteacher thoroughly discuss the lack o4 collegiality among teachers; .

the ways teacher preparation establishes thIls pattern; and the picture of
Vie individualassroom as an isaated "ce711.T A major study by the Rand
Corpioratipn, Federal Programs Supporting-tWEctional Chanke, foinid that
innovations really took hold in school dist cts where teacheis were most
involved in then- developmeht and implement tion. ,It is really surprising,
thpn, that reforms have managed to ignore these issues up tntil now. Perhapsaf

*Eugenia Kemble-is4Senior Special Assistant to theopresident,ot the
American Federation of_Teachers.
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it is because,ndne of theM have real_ ly emerged frOm -..teacher' demands for
`change. Nor have they'accepted the basic logic of teachers' defensive pos-

..

ture against reform - -the' vulrierability that comes with isolation.
/'

One difference with teacher centers as a reform idea is that teachers
havg asked fOr them. Another is thatone of their' essential characteristics
is teacher sharing, which goes to the heart of `the teacher isolation prob-

. lem. Last,'end most important, is that teacher centers are by definftion
an innovation that is ZOntrolled by teachers themselves. As long,as as
1971, American Federation of Teachers President Albert Shenker wrote in his
Nevi York-Times-column-that teacher centers modeled after their British coun-
teYparts could greatly enrich the professional lives,of teachers by enabling
them to share 'skills 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 proselytizing open education philosophy.

A flurry of activity focusing on teacher centers ensued but teacher
organizations were effectively relegated ,;o the periphery of the movement
by those in control of money sources. Proposals submitted by the union to
Major foundations life Fore and Carnegie were turned down. .A report to the
Office of Education from the Teachrs National Field Task`Force, which
ineluded. manpteacher organization repreSentatives, recommecIded that
federally sponsored teacher centersbe teacher=controlled. But when the
Office orEducation finally decided'to'support some centers the entities.
that were creacted were-dominated by State and local administrative bureau-

*pracies. 'So, even though the American Federation of Teachers was'instru-
mental'in impularizing the idea in this country, without outside money it

was not in, a positiOhrto play a leading role.
. .

With the help of'the same foundations and the same Federal blireaucrats
tfia:t had ignored the union,steacher centers began springing up around the
country. 4efore long.the National 41stitute ofEducation,was supporting
something its staff called "networking.'!. NtE enabled centers to keep in
touch with,each Other thrdugh 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-
sentative teacher control. They did not really reflect whatthe profession
at large wahted. As result many of the centers that have emerged out of \

.

this early stage of teacher center development suffer from common problems:
Among them are:

P

- 4' A heavy emphesid on the needs of elementary school
teachers, in particular activities concentrated on
making-things by working with materials. Secondary
teachers have rarely shown much interest. in these
centers and their prog s generally offer little.--
at that level.

Creation or the center by individuals who have a
particulareducational philosophy and'therefore
tend to conitrict.cehter programs to meet their.

Jf
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biases. 'The result is service. to a limited number
1of'teacherg who' tend to haVe a similar point OT

view.

Instability growing from insecure funding.

Leek Of effective needs 'assessment mechanisms that
might enable centers to draw up programs that
service broadly varying groups of teachers.

Failure to-implement effective ev uations that'
might show some concrete evidence of the importance
of their work. As a result mauschool districts

" in which these centers operate remaintunconvinced
of their value.

'Insufficient staff due to funding shortages.

Governance mechanisms. that are more exclusive

than,inclusive. Very few operating centers have
working relationships with the union representing
teachers.in their area'and few have hothered try-

ing to 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 Timendrilents of 1976 Congress authorized a new teacher center laW
that could provide up to $67.5 million in Federal funds for centers run by"

polity board& composed of a majdrity,of teachers. A last-minute effort by

teacher colleges who believed that the bill represented a political threat
to their turf failed,. and a new and potentially large source of Federal

funds for teacher centers was created.

PaSsage ofthe bill represented a clear departuf.e in the develbpment

of American teacher centers. While the roleo)f organizations awaited clari-

ficatf* the main governance question had been resolved. Teachers would

-control the new centers. The hodgepodge of establishments calling themselyes
teacher centers,pany of Which simply amounted to' extensions of State depart-

ments of education of universitieswere faced with a strong new definition

of what a center was. Teacher centers that received funds under the new

bill would be placed where.teacherothad themajority voice. Most centers

would be funded through local edutation agencies, though up to 10 'cent

of appropriated funds could go to institutions of higher education." But

all centers would' be run by policy boaids and all policy boards would have _

a-majority of teacher members.

Unfortunately thesnwe billj was not warmly gree d in all quarters that

might be expected to have an interest init. Not duly were the colleges

wary, but many of the new centers that had received life from foundations
and the Office of Education were worried that'they would-have to turn their

centers over to teachers in order to get funds, ]n glomething of a last gasp

on the subject, the Ford Foundation sponsored a conference that collected a

large number of-activists from these centers?at the UniversitY'of Chicago in

. I
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Fune 1977. The atmosphere among participants was largely despondent. Most .,,tf

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
that they were not going to be part of the action and had written the whole
enterprise, off their slate of interests. °

The American Federation of Teacheis began developing its response
to the bill shortly after it was passed., The Executive Council of the AFT
-named a 10-member Teacher Center Advisory Group com/Sosed of teacher leaders
from around,the country experienced with the issue. The group's purpose
was to develop policy recommendations on teacher centers; to monitor the
Federal regulations drafted to accompany the bill; and.to act generally as
6. source of expertise for locals interested in establishing centers. Unfor-
tunately a low' appropriation, tentatively set by the joint committee at
$8.25 million, for the first year of the bill's implementation, accompanied
by general chaos in an Office of Education reorganized by a new administra-
tion, has slowed the momentum for establishing new centers somewhat. But

the first year Will still be key since basic. directions and purposes-will
be determined by the earliest centers funded.

Directions and purposes might well be based on ,Br3tish center history.
r

While the term teacher center can be applied to al:mast anything,.as the
experience in this country demonstrates, the majorpurposes set forth by
the 'British centers fall into two broad categories: curriculum development,
and a more-general professional growth andinservice education emphasis that
could take many forms. The curriculum development function was really the
basis for the establishment of many of the earliest British°teacher centers.'
The idea was to teach British teachers, through centers, about nevay Bevel -

, oped Nuffield Math materials. Curriculum-oriented Centers were also set up
in co unction with Britain's new comprehensive schools. According to
Robert Thornbury, who heads the Sherbrooke Teacher0 Centre in London,
centers were also established for the more general' professional, purposes
01' attracting teachers to difficult urban 'teaching and'supparting them once
thergOt-there. Revitalizing teacher educatiOn was still another, all-
'encompassing purpose.

C

So far talk and action on teacher-centers in this'country have riot'
focused much on curriculum development. At this stage, in our.experience '

with the idea lack of movement in this area is probably advisable since
the focus of attentidn might easily become diverted into imposing particu-
tar curriculums on teachers, rather than allowing theinitiatives to comp
from them.

-a'

Yet, there are immediate needs teachers have'here that demand tha spe-
cialized attention teacher centers could provide. Basic skills in the areas
of reading ed.math are obvious firsts. In the fall of 1977 the Education
fOr All Handicapped Children Act goes 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" - -
thiChfor 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. Teacher centers'could providean
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>invaluable source of support and shared information for teachers as this

new law it-implemented.

Another issue of concern iathe minimum competency movement which seems
JA to be sweeping the country, State by State, along with an emphasis on tests

and acccosuntabillty plans. gOacher centers cold devote program and conaul -
tation time "to the subject of tests - -how they-can be used; how they are
Limited; and what constitutes a misuse of,tests either for individual

.
ochildien, for school systems, or for,States: .

Problem areas like these are ones on which all educational personnel,_
whether guidance counselors, paraprofessionals, or subject, area specialists
will want to participate. .Centers should be open to ail of them so that
insights can be shared across functional lined. In fact, centers might be
_Viewed as agencies' of consolidation when it comes to educgtional training
for federally, fupded specialties--handicapped, bilinival, and vocational
education as well as education for the disadvantaged (Title I, EStA).

These are the immediate problems and everyday practicalities that teach-
ers need help with. But they should not draw attention away from the second

area of importance--t centers as an agent of reforming inservfce

teacher education. T)R begin with, teachers themselves want it changed,,,

And, such reform may be even more possible now, give current character-

. i stics of the teaching force. For one thing,-the decrining,enrollment in
our Nation's schools has meant a decline in teacher jobs as well. This .

together with high unemploymeWamong the general population has meant leas
teacher turnover; a slightly older teacher mirk force than previously; and
greater likelihood that teachers will remain in the job for longer periods
oftimesinCe fewer other jobs are available to them. 4 stable and experi-
enced teaching"population is likely to be even more demanding of quality
-inservice education than one undergoing continuous shifts and changes.,, Cer-
tainly teachers who have plans to stay on the.job for longer,periods of
time-wiil be more' concerned With their own prdfessional renewal than
transient teachers--provided they are not threatened by vindictive eva],ua-

tiops or.accountability- schemes. SuCh teaihers..not only want teacher den- 'rlw

ters as a better source of inservice education, they are also more likely ,

to be receptive to the mew ideas thht teacher centers produce,

Geraldine Joncich Clifford develops the rgument relating-reformcpcs-

.
sibilities to teacher stability in her book, the Shape of American Educa-

,

tion:.

. those disposed toward educational innovationiccan-
not exercise influence unless they are retained 1h-teach?

3.7re .

. . .4it is unfair and unrealistic tdexpect,Derpetual
beginners to initiate and-sustain the burden of profes-
sional development. It would be,better if the most

creative and. innovative teachers were retained and
given the seniority and recognition that would allow
_their efforts to gaff exposure and influenceoutside
their bwn Classrooms- to affect generally .;), .'.

.r.
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. . . brief careers militate against the consumption . -

Of research on teaching, and against systematic efforts
to improve education. They also limit the pool of
potential leaders . . .

Luckily teacher centers are beginning 'to take hold at a time when the
teaching popAation 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 .4y the fears of theteacher 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 inVervice reform, and because teacher
control is an inherent part of their definition, the response of schools of
education to the new idea has been unenthusiastic--the common reaction being
One of suspicion ,thatteacher 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 while colleges of education have beenfoot-dragging
-even as they lethargically bemoan the declining enrollment,pitture, teachers
have moved in to take a leadership.role. ,But the colleges' fears are 'really
unwarranted. To begin with; if teachers' isolation is to be .one focus of
attention, the preserviCe role of education sdhools in encouraging this will
require' examination as well. Ideally, teacher centers will be a catalyst
for reforming inservice staff development in relation to preservice prepara-
tion. .0ne reallyNcannot be changed without the other. To do this effec-
tively education schools must be a part of the enterprise. 'Dan Lortie pin-

- 1pOints the problem in his book Schoolteacher:

TIbirskeachers-.)-profess-rondiaining,jm short,
. has not linked recurrent dilemmas to available knOwledge

or-to condensations of reality .(e.g., cases, simulations)'
.where such issues'are deliberated. The repudiation of
past experience conjoins with intellectUalisolation.(a
historical featui-e of teacher training) to produce cur-
-ricul61 which 'extoll the highest virtues but fan to. cope
With routine tactical and strategic, problem's. It.. is

small wonder,. then, that teachers are.not inclined to
see themselves as sharing in ,a common "memory" or.tech-
nical subculture. Since they,have not received such
instruction, they are forced to fall back on individual
recollections, which.inturn are not displaced by new

. perspectiveS. Such a pattern encourages a conception
of teaching that is individualistic rather than a col-
legial enterprise. .

One logical'way to connect reform in preservice education with changes 4

in inservice develppmentould be to require that all beginning teachers
undergo an internship patterned after the medical internship for'doctors.
Prospe.ctiveeachers wouldobtain preliminary certification and then spend
their first years of teaching with a partial workload. The rest of their
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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

internship for.teachers requires that colleges provide.key transitional

support. It .is a role that could be played out best on the neutral terri-

toref a teacher center.

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 acts advisors to, teachers who request

such services, Arringements can even be worked out where university credits

are awarded fin- work donein centers. To put it simply, universities call

build their own work into the new centers in ways that will expand upon
rather than displace their current services. They can and should be part

of a reform that sweeps from preservice through inservice development.

The world of research is another that shouls recognize the potential,

of teacher centers. Teacher centers will provide a new arena for the" work

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 ground--a place

to expldre research needs as well as discuss research results. Worthwhile

findings could be introduced 'directly to teachers as one way of translating

usable research data into real practice.

While reforming teacher education and disseminating research are impor-__
tent byproducts of the grgWth of teacher centers which_may be unwelcome -to
teacher educators_or_go-unnoticed by-rebearchers, they are not the most

-----iinaspect of the concept. Teacher centers are first and foremost -'

for teachers 'who are on the job right now. As places where teachers can

share ideas, develop new approaches, meet with specialists and coach each

other, teacher centers will provide the first-opportunity teachers have'llad

to grOW and develop in ways that they choose. Singe therwill have the con.-:-

trolling voicel Centers will be viewed as nonthreatening and supportive.' The

"beginnineteacher who.is floundering can go there to seek advice and know

it will not become a part of his or her professional-record. Groups of

teachers who want totry..something,new can thrash it out at the centers

daint. for help from whomever they choose. If a teacher is curious about
,

a new reading approach he or she may be able to find out about it at the

center. Theiprospect of mainstreaming a number of handicapped children

into a regular classroom may seem 'impossible until one can go see 'where anov",
.

ther teacher,has done it. The center can help teachers with needs and tal-

ents like' these find each other.

What could emerge from this process is a common understanding among

teachers of what the knowledge and skill base for their profession really

is--that thread of shared-experience that can unify teachers and instill'

pride in teaching. Teadhers havenever had either-.the creedom or the oppor-

tunity to do this before. Pt W111 give thipthe kind of professional control

that now exists for other professions, and the self-respect that goes with

it. If teacher centers succeed '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.



XI. THE NATIONAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION AND TEACHER CENTERS

For some time it has been the firm belief of the National Education4w
Association that inservice 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
Identified by those teachersi, (3) planned, governed, and evaluated
largely by those teachers, (4) inte§r ted into each teacher's professional
assignment, and; (5) financed by publl funds.

In the last few years, as a resu 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 oeteachers has been
shifting from .one of preservice to one of inservice. 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 ih'teims of instruction and
professional development. Aldost universally, those te4chers have placed
inservice education as one of their greatest problem areas.

What is the reason or reasons for this perception Of-tachers?
During the last ten_years-or so-there have been increasing pressures on
teachert 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
longgr in ,school and having increased expectations for job preparation
and"further education. all of this has been taking place during the
time of a constricting economy that frustrates student ambitions for up-
ward mobility and the school's ability to satisfy the needs of students._

vg

The focus of many,ofthese pressures has been. and remains on 0 ,--

schools, and particularly on teachers to compensate for what other
segments of the community cannot or will not do to,deal with these
problem's. This compensatory expectation has fallen on the shoulders of
teachers who are simply, by,their own frank admission, unprepared to
deal fly are effectively With'it..: Cerfainlynothing_in their"

4

college preparation and State :Certification programs prepared them for
such responsibility.. Teachers, by tAir nature and training, are par-
ticularly sensitive people. This characteristic, however', necessary
.and useful, isnot_enough to 'fulfill. the kinds of responsibilities that
the community has abdicated to, and some to expect from,.tis teachers.

.

"In response to this situation State departments of education and ad-
ministrators of school systems have developed and implemented programs of
inservice foeteachers, 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.filet the needs of
teachers and undoubtedly never will. What they do satisfy is addini-
sfr*or needs* to demonstrate to a school board and community that they

f
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are taking necessary actions in doing their_jobs. The teacher reaction

to such impose4 teacher inservice programs has been a resounding nega-
tion of their effectiveness for meeting real teacher needs for helping

children learn.

It 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 absence'Of any program.

The U.S. Congress with the strong influence o; the. National Education

Association passed a law in 1976 authoriiing the eatillashment 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 regulations to guide its imple-'
mentation, has tremendous potential to eliminate the present facade of
teacher inservice education and to Provide the help that'teachers have
been needed but have been generallymanable to achieve. 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 in developing curriculum and updating skills.

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 policy
board must be involved in and approve of the teacher center grant pro-
posal that a local education agency submits to State and Federal agencies;
that excessive monies not be skimmed off at the State. level to increase

State bureaucracies and to subsidize unnecessary and time- consuming .

decisionmaking processes that would more likely satisfy the administrative
control needs of a State department of education and do nothing fOr
helping teachersy that center funds be allowable for paying substitute
teachers so that teacher 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 maintainat least their
present level of support for, inservice education for the duration of a
teacher center grant.

If thete objectives are not inet, then the probability of the intent
of the law 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 have 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 prevent'
it from happening. .

. 4010w
Other important aspects are the possibilities of teacher centers

utilizing teachers to -teach teachers and more effectivelyiusing com-
munity resources for both inservice aid curriculum development. If

,



these objectives are not met, then the probability of the intent of the
law becoming fulfilled is minimal and the teacher center movement with
so much potential for helping teachers will fail. The money will have
beeri wasted. The same people who have been in control ofthe 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 happening,

There has been a great deal of rhetoric about eacherAnvolvemen5A/
. This law represents farmore than "involvement." It means a significant
degree of teacher control over a very mundane sounding, but very

, )

critical, matter: getting needed help.

One important aspect of inservice teachingxis the role of the uni-
versity. 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 band effort where the teachers,
their _center activities, and their problems are located. This has implica-
tions not only,for a shool of education within a university, but the total

. university because the teacher center will lend itself nicely for
developing relatinships between elementary and secondary teachers and a
number of.departments/schools within the unVersity. With the school of
education in a leadership role inthis effort, its own status within
the university will be enhanced. In the typical university, such en-,
hancement is needed. Other important aspects are the possibilities of
teacher centers utilizing teachers to teach,ieachersand community

//
sources for both inservice and curriculum development. .

The NEA believes the teacher center movement-engendered by this
Federal law can mean significant and positive change for teachers. , It.

can alsojsimply be a fascade of change. Teachers don't wish to waste
their time anci anyone's money Ior the latter effort. If 4.

Teachers'do want teacher centered inservice education. The NiA
and its 1.8 million, members in 14,000. state and local affililps are com-
mitted to making the 1#w work, passage that they vigorously UPport.

0, ° ,0

It is NEA's hope that all segments of the educational community
will be supportive in this effort whi:chis seen here as a key to the
improvement of educationfor our children and youth. "'"'

alii40"
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XII.'AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF COLLEGES FOR TEACHER EDUCATION

ON TEACHER' CENTERS
s

4," -.-,'r - . EdwardC.'Pomeroy: - Y

American Association of Colle4es for Teacher Eduation'i.
r

- .

The American Association of Colleges for Teacher EdUFation (AACTE)" .r

has endoresed, and supported the tea hey' center concept which emerged as

one of the most significant programmatic innovations from;the Education
Professions Development Act of 1966.

AACTE"believes thht teacher Centei;- can contribute much to enhancing

opportunities for personnel development in education. The teacher center
concept has long been,advocated by AACTE as a means by which members--
of4Ille education profession will.find better wayof teaching and re-
lating to the needs of students,, parents, and communities.

4 r

Background

AACTE has'advocated the need for progtaip to improve the quality of

preparation and inservice training for Ameridan teacher4_over.thf
past several decades., The Association initiated a series of studies On
teacher education 25 years ago calling for new organizational akrangements,
to better prepare and provide inservice education'to America's school

personnel. ,

t4These ideas were first explored in J. G. Flowers' School and

Community Laboratory Experiences in Teacher Education) 41948) and in

the Past 30 years have been addieSsed by numerous association sponsored
publications.

',1;Ovek the years the teacher center, as we now referlpd it, has been

. studied by Assoelation task forces, ad hoc committees -and commissions
using a number of different appellations: cooperative'paching centers;
continuous education laboratory schools; teaching techniques laboratories;

and teacher education centers. B.O. Smith recommended4the need for
"training complexes" in a study he edited for the AACTE, Teachers for the

Real World (1969). That far reaching study concluded that 'in an

urbanized and multi-ethnic society, a new social mechanism was needed to
,proyide "perennial education" to,school personnel, namely, a training complex.4
Smith visualized the trianing complex as a neutral arena where colleges,
schools, and communities would combine to rovide the following functions:,

--developing, preparing, and storing materials for
training (practice specifications, video recordings
of teaching, transcripts of classroom discourse, etc.)

-4



, d )- -traini ew professional teachers 'in the skills
entailed b the list of minimal abilities

--workshops, institutesjand Conferences fOr the ,

preparation of auxiliary teaching personnel

--institutes, workshops, and training laboratories
for the continuing education of teachers _....

- -courses, seminars, and workshops in subject
matter-fields relevant to"the teacher's preparation
cif teacher aides and other` auxiliary teaching
personnel.3"

More recently, the teacher center concept'was addressed by a
special AACTE coordinated, task force supported by the Office,of Education
and given the ambitious title of The Higher-Education National Field
Task Force on the Improvement and Reform of American Education. In
the group's final report, Obligation for Reform (1 7,4)4 edited by
G. W. Denemark and J. Yfrthere was,a c411-"for the creation of a
network of "prrofesSional development centers: " The concept was .

described as "any place or combination of places-- where education
personnel poreParaion and retraining happens on_a continuous basis from

--"' the time ari individual decides to become a teacher and continues until
that person retires from the profession. The professional develoiment
center was to be -characterized by the: ""(1) integration of practice,
and"theory in teaching and learning; (2) development_of measurable ,

performance in instruction; (3) experiences and learning in school-
related_areas such as the coMMunity'and,its social agencies, the business
world, and politics; and (4) application and continuous assessment
of research findings as conditions professional competence:"5 ,

The Task Force, which repreented a cross - section -of college-and university
leaders in teacher eddbation, belieired that teacher training required a
Partnership between Schools, local communitieshd institutions of higher
education.

Obligati.on fok Reform describs such, atpartnership as_ equal
'participation, in the management and" operation of the Centers. Such
differentiation of degree'of pargicipation should be based upon the
competencies and 6f the participants A good partnership arrangement
Was further described as being. "fleXible and variable" recognizing
"that "different prOlems and decisions might require a differing mix
of competencies and would change through time." , ,

Many of the same principles put forth by the.National-TaSk°Force
were reinforced in yet another recent AACTE publication, Educating a
Profession (1976)6. by R. B. Howsam, G. W. Denemark and D. C.-torrigan.
"In this important "Bicentennial" publication the'authmrs"drew distinc-

.
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.tions between inservice education and continuing education and advocated

support for teacher centers. Thy argued that inservice training "sEould'meet

the needs of the school system," while continuing education should be

for.the'purpose of developing "professional teacher-scholars capable of

high levels of diagnosis and prescription." Inservice education's chief

locus would be the school system with area colleges regularly participa-

tinithrough planning as well as contributing resources. Continuing'

education's locus would be at the college or university0where programs'

leading to adanced degrees would have "professional' designations paral7

.1e1ing those employed in other professions such as medicine and'law."

I the conclusion to .theirstudy; the authOrs,e4phasized the need

for c sideration of this distinction between inservice education and

cont uing education when considering the pOssible roles and purposes

of tea er centers:
. ,

Historically, the university has educated teachers-
in-service by offering a series of recertification programs,
institutes, and traditional courses. Recent events, how-

ever, suggest that c ntinuing'education mist become more

creative and flex' e than these traditional forms.

Increasing teache militancy concerning tile right-to define

their own prpfe sional needs and offer their own
reeducative pr grams has given rise to the teacher center.
While possessing great potential as a continuing education

4 mechanism,'the teacher center is meant pribarily to be

an inservice device (neither exclusively geographical

hot fixed in function designed to deliV4r college and

.community resources, get professionals tdgether, and
form a network of available educhtional services.
Colleges of education must not surrender,their
continuing responsibility to develop and disseminate.

the professional culture through every mqChansim possible,

including the Teacher Center. Neither thepublic_

schools not the colleges can life spendid isolation.

Pteservice., inservice, And continuing education are
interrelatd components of one professional delivery
system and require the active involvement of the teaching '

/

profession and the preparation arm.

Thesethemes and concepts haFe also been the focus of numerous AACTE

.sponsored monographs, position .pdpers,' and bibliographies as well as

individual articles and special themitic sections in the Journal of

"'reacher Education. Two of the most, recent contributions were a

special issue of the Jgarnal of Teacher Education8 on "Teacher .

Teaching Centers In America," and a monograph, Teaching Centers:

toward the state of the scene , both editedby Schmieder and Yarger.

sr
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The Association's many years of research and ongoing interest
'5

in ..
the teacher center movement provides ample credibility to support its '

present interest in Contributing to theAlanning of future professional
education programs and reconceptualizing the design and intent of
various teacher center programs. .

,
-

s, .

AACTE Principleskon Teac her Centers,

AS-a result of AACTE's extensive and long-standing interestkin
-the teacher center concept, the association has fprmulated the fallow-
ing piinciples which it believes are essential considerations in arty

. teacher center program development:

O/

-A

e

1: Teacher centers are governance m:Nhnisms, not
sites. As such, the governance groups may
establish places where teacher education
education can take place.

2. Six partners should collaborate in teacher center
operation: the school; teacher otganization(s); college
or university school (s)- of education; the local
communiy; the school board; and State oroother '
governing agencies.

67

)- 3., The six partner should sha re equally in policy
making. However, the management and operation
of teacher centers may require a differentiation,

).,

of degree of participation recogniiing 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 profeSional education preparation
anti growth. While primary, clients are the school
personnel, access to the centers should,be possible
for=others in.the education process including -0

reservice candidates, interns, paraprofessionals, .

counselors, administrators, supervisors, policy makers,4),
aides, parents-, 'AndOtherse

5: Teacher centers should be site-Or school-specific.
That is, they-'i-iliculd be geared to the specific
-needs of the school; its participants, and its
.,phrticularcommunity. -7-

1 ,

6. The learning'needs of schooVStudents should be at .

the core of the goals and objectives for each centers.-

Students' needs should be identified though- -a range-
of evaluative techniques, such as interviews with'
.teachersladministrators, parents, community leaders, stan-
dardized test scores, statewide assessment data, and school
records.ecords. .
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7. Teacher center_staff
of personnel from sch
community. The' train

services to the center

° responsibility of the°1
,department of educatiom

comprise a partnership
leges, and the
*aff and providing
hould be the primary

chool, college, or

46.

The funding of teacher centers should be a shared

responsibility of ali,partner; insti4itions -of
higher education should commit some of their"
teacher education funds for, support of teach

centers:

9.) Evaluation and other forms of,quality.control
should be applied .to all facets of the center

program and operation.

10. Teacher centers can and shouldserve as integrating
mechanisms for both curriculum and staff development.

11. Emphasis on research and development should'be a
part of each teacher centerAs program. -Centers
should afford opportunities tor schdol personnel to

study the learner, the bett,instrUctional techniques,

and themselves in relation to teaching and learning.
, . -

.

4J. 'AACTE'is Stand on Teacher Center Legislation
k5

Be sefew if any of the foregoing principles are incorporated in

the newly uthorize&eacher center legislation (Public-Law 94-482,

Title I, Se ion l51, of the Education Amendments of'19T6), AACTE2has

been a relunctant SupPO*erof the new federal, Teacher CenterSyrogram.

...Instead of a^programinvolving a number of partners', the

present legislation is largely addressed to the specific

concerns Of teacher organizations.

The legit ttiate roleOf Oks and colleges of?;education,,,J.,

including the distribution °of-funding to establish a 4orkable

and enduring linkage with local school districtsAlls not'

addressed in the legislation. .No incentives are present to

;74gstimulate linkages between higher edtdation and local education;

agencies:in the center legislation as-it has been'

enacted. ,1?.,

4 , 4.\
...Instead of a collaborative mode/ With parity for all par

it asserts the primacy of teacher power'in the planning, OPer

governance, and eaaluation of teacher centers.

15
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,

.::Rather than facilitating the involvement of higher education
in teachercenters and conersely, encouraging a valuable
involvement 'by teachers in tie design and'conduct:pf higher'
education with little providion bSt4nutual. support and .1

activity.

.4 .

contrast to what we know about educational 'reform and the
need to train all,lipmbersof the profesgion,in a spirit of
mutual support, the legislation reinforces the\present
emphasis upon independent teaching Ithinthe school getting
and training individual teachers through 'the teacher center.

,e a

...The impaXpance of the 'role of staff development specialists,
including training and renewal, is also ignored. Such
Specialistg Should be intimately attVned to daY7to-day class-

, room activities and should.maIntain continuingliaison with the
schools; tWeY should be considered partners of higher educa-
tion and be thoroughly grounded:in the theory and research

.

;).

of teacheriedUcation.

This.eignificant divergence between AACTE's principles and the
-'existing Federal legislation will neccessitatp the Association to
continue to work to reconcile the disparities between its own
philosophies and'theluthorizinylegiSlation;"

- Any agenda Tor action, relative to reform of education, must
c onsider-theforegoing impediments'as challenges. "leacher centers
represent,a challenge and opportunity. AACTE believes that a more
teeilistic and atticulate commitment of both teacher educators-and teachers
can help meet these challenges and a more effective edupation for American
children. will &sue.

4
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FOREWORD

This bibliography represents joint effort by the U.S.,Office of
Education, Division of Educational Systems Development, and the ERIC
Clearinghouse on Teacher Education to meet the urgent need for informa-b

tion about teacher centers. The past few years have seen a proliferation
of teacher centers, and there is every reason to believe that others will
be created in enthusiastic response to the federally,funded Teacher
Center Program, which aPpropriates'75 million.during each of the next
three years to,plan, establish, 'end operate such centers.

tdrectors of the Teacher Center Pilot Projects collaborated with
the Division Of-Educatiiinal:Systew, DelieloPMent, USOE,
materials for the bibliography. Citations for documents and articles .

contca_Tned in the ERIC data bases,-Resources in Education (RIE) and'
.

Current Index to Journals in Education (CIJE)`, were then incorporated.
Maxy.F. Crum of the National Council/for the Social Studies, who has

. worked with the Division on other projects, carried major responsibility
for pulling together the work of all the authors. In keeping withtthe
Clearinghouse's commitment to providing informational products on subjects
of current concern to the education prOfession, the bibliography-is being
published as,the sixth in its series of Bibliographies on-Educational-
Topits (BETS).

Standard bibliographic citations have been supplied for all mdtericis.4,
Citations of documents announced in RIE are followed7by an ED number; an
EJ number, follows journal articles- announced in CIJE. Most. ED enfrjes are

available froM the ERIC Document Reprodudtion Servicea current EDRS order
form is included at the end of this bibliography. Journal articles are not

reproduced by ERIC in any form; to secure those articles, the reader is

,referred to the original journals, available in-many libraries.

The'knowledge base on the subject of teacher centers is constantly---
expanding, and the Clearinghouse invites the suBMission of additional
documents for evaluation and possible input into the ERIC data base. Also,

welcome-are reader comments and suggestiens.

163
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INTRODUCTION

The piirpose of this bibliography is to reflect as fully as possible
the U.S. teacher 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 fiery greatly- -and few of them exactly fit the center concept to be
supported under the new Feddral Teacher CenterlBill1--existing centers
have collectively accumulated .a great deal of valuable. xperience in some
of thp most critical probleM areas of teacherlenters and inservice educa-
tion. Careful attention to the lessons they have learned should go a long
way toward expediting the development of strong, effective centers--whatever 1,,

' the model or nature of he center involved.
. "

In order to give broad substantive coverage and represent the views
of as many centers, institu4ont, and organizaVionS as possible; "the
decision was made to develop a `relatively compiehensive listing of what
is available, rather than tOconstruct what would necessarily be a much
shorter annotated bibliography.2 The material' cited cover many different
aspects of centering--including something of t1e experience in several
other nations. _Because mostiof the publications explore more than one.
teacher center topic or issA, organization of'the references according
to specific categories'Would%require a large number of multiple listings.
Therefore, all entries are included in esing16, alphabetical numbered list.

It is not expected th4t1the reader will peruse all citations from
A to Z in search Of the most promising sources (although such a search
'might provide some education;edification, and other important surpriges).
A-- topical index following this introduction cross-references all bibliog-

= raphy items within 43 specific categories. Because there was ir time to
study and fully'assess all the materials, many publications are not cross-
referenced as comprehensively is they might be. We apologize both to those
whom we have "under-indexed" and to those from whom we,have wrung too much.

'

Items generally were not incllded unless they could be obtained either
aestudy documents or for permanent collections. Some of the main sources
for the documents listed are identified ip "Appendix A. These organizations
either have a large array of centering materials on hand or have some
facility for telping interested persons locate needed publicatiOns and
resources. Appendix.B lists periodical found to be helpful to those in7
terested in teacher centers. This listing is only a beginning in an effort
to identify such resources; the authors realize that countless others exist,
and welcome information about any serial publication's concerned entirei,y7r
in large-part with centering.

0

___

1
Autho4zed by Section 532 of the Higher Iducation Amendments of 1976.

An Annotated Bibliography on Teacher Centers will be available from
the U.S. Office of Education after April 1,197



Most of the publications cited here were written during the past five
years, but older documents hava been included if:they cover high priority
center issues or represent benchmark studiet 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 contained important refer-
ences to centering; for example, a publication with a title rSerring only

ctb.s
tb.!'open education" would likely discuss that concept in relationship to

teacher centers. 4
,

/Finally, despite a.. thorough search of the literature and the help of
over a hundred center directors, it is certain that many good Materials -
were overlooked.3. Readers are encouraged to submit materials for the
teacher center reference,libeary, and/or citations of,materials that should
be included in any future bibliographies.

.

,ABOUT THE SUBJECT INDEX
J 4

The following subjects. were used for cross-referencing the bibliog-
raphy.4" They should provide the reader with some levet for sorting

) 4
through this. long listing of materials. .Under each topic are the numbers
of some, not all, of the entries that relate to that Rarticular topic.
For thote categories that include large numbers of enf,ries (suchLas
"Philosophy/Rationale/Theory"), further sorting can occur by cross-
referenbing.%hem with'other categories (for example, "Subject Specific/
Mathematics ")'.

4-

1. Systemwide Overviews
a. National

-

b. State

c. Local
2. -General (covers many aspects of.centering)
1. 'History
4. .Philosophy/Rationale/Theory
5. OrganizationalSt'ructures
6. Management(Staffing.Patterns
7'. Program/Curriculum,Development
8. Participation.Inceniives

Governance Ag
10. Finance/Support Systems
11. Evaluation/Assessment.
12. Research

3
The largpst category, of omissions are of publicatio* from local,.

centers. Had all materials received from directors been included,'the
bibliography would have doubled in,,size. Therefore'the authors generally
chose to inclilde the best single or several publications from each center.

Criticism of the outline would be welcomed by the authors, as 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 hopdd will become an important reference,center for those
engaged in the development and operations of teacher centers.

1651Tb



13. Facilities
14. Developmental/Operational Issues and Problems
15., Bibliographies '
16. Legislatiqn/Regulations

CaseStudie8/Models
18. Collaboration

.19. Subject Specific
a. Sodial Studies
b.) Language Arts
c. Arts
d. Mathematics
e. Science j.
f. Special Education
g. Foreign Languages
h. Media . 1

,

i . , Environmental Education
j. 'Ind4trial Arts
k. ,Voc4ional Education/Career Education, r

.,110., Foreign ,

,.. 21 '.Teacher- Educatioh/Presetvice/Clinica Center'
'22. Professional Association
23: '-Community Involvement
24. 'CBTE/PBTE '

25. Tealcher DevelopedMaterils/Teacher Policy Participation'
26..' Open Education
27. AlternatiVe Schools
28. Portal Schools
29. -Certification/Accreditation

As we have alW.ays found, all educators contacted were most helpful.
fgaddition to the more than a hundred center direCtors who sent us mate-
rials, citatio e, and considerable advice, especially, important cont4bu-
tions were mad by the staff of the ERIC Clearinghouse on Teacher Education;

lAlanson Van Fl_et, Cleveland State University; Susan.Grkovic,,Education
COnsultant; Li da Tague, University_of Indiana; and 'am Yarger, Syrapuse
Teacher Center Projact.' But although all of the energetic educators'listed
did most of the important work, theeditor and co-authors accept full re-

st spensibility fo any errors of judgment or representation regarding.both
the content of e bibliography and its indexing.

Mary F. Crum, National.Counci2. for-the Social Studie, Editor
Edward L. Dambruch, Rhode Island Teacher Center

k

John Favors, Bay. Area Learning Center,-
Saundra T. Freeman, Diviaion oiEducational SyStems_Development, Office of

Education.

Kyle Killough, Texas.Ceneter-tor Improvement ofEducational Systems
Allan A. Schmieder, Division of Educational Systems Development, Office of

Education

r.
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INDEX

;
a. Systemwide Overviews

B-2, C-12, F-10, F-11, F-12, F-13, 1-4, L-5;

T-1, T-7, V-2, V-4., V -'6, V-7, W-1, W72%

Systemwide Overviews/National

\9

B-6, 1-,7, B-10, B -16,

QP212,D-13, D-14, E-2, E-9, F -9,
J-8,M-37, 1-3, N-8, P-12, P-14,

C -12,

R=9,

C-19,
G-9,

R-Il,

S-14, g-28,'S-10', S-45, T -, Y-3
;.

.

1b.,1 Systemwide Ovierviews/State,'

)

is

L-10, M-25, N-6, P-1I,
W -4;7 W -12, W-16

1

C-27, D-3, D-4,. D-10;
H-24, H-27, I-2, t-3/
S-5, S-111, S-12, S-13,

-

B-5, B-9, c-21, C-22, C-2 C-24, C-25, D-20,

P-8, P-9, P-16, P-21, P-221, P -23, P-24,0.Sr13,

S--26, S-34, S-43, S-44, T-6 , T-9, T-10, T-14,

lc, Systemwide Overviews/Local

H-22, J-5, S-42
- .

..2.t General (covers-many aspects of centering)

A-2, A-3, A-10, B -5, B-6,-,B-16, C713, .0-15, C-24,,x.C-25, C-27, D-9,
D-12, D-13, D-16, D-18, F-10, F-13, H-5/ H-7, H-t4, H-20,-H-21, )+=22,

Hi-24, H-25, H-27, H730, J-5, J-9,-J-10, K-3, M-2, M-25; M-31, M-36,
N-3, N-5, N-6, 0-2, P-8, P-9, P-12, P-14, P-15, P-21, P-22, P-23,
P-24, R-11, S-8,-- S-11, S-12, S-13, S-14, S-16, 5 724; S-25, S-26,

S-28,-T-1, T-4, T -7, _T -14 ",. V-2, W-2, Y-8) Y-9
.

H7 ,H-3, H-4, H-9,
S7.0 S -24, S-25,

V7:3, W-7

4

3. History

, B-6, B-24, C -7, C-9,-F-31 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. Philosophy /.Rationale /Theory

A-4, B-2, B-6, B-7, B -21, B-25, C-5, C-7, C-9, C -13, C-15, C-16,

,
C-19, C-27, C-29, D-4, D-7, D-8, D-11, D-15, E-3, E-6, E7-8c E-9,
E-10, F-1, F-4; F-6, F-11, G-7, H-1, H-5, H-16, 4722",--H-23, H-25,

H-27, I-5, J-2, J-3, J-4, J-6, J-11, K-1; Kt-9, t-1, L-3, L-11,
M-4, M-5, M-?,, M-14, M-26, M-27, M-28, M-31, M -37, M-39, ,-1,,N2,

a .N-9, N-10, 0-2, 0-3, 0-5, 0-4,-P-6, P-7, P-10,1)-15, P -16,, R-3, R-7,
R-8, R-11; R-12, Rr13, S-15, S-18; S-20, S-21, S=30, S-31, -45;

S-46,'S-47, T-3, T-7, T-.8, T-12, T-16, T-18, 1.11, W-7, W-9, W-12,

W-17, Y-f2, Y-4,
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5. Organizational Structures

A-5, B-6, B-12, B-13, D-6, E-3, F-12, K-1, M-6, M-13,
N-7, P-19, $1-22, S-50, TT5, T-6, W-7, Y-L5.

6. Management/Staffing Patterns

M-28, N-1,

B-6, E-3, K3, K-6, M-38, N -7, P-i, P-15,-S-22, S-23, S-46,

. Program /Curriculum Development
- -,,

.

P
A-2, B-6, B-11, B-15, B-Z5, C-104 C-ii, C-17, C -26, C:29; D-6, D-7,
D-:22, E-6, E411, F-5, F -8', -,F16; G-5,241-5, H-22, H-23, Ji5, M-18;
M-19, M-36, N-7, P-5, P-10, P-11:, P-20,41-24-5, 1128, R-9, S-3,
676, S-22, 5 29, S31, S732',,S-41, S-48, T-2, T -12, T -13, W -10, W-11

..)

T-16

8. Particiratttne:Incentives )

-

N-1, W-4

9. Governance

4

A-10, B-6, ?.2, B-28, C-1, C-15, 0:-27, D-1
E-7, G-4, H-e, I-4, K-1, K-2, K-5, 1K=8, K-9
M -32, 0-6, P-4, P-10, p-16, g-1, S-4, S- 7,
W-5 y -P

, D-2, D-6, DJ., D-25,

;:11-4, M-5, M-43,M-15,
S-18, S-40, 7-16; V -7,

10. Finance /Support Systems
i%,,,

,C s.
.8!'

B -$, B-13, C715, D-7, E-7, E-10, I f';:251 1-4, K-1, M-13, P-4, P-15,,

S-17, S-18, T-10, W-7, Y-9 . - )
..,

,
11. Evaluation/As4.,sessment

p

B-4, B-9, B-11,,B-17, C -1, ,C- 9,'C - -21, Cw22, C-23, C-28,

D-6, D-7, D720,-b-21, E7-13,F-3, -F-15A G-6, H-7, H-11,
H-1-5, H-18,111-25, 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, 5-24', 5 -25, S-26, S-42, S-43, 6=44, S -46, T-16, 1.11, W-2, Z-8,
W-13,.Y-1,-3, Y-5, Y-6, Y-7, Y-9

1

12. Research

B-4, C-4, Of-9, C-28, E12, F-3
H-20, J-4,'S-6, L-2, L-7, M-19
T-13, T-16, Y-1

13. Facilities

0.-8; C-9, D-23, F-6, F-8, 1-5,

0

F4710,1H-2, 11,3, H-4, If -9,

M-20, M-23, '0 -4, R-12,36-4, S-16,

4
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14. Developmental/Operational Issues and Problems
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CPDP. Newsletter of the Continuous Professional Development Program,

School of Education, Auburn University, Auburn, AL 36830 (3 editions

anhually)

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 Yorkt, NY 10010

-(4 times yearly)

Outlook. University of Colorado, Mountain View Center for Environmental

Education, 'Boulder, CO 80302 '(quarterly)

Staff Development Newsletter. A Forum for the Devglopment of Human

Resources. Professional Development Associates, P.O. Box 4303,

,Austin, TX.78765 (10 annually)
o

Teacher Inservice: Step Ahead. Washington*Cofinty Intermediate Education

District, Hillsboro, OR 97123

Teachet Training. Newsletter of USOE mask Force '72 Teacher Center

,Network, i4ashingtOn, D.C. (Discontinued, but copies Of all editions

available for study in USOE Teacher Center Reference File.)

Teachers' Centers Exchange. Far West Laboratory, San Francisco, CA 94103

(irregular)

The TeacheraSCenter, The Teachers' Centerisalia, CA 93277 (monthly)

Update: Teacher*Centers. Syracuse-Eist Genesee Teacher Center, 1117 East

Genesee Street, Syracuse, NY 13210 (irregular)
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APPENDIX' B: -A PARTIALLYINakED DIRECTORY OF "TEACHER CENTERS"
IN THE UNITED STATES

(
-%

Saundra T.. Freeman, Editor
United States- Office of Education

Charles Lovett
. United States Office of Education

Allen A. tchmieder
United States Office of Education

Sam J. Yarger
Syracuse University
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INTRODUCTION

This comprenensive directory of educational personnel development

centers is intended primarily to be a locator of experience for those

interested-1.n developing centers, as well as for those already in the bus-

iness who wish to examine what others are doing. It was made as co-11P.

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 p3 visit.'; Although most of the centers listed have not)Deeh run by

teathers or by policy boards with major teacher representation most do

focus primarily on teacher needs and have:had to deal with many of,the

issues and problem that centers supported under the new Federal leg-

it ation will have to confront. Every attempt was made to verify the

i formation, that was presented, but unfortunately that was not always

p ssible. Where the reader finds that errors of either omission or com-

mission have been made, the editors assume complete responsibility.

.
Many sources were contacted in an effort'to solicit material for this

_directory. Because of the size of the .task, the following sources reyie-
_ sent only a portion of those who made important contributions: Teachers,'

Center eXchange, the New England Program in Teacher Education, the Eric

Clearinghouse for Teacher Education, the Illinois Office of Education,

and the Teachers Corps. Additionally,?many publications (that included

a directory of a partial directory of teacher centers) were studied.

Included among these were: Teacher Centers: Twoard the State of the

Scene published by the American Association of Colleges of Teacher

Education, A Descriptive Study of the Teacher Center MovetOt in Ameri-

can Education publishedby Syracuse University, the Florida: Teacher.1

Education Center directory, 1976-1977 published by the-FlOrida State'De--

partment of Education, Exploring TeacherCenters published py.the

Teachers' Center Exchange, the proceedings from the 1976' national c9n-'.

ference on teacher centers, Teacher Centering: A National Institute

published by Indiana University. The USOE Teather Center Library, which

was built mainly from contributions by existing centers, was also an in-

-valuable resource.

1*. Directory entries vary in the the amount of infoimation they,pro-

vide. Some places with incomplete entries did not respond to our in -k

formation query, but many of those which do not show program data were

added too recently to collect the necessary information: In ,all the'

cases, the name and addkess of:the center are included; most references

include a contact person (usually the center director) and :a telephone

number. For aboub half the centers 4Sted,.there is an abbreviated code'

9 that provides information about the service area of the center, its

. range of clients, 'and any program emphasisfes). This informations pre-

sented in three parts, separated by slash marks. The reader will find '

it helpful to refer back to the abbreviations presented'it the beginning

of the Directory in order to decipher these codes quickly and easily.

1
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an entry reads SD/K112/Gen, then that,center would be a
center'serving teachers' grades'K.12, and covering all

subject: _

or example,
,

if
school district.

.
Because it i a time of transition relative-to financial support of

centers, undoUbte ly, some Centers that are listed in thii Directory
havetgone out of uSiness; some new ones will have started since its
compilation. In addition, names will change; locations will vary; and

people may or may not be the same by the time a reader decides
to call. Consequently,_if some entries lead you into,d dead end,
persevere, or call us - -we'll try to help!

/ IDENTIFICATION ABBREVIATIONS

Service Area

City
single District

, Mbltiple District
State
Multiple State
County
Regional
National

Service Level

.Y1

Pres&Y1
_Kindergarten°
Elementary
Secondary' ,

Higher Education
Adults
Pre-K-12
Post Secondary
Vocational Educati
Teacher InserViC

r

City
. SD

MD
S

MS

C

ER

,Pre-S

K,

E

S

HE
A
All
PS
VE

Teach -In

208

.2;

2 2 7

t

,J4

:1

A

0



a. ,

t.

,Prosiram Focus

Adolescent Learning'
Aesthetic Education
Alternative Schools

Art

Bilingual Education

Certification
Child-Centered Learning
Classroom Management
Cognitiye Develbpment
Comnmnity Involvement
Competency Based Education
Covert" All Subjects

Creative 7aching
Curriculum Development
Dissemination
Early Childhood Education

* Educational Consulting
.Educational Research
Environmental Education

Ethnic Studies
'Games of World
Gifted and Talented
Humanistic Education
Individualized Education
Industrial Arts
Inservice
Instructional Improvement
Instructional Materials
Interpersonal Communication
Language Arts

-4 Learning Theory
Management of Learning

Oith
Media Service
Moral Education
Museums
Musid, -

Needs -Assessment
NetWork Process
OpenEducation
Paraprofessionals
Parenting, Parent Education

Preservice
Problem Solving
Professional Development
Psychology.of Learning

4

air

209

228

e

Adol
Aest Ed
Alt
Art
B Sk
Bil Ed
Cert
Child Cent
CM
Cog Dev
Comm
CBE.

Gen
Cr T 4°

CD
Diss
EC
Ed Cons
Ed Res
EE
Eth St
Games
G&T
Min
Ind Ed
IA
In
I In

IM
I Com
LA
Learn Th
Mgt L
Math
Media
Mor Ed
Muse
Mus
N Asses
Net
Op Ed
Para
Par Ed
Pre
Prob Sol
Pro, Dev

Psy



Yi

R eading
(Recycled Materials
Resource Materials
Science
Social Studies
Special Education
Student Teaching
Teacher Made Materials
Teacher Resources
Technology
Testirig and Evaluation T & EVal
-Valuesi,,Education

Vocational & TechniCal
Education

Vocational Education

Read
Rec Mat
Res-Mat
Sci
SS

Sp Ed
St Teach
TM Mat
TR
Tech

7- %

4

e If

4

$

Val Ed

Voc & T Ed
VE

2.
210
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1. Auburn University Teacher

Center
'Auburn University
Haley Center

.

Amburn, labama 36830
oLan nttumt

201/826 4457
MD/K-12/CM, Ind Ed,

° TM Mat

2. Birmingham 'Tdicher Center
-University of Alabama

University Stat,ion
Birmingham, Alabama 85294

Nancy Johnson
205/934-4011

3. Birmingham Teacher Center
prawer 1007

Birmingham, Xlabama 3520 4,--
Paul Houston
205/252-1800

CALIFORNIA
.$

1. Center for Educational
Research at Stanford

(dERAS)'

School-of Education
Stanford University
Stanford, California 94305

Robekt C. Coffee

15/497-0791,
.

2. Center for Open. Learning

& Teaching
PO Box 9434
Berkeley, California 94709
'Cynthia Brown
415/849-0544

N/K-I2/Gamps, Mus, Read

Children's%pollo Wing/
Teacher Center
,archdiocese of sap Francisco

324 Middlefield Road
Menlo Park, California 94025

Shirley Backrath
415/326-0267 ---

I

p
211.

23

4. Center for the Study of

Parent' Involvement
5240 Boyd Street
OaklatiWcalifoinia 94618

Daniel Safron

415/658-7557

5. Creative Teaching Center
1101' San 'Antonio Road
Mountain View, California 94043

Ann Roper
415/968-1109

C/R -l2 /Math

6. Emotional Learning Center
University of California/

Berkley
4419 Tolman Hall
'Berkeley, 'California 94704

_Eli 'Bower

7. Humboldt, Educational
Resource Center

2501 Cypress Avenue
Eureka, California 95501

Helen Schoker
707/447-7747

C/K-14/Res Mat/CD

8. IMIC Center
Barrett &lassajarea

Avenues'

El Cerrito, Califor:nia.94530

La Jetta Lacy
415/237 -4770'

SD/K=12/Gen-,

9. International Center for_

Education& Development
16161 Ventura Boulevard

Room 224
Encino, California 91436

Virgil Howe
213/980-3171.

N-Intl/K-9/Cr T, Gen

10. Learning Institute
Wiyersity Avenue

California 94301Palo

4:2
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11. Long Beach Mathematics
Center

Kettering Elementary School'
550 Silvera Avenue

Beichl California 9pg14
Lindh Harvey
213/430 -7500

12. MATA Teacher Center
16367 Wihbleton Lane

"Huntirigton Beach; California
92649

13. Nueva Learning Center
PO Box 1366
Burlingame, California 94010

Del Alberti
415/348-2272

MD/Pre-K thru 6/G&T

14. Open Space Environmental
Center

Immaculate Heart College
Room 203
Los 'Angeles, Califo ia 90027
Harriet Cohen
.213/4627.2360 644.

C/K-6/SS

15. Open Space Teacher
Center

4940 Sepulueda Boule4ard
Culver City, Cal t rnia 9

. 16. Park Sduth Teachers'
Resource Center
1501 O'Farrell Street
qi% Francisco', California

94115

Doug nailer

*.sairDiego City Schools.

Education Center
4100 Normal Street
San Diego, California 92103

R. Linden Cdurter
714/29374264-

,HD/K-12/Geff

0

"'.

212

18. SCRAP
165 trove Street
San Francisco, California

94102
Louise pason'and
Bernice Bing
415/776-8133 or 771-6545
City & C/A11/Art

19. Teacher4LearniUg Center
5p0 Corbett Avenue
San FrinciscO, California 94114
Nanpy Mayeda

()415?864=1575

SD/K-12/Gen

20. Spolin Theatre Game Center
6600 Santa Monica Boulevard
Hollywood, California 90038
Bradley Bernstein .

213/40-6056

21.Teachers' Active Leaining
Center /Teacher Shelter

Oakland Unified School
District

1025 2nd Avenue
-Oakland, California 94606

'Amity B. Buxton
415/836-2622,x878

R/Pre-Sch7bniv/Sci

Teaching Resources center
Univ4rsity of California,

Davis i

Davis, California 95616
Kathleen M. Fisher

3022.

23. The Exploratorium
3601 Lyon Street
SaniTrancisc, California
'.94123

Frank Oppenheimer-
&

24. The Teachers' Center
PO BoX 8 594-

San 'Diego California 92138
Leonard arren
714 2'87-433

' C/K- th



COLORADO

1. ' Jeff-co Arts in
'EdUcation,

^Artd Resource Center
.1209 Quail Street
Lakewood, Colorado 80215
Jim Allison

. ,Mt. View Center
"-University og Colorado

1511 University Avenue
Boulder, Colorado 80309
David Hawkins

. 303/A92 -8421
4.

. ,San Juan BOard of Coop-
.

erativeServices
Miller Student Center
Fort Lewis College
Durango,,Colorado 81301
Bill Pugh

_ 4CONNECTICUT

yil

-

1. Center forOpen idubation
University of.Confiecticut'
Storri, Connecticut 06208

Vincent Rogers

'2. Connecticut Staff DevelOp-

,
ment Council.

1450 Whitney AvenUe
Hamden,"ConnecticUt 06247

Robert Ayery

7,40;

3. CreativeResource Center
61'Durant Terrace
Middletown, Connecticut 06457

Betty Turco.

2Q3/347-,4613
MD/Pre-Sch thru 12/TM Mat

.

4. InstituteOn Open Education
University of.Hartford..

200 Bloomfield Avenue
West Hartfojilla,. Connecticut

06117 1
Edward WeInsWig. and

Marilyn_Schaffey

213

0

5. Project Rise
Regional Indervice.Education
5 South Main Street
Colchester, Connecticut 06415

Peter Martin
203/537 -2117 4

A

6.-'Stiff Development Center
Stamford PublicSchOols
1500 High Ridge Road
Stamfod,'Conneoticut Q6903

Pauline S. Rauh .\

203/358-4312

SDVK-12/Gen
.

-7.1 Teachers'' Center at Fairfield

309 Barberry Road .

Southport, Connectibut 06490.
Beva kallick
203/255-5411, x692

,S&C/K-12/EE, Op Edi EC, Muse,

Alt

8. The Bristol; acher Center .

Bristol Eastdh,High-School.
Bristol, Connecticut 06010

Leonard R. Lewandoski

9. The Teacher Center
425 College'Street ,

New Haven, COnnecticut 06511
dOrinne Levin
203/776-5987

10. Westport Teachers' Center
150 Riverside Center
yeStportf Connecticut 06880

Phillip Woodruff .

203/227-8451, X216

MD/K-12/Gdp'

*DISTRiCT OF COLUMBIA:

1. Advisory & Learning Exchange.
1101 15th Street,

Suite 'LL7O
Washington, D.C. 20036

Brenda/Strong Nixon

2Q2t/872-1220 2.

R/K -12, & PS/Teach Ed.

232
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'Bishop Spence Center
Catholio,University'
Marist`Buil,ding, Room .15 .

620 Michigan Avenue 1.E. ',
Wahington, D.C. 2017

Claire M. Helm
202/832-0567

SD /K- 12,-St Teach/Teach Ed,

Gen

Center Tor Education
Advancement

Presidential Building,
Room 900 .

41-12th Street, N.W.'
Washington, D: C. 20004

James Taylor .

4. Irfstructionai Development
.'Institute

Educational Media Center
Twining Building
3rd &-laslreets,.N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20001
'Walter rooks

5. 1°Response to Educational
Needb.Project

2250. Railroad Avenue, S.E.
Washington, D.C. 20020
M. Julian West

Teacher Ce.ntered Professional
Development

National Edtcation Association
1201 16th Street; N.W.
Washington, D.C.-20036

Donald L. .Carothers

202/833-4337
S & R/All Grades/

7. 'Teacher Education Center

Whittier Elementary8Chdol
5th & SheridanStreits; N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20011

8. The Portal School
_,-

Lingley Jr. High School
Is'i'&T'Streets, N.E.
Washington,. D. 20602

4-2

214,

FLORIDA

1. Alachua County Teacher
Education Center-o-4

1817 E. University Avenue
Gainesville, Florida 32601
Faye Cake
904/373-5192, x297

C/Are-S, K.112/Gen

2.'Brevard'Inservice- Teaching
Center

905 Pineda.Street
Cocoa, Florida 32922

3: CollieeCount; Teacher
Education Center.

3710 Este y Avenue

Naples, Fiorida_33942
_Herbert V. Cambridge
813/774-3460

SD/K-12/N Asses

4. .Florida Mideastern Teacher
Education Center

.1800 Soliqh 13th Street

Ft. Pierce, Florida 33450
Jean Horton
305/465-9968

MD/K-12
*

5. Staff Development & Teacher
Education -Center

205 4th ,Street, 8.w.

Largo, Fl&ida 33540
Ward Thomas:
813/585-9951_

C/K-12 & A/None

6, Southi4est Florida
Center

3308 Canal Street
Fort.MYer§, Florida 33901

G. Weaver Hipps
813/334-1102 or 694 -3469

MD/Pre-S thru A/

7. Teacher Education Center
Drawdr 70
Apalachicola, Florida 32320
ClintosBankester.
904/653-8836-.

Education

O



-8. Teacher Education Center
TO Drawer:1460-
Arcadia, Florida 33821

Jeds A. Blanton'
1 813/494-4222

9.- Teacher Education Center
.- PO Box ,391- -

Bartow, Florida 3.3830

. James Mills

'--813/533-3101
C/K-12/

11.

0. Itabher'Educaton Center
314,6iA-Cehtral "Avenue
Blountk.tbilorida 32424
Andresey
964/048734

o

achet Education Center °

College'bf:Education-
'Florida Atlaiftic Unixersity

Boca RatoneFlorida33432
Wayne H:-Duncan,,
813/382-1120, x230-

ND /K -12 /In

12. Teacher Education Center-

-so

/Holmes County,Schodl Board

201 North' Oklahoma
Bonifay, 'Florida 32425'

Evelyn Swindle
504/547-2761

C/K-12/

13. Teacher Education Center
PO Box 428 /,-

t 22.

_t_

15. Teabher Education Center
PO Box 767.

,---C-Iewiston,-Florida 33440

Ernest R. Redish'
81.3/983 -8344

16".Teacher Education Center'
PO Box 272,

-,Defuniak Springs, Floridr32433
Hilda Courey
904/892-3214,

17. Teacher Education Center
:'2909 Pelaware Avepue
Ft: Pierce, Florida 33450 .

-Hazel Jordon
305/464 -8220

.18. Teacher EducationCenter
120 Lowery Place
Ft. Walton,peach, Florida 32548
William D.,,Huddleson

904/244-2161

C/K-12/

19. T6acher Education Celiter,
25 8,E. 2nd Place
Gainesville, Florida 32601

Marilyn Thursby
904/373:-'5192

' 20.

o

Itapher Education' Center

Pinellas County
19930 Gulf BoulevardWBoX'855
India! Rocks Beach, Florida'

31535 :
Mary F. Feph

Bristbl, Florida 32321 813/596-0586

E. Moody Eldridge

904/643-6553 f / 21.

14. Teacher Education Center
PO Box 647
Chipley, Florida 32428

Rodney Harrison
504/638-4131

Hp/K-12/

Teacher Education Center
PO-Box 370
Kissimee, Florida` 32741
Walter G. Watkins.

305/847-3147
C/K=12/.

Teacher,Education Center

VO- Box 787 .

t.

' LaBelle,-Florida 33940

John Goins*---,-

813/675 -0445



23. Teacher Education Eenter
PO DraWer 809
Marianna, Florida 32446

Gladys_ N. 'Williams

904/482-7494
.

24:: Teacher Education Center

Glades City Board'of Public
IfistitUies

Moore Haven, Florida, 33471
Lester,Mench's
813/946-2931

31: Teacher Education Center
qr 426 School Strett

Sebring, Florida 33870 -
Dail Davis

813/334-1102
'

32. Tticher EducatiOn Center
Westside Elementary School
715 Applegate Drive :

Springhill, Florida 33512
Roger Landers

25.. Teacher Education Center

304 .W. 2nd Street, Room 10
Okeechobee,.Florida 33472
John Kinsaul
813/763-3157

26. Teacher Education Center
PO Drawer 820
1819Lindon Avenue,
Building A

Panapa City, Florida 32401,
Clarence D. Pilch-dr
904/769-1431

R/K-12 & A/Res Mat

27. Teacher Elucatiyn-Center
University Of West Florida'
Pensacola, Florida 32504
Billy J. Willidr

28. Teacher Education Center
VO.Box G
Port St, Joe, Florida 12456

Laura Geddie
904/229-6122

29. Teacher Education Center
1016 EdudationAvenue
Punta Gorda, Florida 33950.

. Patricia Glaser
, '813/639-2121

30. T4cher'EdUOation Center
241$, Hatton Street

Sarasota, Florida 33597
Don,'Spivey

813/958-8831, x304

)

4.

331 Teachei Education Center
500 East Ocean Boulevard.

.,Stuart,, Florida, ,33494

'Eugene C. Debus
305/287-6400, x120

34: Teacher Education Center
2757 West Pensacola
Tallahassee, Florida 32304

James M. Croteau
904/576-8111

. SD/K-12, PS & A/Pre, In

35: Teacher Education Center
College of Education'
Florida State-University
Tapahassee, Florida 33206
Philip R. Fordyce

36, Teacher-Education Center'
College Of Education.
University. of Southern
Florida .

Tampa, Plorida' 33620
Ray iIrbank

813/974-2100'

R/K-12/I Imp

37. Teacher Educations Center
7 PO Box 2648

Vero Be;ch, Ejori4a 32960
Samuel AA Hunter. -
.305/56777165:.

38: TeaCher.Eaucation Center
PO Box 157.
Wauchula, Florida5387?

Marianne Spears
813/773-5058

216
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GEORGIA

1. Atlanta,Area'Center for

Teachers
Mercer University in Atlanta
1000 FloWers Road, South
Atlanta, Georgia 30341

Howard H. Kiaopf

404/455-9108
It/K-12/TM Mat

2.- Atlanta Area Teacher Education

'Service
Emory University
Atlanta, Georgia 30322

Charles Franzen
404/634-7033

R/Teach In/

3. Clayton County Teacher Education
.

Center
Divisign of Curriculurs.&

instruction
Georgia State University
Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Larry Parker

4. DeCalb County Student
Teaching Cehter

DeKalb County Board of

Education
DeKalb County Courthouse
Decatur, Georgia 30030

John Coley

5. Staff Development Institt-
tional Service Center

2930 Forrest Hill Drive, S.W.

Atlanta, peorgia 30315
Mae Armster Christian

IDAHO

1. Teacher Renewal Center
`'Highland Fallout Shelter

1207 West FOri Street
Boise, Idaho 83702

217

. Teacher Resourge Center
502 West Cuking Drive
Boise, Idaho 83702
'Beth Chadbourne

ILLINOIS

1. .Arlington Heights Teacher'

Center
Wilson School
15 East Palatine Road
Arlington Heights,..111inois

'60004*

Baibara Sirotin
312/398-4200 .,-.

2. Belleville A.;ea. Teachers'

Center .

25-South 9th Street,

Illinois 62221
Thomas C. O'Brien
618/692 -2118

City/Pre-S thru 12/Cog Dev

3.

4.

Center for Inner City

`IStudies
Northeastern Illinois

University
4p0 East Oakwood Boulevard
`Chicago, Illinois 60635

Elizabeth T. Wood

,

312/268 -7500'

Clintbri County Instructional
Material Center

Courthouse
Carlyle,, Illinois 62231

Jim4Sprehgel
618/526-4214

C/N-12/

5. Education-Resource Center

j171 North Halsted
Chicago, Illinois
Dianetautter

312/935-1151

4



. Loarnib4 Resource Service
Morris Library (Basement-

Room 8)

Southern Il4nois'University-
Carbondale

Carbondale, Illinois 62901
Donald Winsor,
217/384-3680

. McKinley Park Staff Develop -'
went tenter'

Adler
JOtlet, Illinois 60433
-815/723-2235

8. Nettelhorst Project
Nettelhorst School
3252 North Broadway
Chicago, Illinois 6067

Daniel R. Scheinfield
312/472-6678

12. Chicago Public Schools West
Program Development and

Resource Center
4264" West 45th Street

Chicago, Illinois 60632

PoY'Schieid
312/254-8550

13. Project Renewal'
1444 Main Street
Quincy,,Illinois 62301
'217/223-8700,

'14. Ridge School:,

650 Ridge Avenue

Elk Grove Village, Illinois
60007
312/593-4300

15. Riverside Resource
240 South Franklin
Decatur, Illinois 62521
217/424-3091Professional Development

Center
Crete-Monee School District, 16.

201 6
North Street
Crete, p.linois 60417
Ronald Falbe
312/672-5113

SD /K- 12 /Psy, Cm, I Com
1 a

oirt

- 10. Chicago Public,Schools North
professional Development &

Resources,

2107 North kagnolia '

Chicago, Illinois 60614
Al Sterling
_312/549-3816

111 Chicago? hglic SchOols South
Professional4yelopment &

Center
1 7935 South Honore

Illinois-60626
.312/87479300

I=

218

2;3'y

17.

18.

19.

Center

School-Community Resource
Center

315 South Main Street,
Wheaton, Illinois 60187
lire. Ada Young
312/682-2195

Self- Renewal Center-Media
ResoUrce Center

Wheeling District 21
999 Dundee .Road
Wheeling, Illinois 60090

Larry Chase
312/537-8270

Teacher Curriculum Work Center
Hyde Park Y.M.C.A.
1400 East 53rd Street
Chicago, Illinois 60615.

Susan Ca enter
312/955-1329

Teacher Learning Center
2500 Dempster Ave,*
Des Plaines, Illinois 60016

Barbara Tafelski
312/297 -0822



20. -Teacher-Operated Teacher Center

Glenview District 34
1401 Greenwood Road
Glenview, Illinois 60025

Cheryl Christensen
312/724- 7000, x28

a

21. Teacher Reacher, District 59,
2123 South Arlington Heights

Road
Arlington Heights, Illinois

60005
312/593-4300

22. The Teacher. Center Project
Southern Illinois University
Box 49
Edwardsville, Illinois 62026

Thomas O. O'Brien
618/629-2118

23. The -Jewish Teacher Center
161 Green Bay Ebad
Wilmette, Illinois 60091
olpres Solvy
312/251-6950

City/k-12/Eth St

24. Upper Mississippi Piver Eco

- -Center
'(Teacher inservice and field

.trip service)
Thomson, Illinois 61285

815/259-3282

INDIANA

1, . !fall State University

Teachers College
Buri's Lab Dept.

Muncie, Indiana.47304
.

2. Indiana University at
Bloomington

Indiana Regional Math
Consortium

Blobmington, Indiana 47401 .

219

..

3. Science & Xathematics
Curriculum

Exploration Center -

618 Franklin Square
Jeffersonville, Indiana 47130

W4 Kenneth Potts Tom Pagan

812/282-8491 -

R/K -12 /Sci & Math

.

4 Un;versity'of Indiana
Mathematics Education

Development Center
-814 E. 3rd Street
Bloomington, Indiana 47401

IOWA

1.- Educational Service Center
346 Second Avenue, S.W.
Cedar Rapids, Iowa 52404 ,

2. The Centering-Place
,,Department of Education'

Gracelead.College
Lamoni, Iowa 51040
-Robert johndOn
515/784-3311

MS/In, Gen, Pre

KANSAS
.

1. Community Learning Center'
1204 Oread Avenue
Lawrence, Kaxisas 66044

Bob Hubert -Ai.

913/841 -3122

B/K -12, PS A/Par Ed, EliV Ed

2. Murdock Teacher Center
Wichita Public Schools
670 North Edgemoor
Wichita, Kansas 67208

Alken W. Mills
316/682-1565

SD/K-12/LA, Sci, Math, SS

23.
.
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LOUISIANA

1. Center for Innovative Teaching
McDonough No. 6
4849 Chestnut Street
New Orleans, Louisana 70115
Michael Jolley
504/899-5642 or
288-6561, x218.

2. Center for Educational
Improvement

New Orleans-Public Schools
4100 Touro Street
New Orleans, Louisiana 70122
Henry Marks-
504/288-6561 x215

3. Teacher Resource Service.
904 Orange Street
New-Orleans, Louisiana 70130

Gail Swann
504/561=5800

SD/X-12/Reb Mat & CD

. .

MAINE ,

1. Teacher Education Renewal
Program

Maine School Administrative
District No. 3

Unity, Maine 04988
David Dey

MARYLAND:

1. Charles?County Teacher
Education Center

3402 Curtis Drive #104
Hillcrest Heights, Maryland
20023
Frieda J. McArthur

3. Charles County Teacher
Education Center

SR #1, Box 99
Prince Frederick, Maryland 20678

Nita Patter

4. Howard County Secondary 'Teacher
Education Center-

9410 Kilamanjara Road'
Colutbie, Maryland *21045
F. Fritdhard
301/596-4154 .- ..

5. Howard County Teacher Center
University of Maryland
7000 Brooks Road
Highland,-Maryland 20777

P. Parrish
301/286-2360

6. Howard County Teacher Education
Center '

904p Town & Country Boulevard
Ellicott City, Maryland 21043

Cheryl Winder,

7.

8.

9.

2. Charles County Teacher Education
Center

7605 Riverdale Road, #416
New Carrollton, Maryland 21025
Paula Goeller
301/577-7711

220

klorthern Teacher Education
Center

University of Maryland-Howard
County

.St. John'seEletentarySchlool
2960 St. John's Laae
Elliott City, MarVland21243

Anne M. Bianchi
301/465-1455

.Teacher Education Center
5418tillingsworth Way
Columbia, Maryland 20014
Frank Lyman
301/730-822-1-

C/K-5/Gen

Teacher Education Center
Shool of Education
Towson State University
Towson, Wantland 21204

Chandler Barbour

23w .

°
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10. Teacher Education Centers
University Of Maryland
Baltimore Colldiy, Campus

Catonsville, Maryland 21228

. David Young
4017455-2327

R/K-12/CD

11. Baltimore .Urban} .Teacher

Education Center
23rd & Calvert Streets
Baltimore, Maryland 21218

Charles Brown

.MASSACHUSETTS

1. Amherst Elementary Staff
Developmedt Program

Arlherst ,kegio4a1 School

',District '

Chestnut Street
Amherst, Massachusetts 01002

Robert Murphy

2. Amherst Secondary Staff
Development Pro

Amherst Regional School

District,
Chestnut Street
Amherst, Massachusetts 0

John Heffley
413/549-3710

SD/7-12/Adol; Mgt L, Ih

L

5. Greate"r Boston Teachers Center'-

. 129 Mt. Auburn Street -

.Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138

4 ,Edward Yeomans'

617/876-2790

.0
6, Hampshire Educational

Collaborative b

South Amherst School
Amherst, Massachusetts 021002

William E. Allen
413/256-8869

MD/K-12/Gen

7. Institute for Learning &
Teaching

University of Massachusetts'
Boston, Massachusetts 0'2215

Jim Case 00

8. North Shore Education Center,
Inc.

Resource/Recycle
25 Sohier Road
Beverly, Massachusetts

Julie Besser
617/922-0071

R/N +K- 12 /Rec Mat
404

ittsfieldTeacher Center
002 entral Annex

iSecx&Second'
bPittsfield, Massacbusetts -01201

01915

3. District VI Resource ;Center
University of Massachusetts ,

Harbor Campus
Dorchester, Massachusetts 02125

Geraldine E. Tilley
617/287 -1900, x2388

MD/K-12/B Sk, Dips, Par-Ed

4. Educational Development Center
EDC-Follow Through- Project

55 Chapel Street
Newton Massachusetts 02160
George E.Haid*

4

221
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10; Teacher*Center Brookline
88 HarvArd Street
Brookline, Massachusetts 02146

MuffyqParadise
617734-1111, x319

SD/K-12/

11. Teacher Education Center
Hanscom Field
Hanscom Public School
Bedford, Massachuhetta 01730

Ricky Carthr

.



12. Teacher Education Center
The Children's Museum
Jamaicaway
Boston, Massachusetts 02130
Jim Zien
617/522-4806

13. Teacher Education Center
Follow-Through Project
1700 Cambridge Street -

Cambridge, Massachusetts 02140
Marjorie Gatchell

MICIIIGAN

1.

2.

3.

14'., Teacher Education Center
MATE Project'
Clark University
Worcester, Massachusetts 01610

Sal Cohen

`15. 'Teacher Education Council
School of EdUcation
UniverSity of Massachusetts 4.

Amherst, Massachusetts 01002
Richard-Clark

16. The Integrated Day Program
School 9f Education
University of Massachusetts:,*,
Amherst, Massachusetts 01002
**Marsha R. Rudman
Mason Bunkei and
413/545-3121 '

MS/KL.12/Gen:

17. The Teacher Center'

460.Taibot,AN;epue
Dorchester, Massachusetts

04.44
I

18. Workshop for Lea&I!4:*
Things, Etc. !

5 Bridge Street
Watertown, Massachusetts

George Cope
617/926-1160

5.

East Michigan University
Spard ..

Ypsilanti, Michigan'48197

Vt.?"'

Regional Teacher Cehter
Michigan State UniVersity,
518 Erickson Hall
East Lansing; Michigan 48823

J. Bruce Burke

Region 12J3rofesiional Develop-.
vent Center

PO Box -2025

1819 E.. Milham Road
Kalamazoo, Michigan 49003

Ronald Sergeant
616/391-4620"

MD/K-12/

Teacher Education Center
College of Education --

Michigan State University
East Lansing, Michigan 48823

Henry! Kennedy

517/355,-1713.,

/K-12/In

1"he Detroit Center for
,Growth OLDeVelopment

Wayne Std'te University
'Detroit, Michigan- 48202

Jeske Kennedy
313/577-a684 -

S4K-12/Readi M'ith

MINNESOTA

1. MinneapoliS'Teacher Center
University of Minneapolis-

62172 2605 Silver Lane, ME.
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55421

Ken Howey
612/373-9736

S, C, SD/K-12/Pre, In

222
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2. MPS/UM Teacher Center

UniversitY'of Minneapolis
155 Pelk
159 Pillsbury Drive; S.E.
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455
Frederick V. Hayen
612/376-4580

SD & S/K-12 & HE/Pro Sol,

Diss'

3. Teacher Education Center
S.W. Minnesota State-College
Marshall, Minnesota 56258

MISSOURI

1. Oldham Education Center
14220 East 35th Street
Independence, Missouri

Joyce Gallagher
816/833-0042

SD/K-12/Gen

2. St. Louis Area Teachers'
Center

New City School
Waterman at Lake
St. Louis, Missouri 63108

Thomas C. O'Brien

3. Teacher Educati8n Center
Walnut Grove School
1248 N. Florissant Road
Ferguson, Missouri 63135
-Sarah D. Caldwell
314/595-2369 or 2370

SD /K- 12 /In, CD

4. The Education Confederation
4501 Westminster Place

St. Louis, Missouri 63108
Robert P. Mai

-315/367-2112

5. The Learning Center
4505 Westminster Place
St. Louis, Missouri 63108
Emily Richards
314/361-1908

R/K48, 9-12, Day Care, Head
Start/La, Math, SS

6. The Learning Exchange
2720 Walnut
Kansas City, Missouri 6410a

. Dan Gager
.

816/471-0455
R/TR/

MONTANA

Montana Council of Teachers
in Math

Columbus High School
Columbus, Montana 59019
Dan Dolan
406/322-5373

S/K-12/Math

NEBRASKA

1. Teacher Education Center v
The McPhee Elementary School
820 South 15th Street
Lincoln, Nebraska 6850e.

Ann Christensen

2. Teacher EduationCenter
CUTE Program-
'3902 Davenport Street
Omaha, Nebraska 68131
.,James.SWick

NEVADA

1. Foresta Institute
Environmental Education
6205 Franktown Rdad
Carson City, Nevada 89701
Marla Painter
702/882-6361

S/Prie:Sch-12/EE

2. Teacher Education /Center

Western State Sniall

Schools Project
State Deparment of Education
Carson City, Nevada 89701

Herbert Steffens

4
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NEW HAMPSHIRE

1. Regional Center for Educational
.--Ttaihing

4S Lyme
Hanover, New Hampshire 03755

Delmar Goodwin
603/5666

S/X-12&PS

2. Teacher Education Center
Departmefitof Education
University of New HaMpshire
Durham, New Hampshire 03824
Michael Andrew

3. Teacher EdueationCentei
North Country Educational
Services

Gorham, New Hampshire 03581
'Leon Lakin
603/466-2090

R/K-12/In, Media

4. Teacher Darning Centez
84 Hanovr Street
Lebanon, New Hampshire 03766
John Garipy
603/448-3797

NEW JERSEY._

1: Education Improvement Center,
Glassboro-Woofbyxy Road

PO Box 426
Pitman, New Jersey 08071

Paul Winkler
609/589-3410

MD / /11 Grades/Res,,In, CD

2. Educational Improvement Center

Haiko Drive
Cedar Knolls, New Jersey 07927
somas S. Hamill
201/539=0331

MC/ -

-

224

3. Educational Improvement* Center

50 Kale Dri/e .

Hightstown, New.Jersey
- Thomas J. Rookey

609/448-0484
MC/

08520-

4. Teacher Education Center
Trenton State College
Trenton, New Jersey Q8625
Bernard Schwartz

5. The Center for Open Educa-

tion
Tenafly, New Jersey 07670
Suzanne M. Spector
201/871-3322

MS/K-12/Hum Ed, Open Ed

6. The Wednesday Program
Princeton Regional Schools
PO Box 711
Princeton, New Jersey 08 40

Kathleen Deben

7. Woodbridge Township School
District "

Project Moppet
Indiana Avenue 'School
Iselin, New Jersey 08830
Alfre&D.-Kohler
201/283-0330

S, C/K-12/Gen

NEW YORK

1. --Bayshore Teacher Center
Bayshore Jr, High Sch9o1
393 Brook Avenue
Bayshore, New York 11706
Bill Fibkins
516/665-1700, x296

City/K-12/Net, Comm I

2. Career Planning Center
Pace University
41 Park Row

243
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Center for Environmental 0°4k10.
Studiest

675 W. 252nd Street ,'

Bronx, New York'10471
William Bett

4. Community Resources Institute 11.

Brooklyn College
240 W. 98th Street
New York, New York 10025 .,

Ann Cook and Herbert Mack

212/666-3758
MC/K-12 & AE/Child Cent, Ind
Ed, LA,'SS,T & Eval, CD

5. /Creative Teaching Workshop
'115 Spring Street
i New York, New York 10012

Floyd Page

I 212/431-7710

6.; District 2 Teacher Center
:&IPS 3
4:17490,Hudson Street

New York, New York 10014
- Blossom Gelernter
-212/698-1273

,SD WCity/Pre-K-9/CD,'
Learn Th, CM

. G.A.M.E.
260 West 86th Street
ew York; New York 10025

ette Korman
12/877-4027

City/K -9, HS & C/CD

8.; Grassroots Teacher- Parent

Resource-Center 1-

Cornishkali C32
SUNY at Cortland
Cortland, New York 13045

Peg Hasch
607/753-2705

PAF Youth Theatre Center
Arts in Education -

97 Little Neck Road
Ceaterport, New-York 11721
City/K-12/Art, Aes Ed

-

:Metropolitan Center for
'Educational Development

275 West 11th Street
New York, New York 10014

James Lerman
212/989-2220

S/K -12/I Imp

12. Project Change
SUNY at Cortland .

Cortland, New York 13045
Thomas Lickona

Ce tral NY /K -8 /Op Ed, Mor Ed

13.. Syracuse-Jamesville-DeWitt
Center,

Moses DeWitt School
Jamesville Road
DeWitt, New York 13214

' Gary 'R. Wright
315/446-1512

SD/K-12/Prof Dev

14. Syracuse Urban Teaching

Center ,

Syracuse Mall
200 Slocum Hall'
Syracuse, New York 13201

Frederiok.VOlp
SD /K- 12/Prof Dev

15. Teacher Center at Hunter

College
Room 518, Hunter College
695 Park Avenue
New York, -- -New York 10021

Lois A. Berlin
212/570-5433

City, D/K-12/Math, Sci, Bil

9. Learning Center
Fordham University of Lincoln '

Center
i13 West 60th-Street.
Room 1024
NeW York, New York 10023

Elaine J. Schwartz

,. 212/956-8159 or 6307

/1C-9/G1ln

Ed, G&T, Sp, Ed

"a'eacher Center for the
Education of the Gifd
and Talented _

'Hunter College Campus School
94th Street & Park Avenue
New York, New York 1021
NYC/K-12 /G &T, Sp Ed

225
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teacher Education Center
614-Middle Neck Road

, New York 10023 1.

-.Diane Parker
516/482-8560, x276

SD/Pre-K-12/Gen

NORTH CAROLINA

18. TeaCher Education Research
Center

State.Mversity College
Fredonia, New York14063

19. Teachers, Inc.
2700 BroadWay
New York; New York 10014'

James Wiles,

Appalachian State Teacbing
-Center
College of Learning and Human
Development .

Appalachian State University
Boone, North Carolina 28608

2. Caldwell /Catawba Teaching

Center
PO DraWer 1590
Lenoir, North Carolina ,28645

Margaret Gragg
704/754-5381, x24

MC/K-12 & St Teach/IM

20. Teacher Center
United Federation of Teadhers
260 Park Avenue South
New York, New York 10025

Eugenia Kemble

21. The Cooperative Continuum
of Education

a -208: 715 Ocean Terrace
;Staten Island, New York 10001

Edward L. Brennan
212/390-7672

22. West Genessee Teaching.denter
Stoftehedge School

5410 W. Geneso Street
,Camillus, New;York 13631

Gwendolynne Yarger
315/487-4642' '

SD/K-12/Frof Dev

3. Isabella Wyche School
206 S. Poplar street,
Charolette, North Carolina 28202.

4.

5.

6.

.Workshop Center- formOpen

Education ..

City College School of
Education

Convent Avenue & 140th Street'
New York, New York 10031
Lillian-Weber
212/368-1619

City/K-12/ScilMath, LA, SS
7.

Center

Staff Developmebt Center
- -Durham City Schools-
--Durham, North Carolina 27743

Jeanne H. Lucas
t 919/688-2361, x278
C/Pre- K -12 /In

226

Teaching/Learning Center'
Chatlotte/Meckleribur4 Schools
701 East 2nd Street
PO Box 149
Charlotte, North'earolina 2q230

llobert"J. Gibson
919/372-8620

SD/K-12/Gen

Wilkes Area Teachini.CeRter
306-D Street
North-Wilkesboro, North

Carblina 28659
John -Deason

9p/667-6109
MC/K-12/St Teach, In;

Winston-Salem/Forayth
Teaching Center

W4taker Eldientary School.:
Buena Vista Road
Winston-Salem, North Carolina.

27104
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1. ,Center for Teaching and
Learning

University of NOrth Dakota
Grand Forks, North Dakota 58201

VitoPerrone
---701/777-2674
S/K712/CD

2. Teadher Education Cehter
Grand Forks Public Schools
Grand Forks, North Dakota

. 58201 (

Gordon York
701/775-3311

City/K-12/ ,

Teacher Education 'caritee.

North DakotarState,Univeraity
`Fargo, North Dakota 58102

V
; .

ofizp,-*. .

,
1.° Carver ,Teacher tacatign

Center
"' University c4ToIZdo

Room 226,'University Hall
Tolead4 Ohio: 43606

CleVelalid Area Center for

Educational Personnel
Development , '

Cleveland- Board ofEducaticb
e.1380 East 6th Stret

.

Cleeland, Ghia-44114
SD,&-C/K-12/

3.)- 'Or:deter Cleveland-Teacher

Center
Noble Schol
i29'AxdoonsRoacl'.
Cleveland Heights, Ohio 44121

Greater'Cldueland,',Teacher /

Center'for Informal '"'

"EdUcatioh
P(5-4Ox 21383 s\,'fi Uni'versitil "Heigh te ; Oh io-:44i21

Penny Buchanan
-116/371-,7124.

. C/Pre-S-8 & TeachiGen/

)

4
*.-

_

1

Child Cent
A 1 1.c c

ei

-
InstrUctional Materials Zentet
University, of Toledo
Old Orchard School
2402 0heltenham Road
Toledo., Ohio 43606

° Nanci Ludas.
419/536 -1954

MD/K'-8/Ind Ed, G&T

6.. Teacher Education Center,
Room 1326, University Tower
21st and Euclid Avenue
Cleveland, Ohio,44115

Teacher Education Center
Kent State University
Education Building; Room
Kent, Ohio 44240

'Charles Nichols

216/672-2929
SD/12/VEr--

4

413

, "?'

8. Teachei: Educatitm Center
Ohio State,T.Wyersity,
1885 Neil.Avenue, Room 1221(
Columbusv Ohio 43210

`Teacher Education Center
University of Cincinnati

230 East 9th:Street
O , Cincinnato, Ohio..45202

,

10: Teacher Educatiim Cen'ter
Wright State University'

Coionel,Glenn Highway ,

Dayton, 'Ohio 45431.*

a

rs_

OKLAHOMA'

1.

.

.*

Aesthetic Educational
Learning Center

`Oklahoma City' University
N.W. 23rd & N. Blackwelder'
Oklahoma City,. Oklahoma 73106

Claiie JondS
405/52175123

PS/Aest Ed
r

k'

t

J-7"-
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`2. Oklahoma Coop-for Clinical
Experience, in Teachdt
Education

PO Box' 45208 -,,

Tulsa, Oklahoma 74145
John Dewell
918/743-3381, x325

SD/Pre -S, K-12/Gen

a. On Site-Project
Oklahoma State University'
103 Gunderson Hall
Stillwater, Oklahoma 74074

Donald Myers.
405/624 -6346

Sp /K -8 /Gem

4. Teacher Education Center
University of Oklahoma
Cpllege pof Education
Norman, Oklahoma 73069

403/325/1081
'5D/K-6/st Teach-,

r ,2) 0

:OREGON

1. Mode]: Tacher Center
,Portland State University
Portland, Oregon '92707

)`` ) '

,12." Staff Development-Center, Inc:-
, ,South Umpqua S.D. ', #191 s

_ 4 _ PO Box 9;70 , ,

"Myrtle creek, CfregOri p7457
Joseph A. Lucas.
503/863-5657 '

)

-4 3. the Teacher Works
2136 N4E. 20th Avenue /

Portland, Oregon 872d7
Trudy ";
503/287-7696

N/K-12/

"4-

Teaching Research
,OregonCollege of Education
Todd 11411 ' ,

.-Oregon 97361',
Bud, Frederick

503/838 -1220, x401
5, C, D/K-12/5p-Ed, ,Gen

44110,

<(
,

tke,,

"228
4-

PENNSYLVANIA

1. Ways &4Meaning Place at
Boas School

260 Forster Street
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 1'402

Bill Thompson and
Wayne-Ramirez
717/255-2527 rt

S/K-1WArt °

2. Advisory Center
Oulter, and Norris Streets
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19144,

Marie Treva -lon and
Edith
215/849-7149

SD/K-12/Gen
11%

Philadelphia Teacher-parent
Center,

'16th and Lombard, Streets
Philadelphia, P'ennsIrlvarfia

1914E,
Julia Grove
215/732 -3205

- SD/Pre -S thur 12/

Jr

1:

6.arnege-Mellon University
Ca.rnege" Education Center
Schenley Park ,

-\PittSbuzgh_,-Pe-ntaiylvallia15213
. .Anthony M. Farina

412/621-2600, x289
'MC/1-12/55;S. Hist

RHODE

1

ODE ISLAND

Rhode iIsland Teacher Center
Phode Island Department of

Education*
__`225 Hayes Street

ROgerlWilliams Building
Providence,,...Rhode Island 02908

Edward Dembruch.:i;
.40V277-2697

15/Prei'.12/Gen )

I,:

1
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EXAS

1. Abilenel Teacher Center.

Drawer E
Abilene, Texas 79601

. Jack Longbotham
915/677-1911-

2. Austin 'CB roject
-University o Texas

Rese and revelopment Center'
Teacher Education,
AUstin, Texas78712

Gene Hall
N/K-HE/CD

9. H. S. Thompson . )

Teacher Education Center
Bishop -College.

Dallas, Texas 75241
Eva P. Lewis

3. Austin Cooperative
Education Center

AAT'42 East Avenue
Austin', Texas 78701

Jerry Tebs

SEV( -12/,
NI, ,fg

4. Bi1rdie 'Alexander

Teakher Education Center
Easlt, Texas University
Dallas, Texas 75202 .

Haelan

5. Brazes Valley Cooperative
Teacher Education Center

EdAcation. Department
Texas end M
College Station,Texas 77843

'John E. 14orris-

713/845-6811
)./

MD/K=12/ ,

Dallas Teacher Education Center 14,
BoX 13361 Nt Station

tehton,,Texas 76203.

7. Education Service Center
1510 N. Loop 410
Sap Antonio) Texas 78209'4

twain Estes o'
214/628=455'1, x202

10. H.:,11: Longfellow

jeacher.EducationCenter.
N.-Texas State, University
Dallas, Texas 76203
Vesley:Earp

11. Lamar Teacher 'Center.
Lamar University
.LBox 10034

peaumiont, Texas 77710.

Lee Self
/836-7717

'R;/K -12/1n

12. Laredo Teacher Cent6r
Texas A&X.UniverSity at

Laze 4°

i)Box 537 ,

i j) ',

,;Laredo, Texas 781940'

) Hal Kanter . ),,

,City/K)12/,
-

13,
1

North Janes Teacher
Education Center '

!Dallas,Independen School
District ',

,:,3,700 RoesAvenile

--Dallas, tEXas 75204'
.

' Joe ti.,Pitts ,

)...

214/024-1620, x361-

SEVK-12/\

8. ,Houston Teacher Center'
iiVersity,oT HOi.istOm
.;Z4,

Houston, Texas.77004
34: Robert Hougtom
` :.1213/749-3621

City/K-12&HE/,

Teacher Center
Samilouston State%
School of TEacheri Education.

Texas, 77340

Carl I. Harris
713/295-6211, x2822

S/K-12/

15: South Plains Teacher
EduOation Center'

Texas Tech University

',.PC-Box 4560 k

LubhoCk, texai 79409
Bettye Johnson

229 2 4 8 1



16. Teacher Center
Houston Baptist

-- 7502 Fondren
Hadston,Texas 77036

John Lutjemier

17. Teacher Center
S.W. Union College
Keene, Texas 76059

24. Teacher Education Center
College of Education
University of Texas

..E1 Paso, Texas 89968
Jorge DeCamps
915/747-5586

C/K-4.2/Pre

Teacher Center
Texas Christian University
1600 W. Felix
Ft. Worth, Texas 76115

19. Teacher Center
University of St.. Thomas

3812 Montrose
Houston, Texas 77006

Anna Dewaid
713/522-7911

MD/K-12/Gen'

Teacher Center
University of Texas
Green Center #3
PO Box 688,
Richardson),%Texas 75080

Robert E. Fielder

21. Teacher Development
Texas Southern University
3201 Wheeler Hal/

. Houston, Texas 77004
W. R. Strong,
713/527-7334

41K-12/CBE,

Teacher Education Center
3210 W. Lancaster
Ft. Worth,:Texas 76107 '

Jo Mosley
817/737-9981

SD/K- 12&HE/Pre

4

23. Teacher EchiCaticin Center
-Cen-Tex, School of Edncation
Baylor UniversitY
Wacortticas 76763

L. V. McNamee

25. Teacher Education Center
Department of Education
Alpine, Texas 79830

Richard Bain
a

Teacher-Education Center
East Texas State at

Texarkana
PO.Box,5518
Texarkana, Texas 75501
Carlton Robardey

27, ,Teacher Education Center

J. C. College
Hawkins, Texas 75765

Jarvis Christian

)

Teacher Education TC'en

Mid Center /s

1203 PioneerParkwaqi
Arlington, Texas 760]

Rosa Vernon

r

29. Teacher.Education Cegter

Mid Coast
University of Housto
Victoria Campus
2302 C.E. Red River
Victoria,Texas 7790

\Robert Brown
C/K-12/Pre

I,

30. Teacher Education Center
',Texas A&I'Universi

.BoX 196-
_Kingsville, Texas 7 363

William Sanford

. Teacher Education Cdinter
,-Texas Lutherr College

Box 3502 .*

Seguin, Texas 78155
Harold Prochnow

i230
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32: Teacher Education Center-
Texoma Coop.
Austin College
Sherman, Texas 75090

Dean Batt .
' 214/892-9f , 4326

S/K-712/ 7
33. Texas College Teacher

Prarie View A&M
PO Box 282 '

Prarie View, Texas.77445
H. G. Hendricks,

Center

34. Teacher Education Center
West Texas State Uniyersity
Canyon, Texas 79015

Jim Kidd

35. Texas College Teacher Center
Texas College

Texas' 1i701

David Johnson

36. Texas Eastern Teacher Center
School Of-EdUcation and

Psychology,

Tyler, Texas, 75701
Joanna Mariin-
214/566-1471

SD/K-12/

37. Tyler Teacher Center
Stephen F. Austin
State University
'Box 3023

Nacagdoches, Texas 75961
Ralph Eddins

.
,

38.,Texas Center for the Improve-
ment of Educational Systems

i6104 Tracor Lane,
Austin, Texas 78721

Kyle Kill6ugh.

39. University of Houston
Cleak Lake, ,

(Suite 2-616-.-5

2700 BayArea Boulevard
Houston, Te..;cas 77508

Nancy Boze
MD/K-12/Cert

23?5

40. Waxahachie Advisory & Media
Center

Waxahachie Independent School
District

PO Box 977,
Waxahachie, Texas 75165

Franklin Jett
214/937-5705

41. Williamson County Coop '

Southwestern.University
Georgetown, Texas 78626
William Sikes
512/863-6511

C/K-12 WE/Gen

UTAH

Teacher Center
Weber State College
Ogden, Utah 84403
Blair Low

'Teacher Education Center
Brigham-Young thivefSity
Provo, Utah 84601 t

Eldon 'Puckett

)

VERMONT

Access Education Center
ashington West Schbol
District

#1, ,Box 53-E i

Moretown, Vermont,0t660
Polly W. Gazley

, 802/244-8100

. A Place to Learn
University of Ve t

',Waterman Building
.Burlington, Vermont 05401

BrattleboroT6acher Resource
Center_

Curriculum Materials W9iiallop

Green Street School
Brattleboro, Vermo4t 05301
Bob Watrous.and
Cope Craven

J.



4. Curriculum' Workshop

Molly StarkSchool
Bennington, Vermont 04201

Bill Steel

5. MObntain Towns' Teaciler

Center
PLO Box 807

Wilmington, Vermont 05363
Anne Watt
802/464-8366

MC/K-12/

WASHINGTON

1. Educational Service District

#112
910 N.E. Minnehaha Street
Vancouver, Washington 98665
Doug Goodlet
206/965-8593

MD/K-12/CD

2: Teacher Education Center.
Seattle University
Seattle, Washington 98122

Gary -Zarter

206/626-5416

3. Teacher Education Programs'
Eastern Washington State

College
Cheney, Washington 99004
Robert T. Morrow

509/3592234

T9aching-Learning Center
3854 Northeast 87th
Seattle, Washington 98105

Helen Strickland
206/5251 -5024 and 322-3745

SD"& C/Pre-S-12/CD

Washington Center for
Early'Childhood Education

Central Washington State
College

Ellensburg, Washington 98126
Dale E. Otto
509/063-1601

r

232

WEST VIRGINIA

1. Cabell County Teacher
Education Center

620 20th Street :

Huntington, West Virginia 25709
James I. Rathburn
304/525-7871

a.

2. Eastern Region Teacher '

Education, Center
Mineral County Board of

Education
Keyser, West Virginia 26726

John Mnssinex

3. Harrison County Teacher
Education Center

301 West Mal',' treet

ClarkSbUrg, Virginia
f q*,

t304/6;3g,4--4-

C/A114p, BCPdz_.

-

4. Kanawha CoUnty.Teacher/ ,

Center
-200 Elizabeth-Street
Charleston, West Virgitlia 25311

Kathryn Maddox 0

304/348-6681
Mc/All/Pre & In

26301

5. Teacher Education Cen4r
1Regitivi 17°

1210 13th Street
Parkepburg, West Virginia 26101

Constance Golden )

304/485-.76513

MC/K-12/

6. Teacher Edgcation Center

RegionAl .

5.Bank Street
Wheeling, West Virginia 26003?

William J. Luff, jr,

304/233/6010
MC/K-12/

251
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7. Teacher Education Center
Region VII

,....615',>King Street, West

Martintburg, West Virginia 25401
Vickie 11.41ton

304/263-8948

8. 'TechnolOgy'Teacher Center

West Virginia University
2925 University Avenue
Morgantown, West Virginia 26506

304/293-3803
R/K-HE/Tech

WISCONSIN

1. Teacher Center
545 W. Dayton
Madison, Wisconsin 53711
J Thomas Swenson ,,..

608/266=6186
SD /K -12/

2. Teacher Center
/34 University Avenue
Madison, Wisconsin 53711

)

a
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