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RESEARCH %N, ON,‘AhD BY TEACHERS' CENTERS: SUMMARY REPORT

| .‘?‘ In 1979 the Teachers' €enters Exchange, workinp through the Far Nest/
Laboratory for Educat1ona1 esearch and Development, began a.program that
prov1ded financial awards for the conduct of" co]]aborat1ve research on exem-
:plary teachers' center pract1ces. -During the period of September 1979 through'
March'1982, 15 teachersf centers‘participated in 14 research efforts. The
program was supported by the National Institute ot Education. This Report
includes a background on’ the program, information on the management Oﬁ the
program, a review of related research, summaries of each of the 14 projects,
a commentary on co]laborat1ve research efforts, and a commentary on some i m-
plications of the results.

We prepared this Report with the assistance of the staff of the Teach-

‘ers' Centers Exchange and the participants in the 14 research projects. In
add1t1on to the prOJect summaries included in this report, jinterested readers.

. may rece1ve copies of any or a]] of the 14 proJect reports by writing the Far

West Laboratory for Educat1ona] Research and Development, 1855 Folsom Street,

San Franc1sco, CA 94103 (Indicate the title of each report you request.)

We hope this repost, and the reports from the 1nd1v1dua1 prOJects, will
be he]pfu] in understand1ng teachers center practice. We a]so hope that
| these resu]ts w111 encourage others to continue collabzrative research on.
teachers' centers, and on staff development efforts generally.

i

‘William Hering
Kenneth Howey

July 1982 |




unions supported the position that teachers should be act1ve]y 1nvo1ved in plan-

ucation. A]] of these factors interacted and contributed to an increase in

new centers were based at un1vers1t1es, some w1th1n local . d1str1cts, and a few

I. INTRODUCTION

| A. Some:Background on Teachers ' Centers in the United States.

‘In the late 1960s and ‘the ear1y 1970s about forty teachers' centers were
estah]ished in this country. Several factors contributed to the,initiation‘and_
grbwth of these centers. Major curricu]um/deVe]opment efforts in the 1960s
pFesented new curricula but did little to prepare teachers to teach these

curricula. The open education movement spawned workplaces and advisory assis-

7 tance in wh1ch -teachers could be he]ped to create,-adopt, and use 1nfonna]

"exper1ent1a1" curriculum mater1a1s and instructional methods ta11ored to -
their 1nd1v1dua1 c]assrooms. Inservice education was increasingly criticized
for lack of teacher involvement in course design and for instruction that was
irrelevant to-teachers' daily needs. The growing influence of the teacher

ning the1r own inservice education. And as fewer new teachers entered the pro-
fession, need for inservice was perceived to be greater than for preserv1ce ed-
teacher-designed or teacher-responsive inservice education. Teachers' centers
are one 1mportant examp]e of this change in 1nserv1ce education., Some of these
were 1ndependent of any formal educat1ona1 authority.

Teachers' ¢entres in-England and wales preceded the establishment of
American teachers' centers. ‘In the United Kingdom the Nuff1e1d Foundat1on,
which supported the Science and Mathematics Curriculum Proaects, also supported
teachers' groups to encourage teacher 1nvo]vement in curr1cu1um deve]opment

and "hands on" teacher ‘preparation to use the new materials. These groups :

became the first teachers centres. Today there are more ‘than 600 centres in

[
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the United Kingdom. Few British centres still focus.on a sing1e supject and
almost no centers in this country do. Howéver, the original intent of these "
United Kingdom centres--to. encourage full participation of teachers in curric-

.u]um deve]opment at the. 1oca1 1eve1--remains an important element in American

teachers centers today.

i
b

Throughout the sixties and seventies the United States Office of Educa- _
tion (now the Department of Education) supported new forms of teacher educa-
tion. In.1971 a National Teacher Center Pilot Program was created; four pilot
projects, each emphasizing avdifferent approach, were supported. 'Then, in.
1976,‘Pub1ic.Law 94-482 was passed, creating the authority for federal support
of .teachers' centers. Sixty-one centers Were'supported'in the first operational
year of the-program.(1978;79) and approximateiy 49 morevwere funded over the
next three years. The Federal Teacher Centers Program is now one of the.pro-‘
grams included in the Education Consolidation and ‘Improvement Act of 1981. The
major portion of these monies flow through'state‘education agencies to local
districts on a formula basiss 'Given the current widespread economic problems
at thelocal level it is problematic how much of this block grant money w111
be avaiiabie—for teachers' centers. Nonethe]ess, the Federa] program has made
important contributions to the movement. It has brought -the concept of teach-
ers’ centers'to the attention of thousands of educators. It'has supported 110

centers that provided diverse programs for teachers. Many of these will sur-

vive, although perhaps in modified forms, now that Federal support has ended.

ﬂ The Federal program is .an important aspect of the teachers center movement.

However, centers were operating before the Federai.support began and many of )

these centers continue to exist today.




o

B. Some Ways of Defining Teachers' Centers.

In attempting to define centers, it is helpful to consider what kinds of
centers exist. Sykes (1980) identified five possib]e functions served®by
teachers“ cehters, expanded on -each, and suggested that.these may represent
competing views w1th each view hav1ng jts advocates. His major funct1ons
include: (1) to reduce the gap between the growth of knowledge and the
ava11ab1l1ty of that know]edge to teachers (2) to promote social change
by assisting teachers in meet1ng the severa] 50c1a1-educat1ona1 goals
assigned to schools; (3) to improve teach1ng practice by providing oppor-
tunities to deve]op greater teach1ng skill and remedidte identified weak-
nesses; (4) to promote the persona] growth of teachers, a view based upon
the be11ef that becom1ng a good teacher is more of a craft than a sc1ence,
(5) to assist in school 1mprovement efforts, focus1ng less on concerns of
individual teachers:and more on the cross-cutt1ng problems of a school
faculty. . , -

‘Another way of categor1z1ng teachers centers 1s to examine their philo-

\}sophica] or1entat1ons. Feiman (1977) be11eves that basic differences among

teachers' centers stem not so much from the organizationa] forms they take as

_frOmIthe assumptions.:on which these forms are built. She suggests that there

“are fundamenta] d1fferences on wh1ch these forms are built. She suggests that

there are fundamental differences in- be11efs about what teachers are 11ke,

~who should contro] their education and training, and how they can best be

helped to improve their work. Feiman identified three,ph1losoph1ca1 orien-
tations undergirding centers: (1) the behavioral type teachers' center which .

is designed to improve specific‘teaching behaviors; (2) the humanistic center,

e
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_which focuses on creating a learning énVironment-whérg teachers feé] psycho-
lTogically supported within a neutral arena;:and (3) the devéJopmentai center;
which encourages teachers "to reflect on tﬁeir.teaching and to clarify and
assess}the assumptions which inform it." | - |

v_Feiman Underscorés an important difference in the deQe]opmental]y orien-
ted approach. She states.thét it "involves qué]itativevshifts in the ways

- : , :

tegchérs orgéhizeAexperience in tﬁeir Héads, and,Aby.imp1icatidp, in their

° AN

.classroOmé;ﬂ “fhus, concerns of a developmental Eeﬁter,gictate systematic,
10ng-tenn'ingo]vement for teachers;‘ This 1s‘a style which contrasts with
the many Spénténeous,vrelatively short encpunteré associated with huﬁahistic
_centers and also with the more prescriptive tfaining.ahd educatioﬁh] produéts
characteristic of the behavioral-type centers.

Because téacﬁers' c;nters serve many teachers, they oflen répresent‘more
than oné of the fi;effunct{dné identiticd hy Sykes.’ Similarly, a teachersfﬁ;
center staff may adopt what Feiman refers o as'a humanistic approach fon_v
_some feacﬁérs,\a deVeJopmenta] approach thal inciudes huhanistic pEincip{eé\

" for other tedchers:who return to the\sehter‘frequent]y;iand'st111 é]]ow for
‘the ind]usion of behaviora]]j oriented‘prOgréms in theif schedu]é of activi-
ties*és well. Thus, these classifications help to'déscribe the variety of
teachers; centers, .but they.should not be construed as mutually exclusive
concepts. ‘Teachers' centers are known for thejr diversity; no sing]é or
simple definiﬁidn is likely to define even a few centers. - I '

" ‘

C. The Teachers' Centers Exchange.

Since 1975 the Teachers' Centers Exchange, housed at the Far West Lab-
oratory for Educational Research -and Deve lopment, has served the variety of

teachers' centers in this country by facilitating an exchange of expgrtiée
$

J
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among those working in centers. This has been acc0mp1ished'1arge1y‘hy‘re-'
sponding to 1ndividdaT requests for information about centers:.spotlighting
and c1rcu1at1ng 1nformat1on, jdeas, and themes re]ated to teachers!' centers,
and arranging for meet1ngs among teachers' center peop]e and those who wish
'.to ]earn about, w1th. and from them.‘ The Exchange has beenesup orted by the
‘National Institute of Educat1on United States Department of: Educat1on, and
cont1nues to serve as the on]y organization wh1ch is ava1]ab1e for assistance
to all teachers' centers w1thout regard to their po]at1ca1 or fiscal affilia-
tion or to thefr ph1]osoph1ca1 or1entat1on.~_Inc1uded in the network facilita-

ted “by the Exchange are teachers centers which began with support from the

‘Un1ted States Department of Education, centers wh1ch are suppdrted by Tlocal

school districts; centers supported by yn1vers1t1es, and centers which are

Supported’thrgpgﬁfgrivate.means.

D. Organization and Implementation of the Research\:rogram.

E e When the Nationa}‘Institute of Education decided to condgct\research that HE

would focus on exemp]ary pract1ces in exper1enced teachers' centers, they
turned to the Exchange to ass1st them in this task, and to manage a program of
Awards for .Research on Exper1enced Teachers' Centers. 13The program, which

began in 1979, was coord1nated by the Teachers' Centers Exchange, the Exchange'
‘staff serving as the’ staff of the researrh progect The 1ntent of the program
was to provide small awards for research in which teachers center practitioners
would collaborate with researchers to deve]op'knowledge about practice in
teachers cehters.- It.was be lieved thatigreater‘access tofpersons in teachers'
centers cou]d be obtained by work1ng through the Exchange and that the Exchange \

staff could assist centers. in obtaining the services of researchers and conduc- '\

ting research within a relatively small budget. The research “was to focus

- : < !
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» upon specific-interests or:concernsrof those ogerating or.otherwise supportihg
. - centers. L | B S p
The Exchange sought the advice of teachers cehters practit;oners,‘ex-
ger1enced researchers with an 1nterest in staff development; representatives -

of the orgahized profession, staff of state ducation agencies, and U.S. De-
. “ N . .

partment of Education Teache; penters Program staff- in dexeioping a list- of-

)
v

suggested research topics. Four topic areas were defined: ¢ ' , °

FK' Studxes of the effects of part1c1pat1on in teachers centers
programs. .

2. StZdies,of teachersf center(s) prograhs.
~ 3, Studies of decision making in teachers' centers. 1 T
4. Studies of the re]at1onsh1p of teachers centers with other staff ,
, development programs, schoo] d1str1ct activities, or w1th the
. - o 1amercmmmmty. . = ot
. - A description of these suggested areas of research was 1nc1uded in the
Announcement of Awards for Research on Experiehced’Teachers‘ Centers. (ﬁhe
first.Ahhpuncement of Awards was distributed to apprex%mately 300 people.
Pedp]e also learned of the avai]abf]ity of these awards throhgh.notification°
. in several pub]icatidns,=ihc1ddjngxthe Bulletin df‘thekTeachersfiCehters
EXchange. The Announcement stressed'that the fodr-identtfted areas for
research were‘onTy suggestions and applicants were encouraged to request
support for research in other areas as well.
There were four'rounds of competition for awards. A total of 55 proposals

were received by tHe project staff; 14 were funded. A list of all proposals

received for each of the four rounds, including information about which were.
. . —

-funded, s inJ]uded as Appendix A to this report. - : ) S
In.brder to obtain reviewers for the proposa1s three sources were tapped:

the‘Nationai Education Association, the American Federation of Teachers, and

-




_sion making proceSs, but that final ‘decisions would .be made by the staff of

[ -

L}

’the Teachers' Centers Exchange. Each of these sources nominated potentia]

‘readers, and from those l1sts a tota] of 25 rev1ewers were . se]ected. The1r cre-
dentials 1nc1uded research exper1ence and/or exper1ence in d1rect1ng or serving
on. the staff of teachers centers, A list of all readers and the1r affiliation
is’ 1nc1uded as Append1x B. Applicants were informed through the Grants Announce- .
ment that reviewer assessments would be important tonsiderations 1n the deci-
the research program.
| Reviewers were asked to comment on proposa]s on the bas1s of four cr1-
tenia: (1) s1gn1f1cance of the proposed research for teachers' centers (2) -

quality of the proposed study; (3) adequacy of " the s1te in which researth w111§>

: be conducted and (4) qua]ifications of the proposed staff. Then reviewers k -

~were €O 1nd1cate one of five categories in which they wou]d place ‘the pro- T
posal:

a. An outstand1ng proposa] wh1ch should bpe supported above
a1most a]] others.

‘ b.\iA strong proposal that should be supported 1f minor re-
- v1s1ons are made.'

c. A proposa] of average quality that may be supported\as
T 1t 1nvest1gates an importdnt top1c

d. ,A proposa] of poor quality which shou]d not be supported
w1thout changes.

e. A proposal which shou]d not be' funded under any condition.
This procedure he1ped the Exchange staff 1dent1fy important aspects of

proposa]s, and to 1dent1fy outstand1ng proposa]s (The Proppsa} Review Form '

is 1nc1uded as Append1x c.)” '

-~ <

‘A1l proposers were sent copies of neV1ewers comments (with names ‘de-

leted). This was heTpful for successful proposers because they cou]d iden-

1




tify areas in which they could improve their proposed research activity.

Morebjmportant1y, unsuccessfu1 proposers‘were given specificbinformationb
abogt/what reviewers did not like aboutatheir proposals. In every case,.
these reviewer comments were accompanied,by a letter 1ndicgtingkwhy the;d

s program staff had decided not to support the proposal in that Round, and

w (with the exception of the.]ast Round) were given speciﬁic suggestions as

to how they m1ght 1mprove their proposa] SO that it wob{q-pe_soccessfu1 in
ja later Round ' ; : \\ ‘

In summary, four Rounds of competition were,announced\from Apr11 1979
through November 1980 A total of 55 proposals were, rece1ved-and reviewed
by field readers represent1ng the research commun1ty, the teachers center
network, and the~organ1zed profession. Fourteen proposals were funded; the
average amount of support was $]8,2QB; A short summary of each project
(wr1tten by each progects staff) is inc1uded as Appendix D of this report:

. Cop1es of the fu]] f1na1 reports fron all 14. progects are ava11ab1e from

the Far west'Laboratory for Educational Research and Development, 1855 Folsom

Street, ;San Francisco, CA 94103,

>

E. THe Synthesis Conference.

In~January, 1982 a meeting was convened at the wingspread Conference
Center in hacine wisconsin,‘co-sponsored by the Johnson Foundation and the
Far West Laboratory for Educat1ona1 Research and Deve]opment Each of the
14 research- progects was represented by at least one teachers center'par-
ticipant and a researcher who co]]aborated with that project. The Teachers'
Centers Exchange staff, two members of their Advisory Committee, and an NIE
representative a]so participated. 'A1though part ofzthe-meeting was spent in

review of the 14 project resuﬂts, the main portion of the meeting focused on




issueé of éo]]aborative research, issues of methodb]ogy, a djscuséidn-of stra-
tegies. for continuing the research perspective in cehtefs, and the benefits 7
obtained by involving teachers and center staff in research. ’

This conference served to synthesfze the 14 research projects, to stimu]ate
researchers’ and praétitioners‘ thinking and talking around issues éf common
concern, and to identify areas in whigh further research seems warbanted.
Comments from participants iﬁ the'wingspread'Conferénce are included in this
report, and many of the conversations-are reported in Section. IV of .this report.
The conference was uniformly praised as an important oppoftuhity to share
research results and discuss issues; it was especially va1uab1e in preparing
this report. | )

The remainder of this report consists of a view of other research related

to teachers' centers, an analysis of the substantive results of thé 14 research

efforts supported through this program, some commentary on collaborative research

efforts, and an jdentification of some implications of the research results

_from the 14 projects.

\ N
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[1. RELATED RESEARCH ON TEACHERS' CENTERS

A. Introduction.

Teachers centers are a relatively recent phenomenon and conceptions of
centers'are.sti11 evolving. Efforts to study centers have been disparate and
complicated by a number of factors. These include limited monies to support
research in the centers, the limitations in methodology needed to study centers,
the fact that researchers in universities and researchccenters have been mini-
mally involved in teachers' center efforts and an,understandab]e comp lex of
legal/political issues attendant to -the evolution of these centers which has

preempted empirical study.

The literature on inservice education needs to be'interwoven with and

re1ated to the literature on teachers' centers; Given the pauc1ty of research
1nto inservice education in general, 1t is not surpr1s1ng that there has been
but minimal inquiry into teachers' centers. This cond1tron underscores the
1mportance of the 14 prOJects reported in this study. They represent not on]y'
some of the earliest research but some of the first research conducted by
persons directly involved in centers., |

Little or no research has been done on teacher centers from

_those who direct the centers in local school districts.
Wwhat little has been done was conducted by university-based

persons or persons from large corporate-type complexesS...
(Harty, 1981)

Thus, in this review of research we will examine stud1es and major re-
views of studies of inservice education that have implications for teachers'
centers generally. A1so, included in this general review w1J1 be some atten-
tien'to research on effective schools, research‘on adult learning, and re-
search on change efforts in education.as they relate to teachers' centers.

Following this we review research on both inservice education and teachers'
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centers which addresses some of the specific topics selected for study in the
14 prOJects 1nc1uded in this report.:, Included here will be brief.reviews of

the Titerature on governance, needs assessment the role of the pr1nc1pa1 in

continuing education efforts, and the 1nteract1on of key people in teachers'

center endeavors.

.-

B~ Research on Inservice Education Related to Teachers' Centers.

One of the most commonly cited reviews of the general inservice litera-
ture was conducted by Gordon Lawrence (1974). Lawrence analyzed 97 studies
which met his criteria for research. His review of the general inservice
literature suggested the following:

0 Schoo] based programs in which teachers participate as helpers
to each other and planners of inservice activities tend to have
greater success in accomplishing their objectives than do pro-
grams which are conducted by colieges or other outside person-
nel without the assistance of teachers.

o Inservice education programs “that p]ace the teacher in active
roles (constructing and generating materials, ideas, and be-
havior) are more likely to accomplish their objectives than
are programs that p]ace the teacher in a recept1ve role.

o Teachers are more likely to benefit from inservice programs
in which they can choose goals and activities for themselves
as contrasted with programs in which the goals and activities
are prep]anned

o Self- 1n1t1ated and self-directed training are seldom used in
inservice education programs, but this pattern is assoc1ated
w1th successful accomplishment of program goals.

Lawrence's summary strongly supports characteristics of teachers' centers
which the 14 studies ‘also report as important.  The active involvement of
teachers in a variety of protessiona1 development activities appears to be the
essence of teachers' centers. The potency of teachers assisting other teachers
is commonly acknowledged in teachers' centers studies and is high]ighted for

example, in the research undertaken in the St. Louis Metropolitan Teacher
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Center. A number of the 14 reseAFéh projects stress using the teachers'
knowledge and experience in the resolution of problems; the study in the
Chicaéo Teachers' Center examines one procedure for.doing this in some detail.
A recent large-scale survey undertaken by Yargef, Howey;‘and Joyce (198Q)
also lends sﬁpport to many of the practices'reported asvhe1pfu1 in the 14 pro-
jects. Their survey was designed to study the experiences, attitudes, and .
opinions about inservice education of almost 4000 teachers, some 1200 com-
munity_respondents and some 250 professoég of teacher education. ‘Yarger et al
chC1dded that insebvice'educatioﬁ appears to be constrained in both quantity
‘and quality. Inservice is, in operational terms, a largely undifferentiated
concept for:many people who either provide inservice or participate in‘it.
This is to say that for a. great number of people the{r experience‘with'inservice

education is no more than a workshop or a course. Participants in this study-

very rarely reported classroom follow-up or individually-directed fonhs of

-

tontinUing;education.' This is not to say that teachers in the study were not

abTle to-qwticu]até a variety of needs and interests; they were able to describe

a range of possible inservice activities. Common criticisms of inservice are
not so much that the content is irrelevant per se but qather that it often

occurs at the wrong time, in the wrong place, and is engaged in with the wrong
people.

It is going to be necessary in the future to access a much =
wider variety of need areas than have traditionally been taped.
Teachers have multi-dimensional concerns. about their profes-
sional lives that .clearly transcend the typical needs assess-
ment instrument and/or process. They are concerned about
their own growth as professionals and as human beings, they
are concerned about options for becoming involved in inserv-
jce education, they have many suggestions for selecting in-
‘structors for inservice programs and preferences concernhing
delivery options. Teachers can be discriminating on a wide
variety of topics, and these must all be accounted for in any
initiation and development efforts for inservice programs.
(Yarger, Howey, and Joyce, 1980)

B : .
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This ;urvey‘is consonant with findings reported in the 14 projects. For
example, in the Ferguson Teachers' Center it was found that standardized
forms can be utilized to brihg teachers tpgether around general topics of
“interest-and conéern, but the ability to uncover mofe fundamental conéerhs énd
‘problems of teachers and tc work with theﬁ deveJopnénta]]y over time requires
a variety of more personal diagnostic approaches. The effica;y of various
'1nforma1 assessments of teachers' intersts_ahdicdhcerns was articulated in
several of the 14 projects even ;hough this was‘not theirﬂmajor focus. These
studies begin to reveal more clearly how the center env1rohment 1tse1f the
manner in wh1ch center staffers interact w1th teachers both\1n1t1a11y and in
an ongoing way, and the ab111ty to form networks of teachers outs1de the
center all contribute to a clearer vision of the needs ahd'interests of teacher;.

Joyce and Showers (1981) reviewéd a nuimber of teécher'trachng stud%es,
both pre- and inservice, and conc]udéd that more inﬁensjye and powerful inf
terventions are.neéded in many situations if teachers are to fundamentél1jz
alter their practices. These investigators out]ine.a four step approach to
inservice education. The first phase emphasizes the presentation of under-
‘g1rd1ng theory with a clear desgription of goa]s and the sk111 strategy in
which the teacher will be 1nvo1vedf Thesé verbal and written abstractions
are not enough hpweyer. For in the néxt phase Joyce and Showers call for
modé]]in; or demonstration of skills either live or ghfough the.use of video
tapes. They go on to support the Yarger EE_gl.l(]QSO) research.and empha-
size'the need for'fo11ow-up'a5d practice in actual classroom settings. In-
cluded in this practice are both structured and open—ended feedback. . Final-

_ 1y, they suggest that further coach1né of a ' follow-up nature is Tlikely needed.

The teachers' centers studies conducted in Brook11ne and 0ak1and both

4
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||1usrrurn how rpnrprs can ass1st teachers to clar1fy their own concept1ons
or Lheories of Lvachlnq and lvarninq. lt wou ld appear then that in vxemp]ary
centers there is an emphasis not only on theory but on theory grounded in

practice and related specifically to-indivjdua] teacher behaviors. Similarly,

it would appear that there is a modelling of behaviors in teachers' centers \\\\
that is not apparent”fn mos t other‘inSerVice education activities. In many

centers, multiple examp]es of how to construct corriculum are avai]ab]e and

personal ‘needs can be accommodated However, there does-not:- seem o~

1

be much evidence that center personne] have been able to follow-up effect1ve1y S

in sechool sett1nqs. For example, 1n the study of "act1ve staffing" in the
Ch1cago center, l1tt1e success 1s reported in terms of fo]]ow -up with teach-
ers in the classroom. G1ven limited resources the follow- up problem is un- -
derstandab]e. It is possib]evthat the only way extensive school-focysed forms

3

of inservice can occur is by*preparing school-based personnel in teachers' ‘cen-

ters to work further with teachers 1n their own classrooms, such as was re-

ported in the Char]otte prOJect

In 1980, Howey rev1ewed both the research and non-research 11terature re-
a : lative to inservice educat1on in the western European countr1es part1c1pat1ng
in.an inservice project sponsored by the 0rgan1zat1on for Economic Cooperatxon e
and Deve]opment (OECD) Th1s extensive rev1ew of-the literature suggested some

of the fo]]ow1ng attr1butes of . effect1ve 1nserv1ce education efforts:

) 1. .Interactions between the. teacher as a person, the teacher as a
learner, and the teacher at the school site are all given con-
s1derat1on. :

: - 2. Interact1ons between organ1zat1ona1 change, curr1cu1ar change, .
. ..o o7 .- and individual teacher chénge are considered and are incorporated
. into planning for inservice. . }

a : g ‘./ f
3. Teachers are integrally involved in every facet of the p]ann1ng,
' implementation and eva]uat1on process.

-
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4, Attention is not only g1ven to individuals, but to key funct1on1nga
groups and even entire school facu]t1es. ‘
5. Regardless of the number of teachers involved however, 1nd1v1dua1
differences are accommodated. ' -

6.  There is continuity in the inservice. The process is often.an
incremental or developmental one. :

7. There are opportunities for ref]ection as well as practige.

8. Inservice is often synonomous with experimentation or problem
"~ solving tied to the daily instructional tasks of the teacher;
it is differentiated from teach1ng in many .cases only by its
intent and the type of, examination or sharing among teachers
that’ takes p]ace later. » a
X e
This set of ad hoc characteristics provides but a partial explanation for

-success in different types of inservice education activities. Nonetheless, the

\“1mp11cat1ons for and congruence with act1v1t1es in teachers centers is obvious.

One of the 1ngred1ents in many successful center efforts is the social dimension

in center act1v1t1es, the\acknow1edqement of the teacher “as person as we]] as
\‘\

) 1earner. The. 1nforma1 and co]]eg1a1 nature of many of the efforts undertaken

T

in teachers' centers appears to fulfill teachers' need for T soci-al_interaction
v . - . - \

g ——

and personal validation. While one cannot be sure of the extent to which - -

.different centers attenpt to examine. and take into account the organization

and curricular changes in specific schools, there have been some efforts in

this direction. The study undertaken at the School ResourcerNetwork in Ventura

clearly illustrates the problems .of a center:attempting to work with an en-

tire schoo] facu]ty.
Inserv1ce education and staff deve lopment act1v1t1es, whether conducted
in the teachers center or at a school, are less successfé] if. 1nsuff1c1ent -

attent1on 1s paid to either the personal: character1st1cs of teachers or the

*context in which those teachers work, Both the research on adu]t 1earn1ng and

the research on effective schools reinforce these clues as to what const1tutes

1

Ay . SR




- k environment of ‘the teacher center is a stark contrast to the more isolated and
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' effective inservice education. In a recent study of school success and staff
developuent, for example, l..tl.t.l_n (1981) identified Lwo poWerful norms wh1ch
: appear .to characterlze su(cessful schools. Une of these is the notion of
' co]]eg1a11ty and cooperat1on. In this orientation the instruction of studénts“v.
is ‘a shared responsibility and‘not something which is undertaken priamrily by |
indiyidua]s‘in the isolation of their classrooms. 'The second norm 1s‘the
beliéf that the acquisition of-knowledoe and practice‘is'a continuous and -
never-ending endeavor. ~Thas calls: for ongoing\analysis,.evaluatﬁon, and
' ekperimentation {h the classroom. vAccording'to Little, a school which ref]ects
‘these two norms would'huye the.followino characteristics:

1. Frequent talk among teachers about the practice of teaching.

2; Frequent observat1on of the.practice of teaching by one ancther.

§

3. Teachers working together in plann1ng for and conducting the1r in-
. struct1on.

4. Teachers activeTy learning from one another.

- These characterfstics of’a successfu]‘schoo1 as identified by Little also
appear to be character1st1cs of an effective teachers' center. It would appear:
that the physical propert1es of a center accommodate the type of cooperation
and 1nteraction found in successful schools. The_desirability of teachers be-
ing able to actively learn from and with one.another is reported in a number L
. of the studies on teachers centers. It is likely that for many teachers the

non co]leg1a1 environment of the school in which they work.

G .ff1n (1982) in d1scussﬂng the I1.D.E.A. study of school change (which

investigated\18 schools over a f1ve-year period) shares a perspective similar

to'Little's. He uotes Bentsen (1974)mtn'noting that ‘those schools which were

most receptive to chan

had a number of observable and related processes 0C-
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! curring‘ She labelled them: dialogue, dectsion making;;actioh, ahd eva]uatiOn;.'
| These activities were be11eved to be central to the ab111ty to effect des1red
changes. A related finding'is that it appeared both necessary and de51rab1e
for teachers and adm1n1strators to WQrk together on 1dent1fy1nq problems of
L mutual 1nterest or concern. It‘was equa]]y 1mportant that they be11eved ih at‘

T

the reso]ut1on to these prob]ems res1ded w1th1n themseﬂves and their own env1ron-

7’

ment. >_ ( e
This is a considerable departure from -the "odtsjde-in" or a re]fance-upoh-:
‘experts approach to sglving problems._éThose research.projects that examined
characterﬁstics of teachers'.center participants found some consensus about
who usually participates in:center efforts.. These teachers tend‘to be reflec-
tive, they seek a1ternat1ves and.if they are not satisfied withvtheir present
,esnd1t1on they tend to work with others in the reso]ut1on of those prob]ems
There is a s1m11ar1ty here W1th the ‘findings reported by Gr1ff1n and Little.
The “act1ve staff1ng“ approach art1cu1ated in the Chicago study underscores
the 1mportance of placing a 1arge share of the respons1b111ty for the reso]u- ’
‘tion of oroblems or ‘movement in new d1rect1ons upon teachers themse]ves
.[hese studies suggest a conf]uence ‘of genera] principles underg1rd1ng
successful inservice educat1on, effect1ve schoo]s, and exemp]ary teachers'
centers. The conf]uence can be carried further by 1nc1ud1ng accepted pr1nc1->
' p]es of adu]t 1earn1ng For example, in a recent revveh of pr1nc1p1es of

,adu]t 1earn1ng a number of condi tions that - promote 1earn1ng by adults were

1dent1f1ed ~ These dinclude:

/i:\

- 0 Adults will comm1t to learning something when the goals and ObJEC—
tives of the inservice are considered realistic and important to
, 1earn that is, - job- re]ated and perce1ved as having immediate’ utility. .
T
o Adults will read11y learn, reta1n, and use what they perce1ve to be
relative to both their personal and professional needs.




i

o Adult learning s c-qo involved. learning a new skill, technique,
or concept wmay promote a positive or negative -view of self, There
is always fear of cxternal judgmerit that adults are less than ade-
quate, which produces anxiety during new learning sjtuations such
as those, presented (often in inservice programs). Adults may come
to any learning experience with a wide range- of previous experiences;
knowledge, skills, self-direction, interest, incompetence. Individ-
\\g\ ualization therefore is as appropr1ate for adu}ts as children.

o Adults want to be the originators of their own learning; that is, in-
volved in selection of objectives, content, activities, and assess-
, ments in inservice education. And finally adult learning is enhanced
" by behaviurs that demonstrate respect, trust, and concern for the
learner. (Wood and Thompson, 1980)

There is Tittle need to further e]aporate on these enabling conditions.

They permeare"the 14 proiects in terms of practices\and conditions that were

roporto While they may appear obvious we should rem1nd ourselves that they A

Tree.

nonethe]ess are not honored in a great many staff develooment atttglt1es.
:\~
Conditions wh1ch facilitate adults' 1earn1ng genera]]y are one matter;

ke S C
N
T
l

those behaviors and cond1t1ons that promote d1mens1ons of psycho]og1ca1 de-'

'vve1opment are quite another. While the concept1ons of var1ous d1mens1ons of
adult deve]opment and the efforts to measure these, are st111‘re1at1ve1y em-
bryonic, several scho]ars working 1ndependent1y of one another have deve]oped
s1m11ar constructs about adu]ts psycho]og1ca1 qrowth In general these stud1es
suggest that adu]ts move from 1ess d1fferent1ated and: d1chotomous th1nk1ng
and less sens1t1v1ty to others, to more comp]ex and d1fferent1ated reason1nq
and empath1c responses. Nunerous studies of teachers determined to be more
conceptually comp]ex suggest that these teachers demonstrate more f]ex1b111ty,
‘empathy, and a broader repertoire of teaching behaviors within their c]assroans.
There have’ been numerous efforts to match -learning environments or in-
service activities W1thzteachers‘ deve]opmenta] stages\in their professional

growth. There have also been a -few attempts to stimulate development to higher ’

stages. Sprintha]l (1980) has suggested some of the ingredients of successful

N
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1nservice activities, deriving them from adult developnent principles. CriticaT
ingﬁedients in a developmental approach to fnStruction‘inc1ude: a ba]ance
between action and reflection, a balance petween cha11enge and dissonanc;-on
the .one hand andtpsychologica1 support oo the other, and finally; the abi]ity
. to engage in new and cha]leng1ng ro]e respons1b111t1es.

A carefu] reading of the reports of the 14 proJects prov1des numerousr
1nstances of how efforts have been made to promote teacher growth through
ref]ect1on about the1r teaching.. It is a]so apparent that teachers are chal-
lenged 1n ‘comfortable, but nonethe]ess pers1stent ways.~ None. of the 14 prOJects
reports specific exdmples o} teachers assum1ng markedly different ro]es or
respons1b111t1es, but it does appear that. many of the characteristics tenta- ;
tiye1y identified by Sprintha11 are found in several of the centers that con-

- ducted research.'5 |

Yet another area that appears to have direct re]at1onsh1p and app11ca-
bi]ity to teachers' centers is the research on efforts to change schools., The
most notable of . the change stud1es is the widely-cited Rand Change Agent Study
conducted by Berman and McLaughlin (1975). They conducted survey research on
a]most 300 federal progects operat1ve in schoo] dnstr|cts across the country
and followed th1s up with field uork in 30 of these projects. . In a most en-
1ightening ana1ys1s'Sa11y'Mertens (1982) examined reTationships between najor
‘f1nd1ngs 1n the Berman and McLaughlin study and a gecent 1arge sca]e study of
federa] teachers' centers (Mertens-and Yarger, 198}). Mertens identifies
numerous findings ‘from the Rand study that are supported by the Mertens and

Yarger research. R L K

1. Adm1n1strators and teachers collaborated in dec1s1ons ‘about goals

~and act1v1t1es. B

- T

2. There are resources %hat respond in a relatively quick and timely :
manner to "teacher- identified needs. : »

' .

C 2y
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: ] - ] : - ) . .\. --‘. .
3.. Hands-on activities are‘an essent1a1 aspect of teacher inservice.

- 4, Local resources, especially teachers, are employed 1n inservice .
act1v1t1es.

-5. Inservice act1v1t1es are frequent]y conducted dur1ng the course
of the instructional day. - _ i .

a

6. Resources are ava11ab1e to provide ongo1ng support and inservice
of a deve]opmenta] nature.

7. There is an emphas1s on c]assroan mater1als.

8. Participation is voluntary. ”&.

9. There are multiple opportunities for information interaction among
teachers. : ° o

" 10. .The ‘teachers are v1ewed and respected as profess1onals.

Aftercrev1ew1ng these and other f1nd1ngs from the Rand study, Mertens goes

"on to illustrate how the recent survey of 37 Federal Teacher Centers corresponds )

to these findings. For example, Mertens and Yarger report that these centers

p]ace maJor emphas1s on be1ng able to respond qu1ck]y to the needs of the 1n-

' d1v1dua1s. They report over 55 000 - 1nstances of teachers be1ng served on an

ind#vidua] basis. Over 90% of the centers prov1ded mater1a1 resources and

vequ1pment for teachers to use on an 1nd1v1dua1 bas1s, the majority ‘of centérs

X a1lowed for the. further product1on of mater1a|s as well. Not on]y are these -

responses typ1ca11y made re]at1ve]y quickly and on an 1ﬁd1v1dua1 bas1s, but
they appear to be in many situations a direct response: to teachers' requests. -

Mertens and Yarger report that more than half of the 1500 workshops, courses

"and seminars which they reviewed in their study weregdeve]oped in th1s fashion.

. “Sea - .

The Rand Study suggested that teachers frequently resisted outside con-
su]tants, often because they lacked suff1c1ent 1nformat1on to address teachers
specific needs and prob]ems, nor could they be counted upon to fo]]ow -up at a

later date. The Mertens and Yarger survey revealed that.more than haLS of the

~
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‘—./yéachers‘ center activit{esﬁappear to be_faci]itated efther\by.practic%ng
h “classroom teachérs or by teachers' center'staff who had recent experience in
~classroom teachfng._ | | 4
Mertens comments that many teachers' centers are'ab]e:to provide_materi%l§»

.- ) support, emphasize materials development, rely on’voluntary participation, fa--

: cilitate ‘the aforementioned social interaction and ‘prob.lem sofvfng, and at the
same time respect the d1gn1ty and profess1ona11sm of teachers. She-indicates.
that the activities ‘of the federally -funded teacher centers paral]e] the\suc-
cessful change-or1ented schools 1n.the.Rand.study. One ma jor" d1scont1nu1ty

- ' _ between findings commun1cated by the Rand Study and those suggested 1n the_

Yarger Mertens study is that profess1ona1 1earn1ng is a 1ong -term, often
non- 1Tnear process. The data rn the Mertens and Yarger report suggest that
.while a 1ong term approach is commonly a goal for those who staff teacher
'centers, many activities sponsored by centers and- many teachers who part1:
.c1pate in center§ apparently do so on a much more sporad1c and short- term
bas1s.v Several of. the 14 prOJects 1nc1uded in this report do 1nd1cate a

ﬁ commitment to a.long—term, developmental approach. L '

Q§ There are. add1t1ona1 findings of general interest in the Mertens andv

' ) Yarger‘study.. It appears that many staff members of teachers centers, 1n

add1t1on o the1r one-on-one and small group consultation roles, also fre-

H

>gUent1y engage in what is basically a brokerage role. If they.are not able

"'T.)

to’fuﬂ??1l teachers request§7themse1ves, they find other teachers who can.

Almost two thirds of the centers in the Mertens and Yarger study report that

they ass1st teachers in this match-making manner. The most common resource

that is allocated is another teacher. Another 1mportant f1nd1ng re]at1ve to

[

e,

. both group'and'individualgactivities undertaken in the centers_is the pr1or1ty
» N | ) 7 B g

o

.,
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p}aced on the instructiona]'needs of students.' These investigators report
that a]most 75% of the act1v1t1es in the center had th1s goa] as-a focus.
Topics which -could be construed as more general and profess1ona1 in nature,‘
such as 1eadersh1p tra1n1ng, or persona] 1ssues such as teacher stress or per—
®sonal fulfilliment activities simply were not common in the.centers that were B
studied Thus,’one’cou]d conclude from t hese data that, given the opportunity
to determ1ne their own agenda, feachers most often wanted activities that

: translate into 1mproved 1nstruct1on in the1r classrooms.

This concludes our brief review of the research on inservice education as

it relates to_teachers"centers. _At this time we turn.our attention to the

‘existing research on some of'the'specific topics studied in the 14 projects

included in this report.

C. The Ro]e and Re]at1onsh1p of Pr1nc1pa]s to Teacher InServ1ce
and Teachers' Centers.

| Certain]y the data from the Change Agent Study ‘s not,]imited to those
f1nd1ngs selected by . Mertens as consistent with teachers' center act1v1t1es.
For examp]e - both the field work and survey ana]ys1s ‘undertaken in the Rand
Study suggest that teacher c0mm1tment ‘Was strong]y influenced by the motivation
of d1str1ct managers. The att1tudes and behaviors of those jin-key administra-
tive ro]es in the districts. about proposed changes were a def1n1te signal to
teachers as to how seriously they in turn shou]d take’ the proposed proJect
McLaugh]1n and Marsh (1978) 1hd1cated that the1r field work provided numerous
| examples of teachers who in fact, supported a. proaect but who dec1ded not- to

~put their efforts 1nto it because they perceived the d1str1ct adm1n1strators

~

A -

- were not interested. They c1te the sentiment of one of the respondents on

thts matter:
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The superintendent had better believe in the prOJect--g1v1ng :
it his personal backing and support. Teacher confidence is -
essential; teachers should see in the beginning tihat top ad-
mihistratxon believe in the project. and are committed to it.

MclLaughlin and Marsh state the following about the role of the principal:

The Rand research sets the role of the principal as instructional .
leader in the context of strengthening the school improvement
process through team building and problem solving in a "proiect-
like" context. It suggests .that principals need to give clear
messages that teachers may take responsibility for their own-oro-
fessional growth. The results also emphas12e the importance »f
pr1nc1pa1s and school district leadership giving special atten-
tion to the task of continuation of teacher change and innovation
at the school. Administrative 1nvo]vement includes early support.
for the continuation phase of the innovation cycle, administrative
participation during the implementation of the innovation, and
attention to the organization as well as financial cons1derat1ons
for program continuation. «

- 13

While teachers' centers are not necessarily promoting an innovation per

- se, theﬂimportante of how principals perceive these centers; especially relative
to the professional growth of teachers, appears to be very important. It is .
Tikely: that for many teachers at 1east relatively c]ear messages from the
pr1nc1pa1 are necessary if they are to participate in the kinds of ongo1ng
',deve1opment'des1red in so many centers. A recent study by Sta]]xhgs (1981) ex-
‘amined the relationship between school policy, praqtiee, leadership style, ahd .
teacher and student attitude and behavior.._Findings simi]ar to the Rand Study-
“evolved. " This study- was conducted in a number of high schools in the San Fran-
cisco Bay area; data were obta1ned through 1nterv1ews quest1onna1res, and

] first-hand observations. Major findings were: .In schoo]s w1th more support1ve
,pr1nc1pa1s, more teachers 1mp1emented the training program.. L1kew1se, in schoo]s‘
where policies and rules were clear and cons1stent more teachers changed the1r
classroom behavior as recommended. These data support the importance of the
expectat1ons of bu11d1ng pr1nc1pa1s for teachers professiona] drohth, and the

c]ar1ty and cons1stency with which these are expressed

f
20




In a recent case study Judith Warren Littie provides™a picture of a prin-">

cipal who conceives staff development as integral to school improvement.

’

Little describes in some detail how the principal initiated a major staff

development project focusing on mastery learning:
At the outset participation in the project required an agreement
from both the principal and at least 75% of the faculty to par-
ticipate not only on a weekly basis but over a three year period.
- Thus, from the very beginning the principal and teachers made a
commitment to a venture that was perceived as very important in
nature. Second, there was a clear expression of what was expec-
ted in terms of the principal's role in this project. The prin-
cipal in this school was trained to serve as a resource person
and to observe the progress of mastery learning in teachers’
classrooms and give advice and assist where needed. Third, time
was built in for the gradual mastery of new ideas and the prac-
tice of new skills. The weekly inservice sessions were designed
to introduce new ideas sequentially over time and to allow dis--
cussion about ideas before they were translated into practice.
‘The weekly inservice sessions engaged school staff under the
demonstrable leadership of the principal in an incremental
fashion. Finally, the teacher and principal worked together
routinely in the classroom in a collaborative way. (Little, 1982)

This:particu1ar sitdation bepresents one elementary school with a strong
commitment to co]]éborative}staff deve lopment. Obviously, schools and admini-
strative relationships vary. dramatically. Nonetheless it is apparent that the .

role of the school administrator relative to teacher growth need not be Timited

¢ - -

tovthat of gate-keeper and'that a variety of -instructional leadership roles are,
in fatt, possibie. Whj1e‘there has not been a great deal of research:about

the role of.or_bqrceptions of'ro1és‘of,pcinciba1s in sqpport'of Fgachers' cen-
ters, there has been somé work dbne.in this aféa. One of the mére recent
‘studies was undertaken by Salley (1981) in the Néwark Teacher Center. A
questionéire sufvey;of,some 65 priﬁéipa]s indicated strong support for the
activities of the'NeWark ngchen_Qenter. These principals indicated that

programs sponéored by the center were of value to them in their school. -

" About a third of fhe principals in this survey stﬁong]y'agreed that there wére;

~
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positive changes in teachers in their schools as a result of participation in
~~— " the Newark. Center and further that there was a greater sharing of ideas and

\m\ter1a1s among teachers in their school.

(1979). They 1dent1f1ed cancerns voiced by administrators about teachers'

centers. A maJor concern-was that teachers' centers might underm1ne estab11shed

administrative patterns and policies and that a center could fac111tate change
.that is not ]arge]y under contro] of the person who has major administrative

responsib111t1es at the building TeveT.

‘\\\- The conflicting data‘then underscore the importance of further pursuing

— ~the effect of principals support of teacher centers.

D. Assessment of Teachers' Needs and Interésts.

As the related research reviewed earlier has indicated, teacher involvement
| < | o
1n,making'decisions about their own continuing education appears'to be wide]y

- endorse and re]ated to the extent ‘to which teachers W111 effect1ve1y part1c1pate
A in inse v1ce educat1on actnv1t1es. Exactly how dec1s1ons are mos t effect1ve1y
and efflc1ent1y made re]at1ve to the inservice education of teachers and the:

exact roles teachers m1ght play in this process is far less c]ear, however. .

One way to approach this matter is to examine the type and degree of concerns
teachers have. Research in this domain has been undertaken by Gene Hall and
his assoF1ates at the Research and Deve]opment ‘Center for Teacher Educat1on
~at the U 1vers1ty of Texas. They have deve]oped a Concerns-Based Adopt1on
. }ModeT (CE AM); the1r research with the d1agn0°t1f tools they have developed has
1mp11cat]ons for the assessnent of teachers' necds. This research has examined

the degree and type of concern manifested by teachers about d1fferent forms of

‘1nnovat1on. Types of concerns are placed on a h1erarchy heginning w1th S1mp1e

\ \
T T
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awareness and extending to more sophisticated types of concerns which involve
the collaboration of others and the reformulation of problems. A related

4

aspect, of this research attempts to- diagnose the extent to-which people actually

. use SpeC1f1C innovations and a paralle] typology identifying levels of use has

evolved from this inquiry. This research, while focusing on innovations, has

direct implications for deSigning staff deve lopment programs.

Yarger et al aly (1980), in their study of inservice practices and policies,
approached the question of needs assessment from a- variety of perspectives.

They:report that teachers, teacher educators.of a variety of types, and in-

terested citizens concur in many.respects about the needs of teachers. .For -

example, there is no argument from any of these parties that teachers should
assume a preeminent role in the needs assessment process. Teacher educators
genera]]y’don't perceive the variety of roles that teachers might assume in

actually providing inservice education; a]ternativeiy, teachers see a somewhat

more 1imited ro]e for teacher educators than teacher educators themselves

desire. Nonethe]ess, both parties value what each other can contribute to

the process of continuing education. There also seems to be some question by

' those w1thin the education profess10n as to JUSt what role those in the community

might contribute to the governance of inserv1ce education.\ However, those

c0mmunity members pa ‘*iCipating in the study report they would like more in-

i

_volvement than they present]y have in decisions about 1nserv1ce—educat+en: e

-Perhaps the maJor finding in this study, however is that the diagn051s of.

teachers' interests and needs must extend beyond ascertaining what the content,
at a general 1eve1 of inserv1ce education should be. Effective assessment
procedures must address the questions of where and when and w1th whom and
under what- conditions cont1nu1ng education should occur. It appears that the

involvement of’teachers in determining programs of inservice has a long way to

L4
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go in many situations.

A recentnsurvey by Christensen (1981) a1so/addressed the question»of
what type ofuinstruction_or inservice activity teachers preferred. These
~data supportcthe darger et.al. survey and suggest that a.variety of instruc-
‘tional formats are desired, depending upon the purposes of the 1nserv1ce act1-y
vity. It seems apparent that teachers ‘have for too long and too often en-
- gaged almost exclusively in workshop«or course formats which were not con-
ducive to‘the goals they were seeking to achieve. ,

In another recent study, Byrd (1981)'exp1ored the extent to which there -

wags agreement among -di fferent role groups about the content of inservice

teacher educat1on. Emp1oy1ng a survey methodology, Byrd exam1ned the percep-

“tions of teachers, teacher educators, and school adm1n1strators. One of Byrd's -

primary f1nd1ngs was that adm1n1strators and teacher educators tended to per-
ceive the need for greater skill deve]ophent and anareness.on”the part of
teachers in a greater yariety of areas:than teachers tended'to'acknow]edge.
>Surveys of'this type again underscoreithe.need to reconcile differences'{n
percept1on about priorities for continuing teacher educatlon. Since teachers'
centers respond primarily to the percept1ons of teachers, data such as these

suggest‘that occasionally these needs and interests be exam1ned in the light

of needs and goals identified by other key persons in the teachers' immediate

“environment. Certainiy,; unecan-make—the—case-for developing certain activi-

ties, for teachers-on the basis of data.acquired by first hand observation in

~ the classroom. Howey (1979) described a number of exemplary -district inservice

programs in the United States and documented how in certain instances teams of -
. educational personnel observed the teacher and students in the classroom as a

means of.setting goals for that teacher's inservice education. While this pro-
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- cess may be either t00 costly-or too supervisory for some teachers''centers, it
nonetheless might be offered as a service teachersvwou1d value-=-providing neutra1
and collegially-oriented observations, by,center staffers rather than by co]ieagues
or adm1n1strators in the teacher's schoo] | '

‘In summary, the state of the art of determining priorities for teacher 'S
cont1nu1ng educat1on is perhaps best summed up by the authors of a study con- .
ducted by a Phi Delta Kappa commission. They surveyed ex1st1ng staff deveTop- (
ment programs in an effort to determ1ne what inservice opportunities are cur-

rent]y be1ng of fered to teachers and to learn something of the qua11ty of

“those programs._ The authors of this study conc]uded

- First, systems with successfu] programs make a genu1ne effort to
“identify all local needs, want s, or prob]ems that might possibly
. be met through effective inservice. It is important that this.
\ determination not be made-unilaterally by an -administratqr, super-
: visor, or outside expert. Suggestions from outsiders are accept- '
able, but the successful program emphasizes suggestions from those”
who are jnservice recipients. To identify local needs, ideas are ;
drawn from a great variety of sources. Methods of obtaining 1nput
range from suggestion boxes in the corridors to formal surveys con- .
ducted by private consulting firms. -Some combination of formal and
: ‘ informal solicitation is probably best, but it should emphasize .the
e ‘ ~the §1ews of sources inside the system. (King, Hayes, and Newman,
' 1977

T
1

‘ i N
- .The variety of approaches to assessing teachers needs and interests ex-
amined and reported in the 14 stud1es supports the need for a var1ety of ap-

proaches and provides further data about how various types of individual and .

aroups of teachers concerns are revealed. ' , B

E. Governance and Co]]aboration
| The study of federa11y supported teachers centers conducted by Mertens.

and Yarger also prov1ded data about the governance and staff1ng patterns of
,teachers centers. Po11cy boards in these centers (w1th an average membe r- _ '

4,

ship of 21 persons) have apparent]y functioned both effect1ve1y and re]at1ve1y

\




- eff1c1ent1y.' Teachers in most 1nstances represent more than a s1mp1e maJor1ty
on these boards as required by federa] 1eg1s1at1on. While the po11cy boards'

are very concerned w1th project management--40 percent of these boards' decisions

‘
t

are character1zed as focus1ng upon this top1c--the boards also invested cons1der-
able t1mea1n program matters. Approx1mate1y one- th1rd of the dec1s1ons by
. these federally-supported teachers' center boards were character1zed;as being
concerned wtthvprogram matters. Theselcenter policy boards comhon]y set broad:
po1icy-ggidelines and at the same time are able t0'1nvo1ve theﬁse]ves in oay,
: t04dayioperationa1 deci‘sions.~ In summary, it.wou]d anoear fron thts study
‘that teachers maJor1ty participation in governance of " centers has fac111tated
achievement of their goa]s. ' |
One can readily see ;hatﬂquesttOns regardjng.governance-—hon/resources
:are to be»spent—-are in many'respects rejateo‘to‘qUestions regarding the
v assessment’of teacher needs,for inservice. Hausennan‘(1977) has identified
a typofogy of power bases utilized 1n.jnservtce trainjng,'especia11y in‘goyer-“
‘nance arrangements. The type of power hases he.idehtifies Tnc]ude coerctye, )
1ega1; referrent, and reJard | Teachers'~tenters would genera11y fa1f gnder
the referrent form of governance, which suggests that ‘needs must emerge ‘from
'the clients and that a cooperat1ve approach is the type of dec1s1on mak1ng
’that should be employed for.tnserv1ce educat1on.ngausennan-s‘typo]ogy is ," j ¢
one way of conceptua1i;jngjd{fferent types of,governance,structures; “Using

1

.o . this typology one can canpare~teachers',centers with other types- of decision-

making about teachers' continuing education. -

| One of the 14 studies in th1s report was done by a- center in wh1ch there «
was 1ntens1re commun1ty 1nvo1vement. The type of commun1ty part1c1pat1on
thaﬁg1s most des1rab1e, feas1b1e, and efficac1ous 1n planning for teacher

1mprovement 1s a re]at1ve1y unstud1ed area. llowever, there is one major study

i
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of governance arrangements jnvolving those in a local school community workfhg
\
closely with teachers in dec1S1ons about cont1nu1nq educat1on.’ The  Urban/Rural =

Schoo] Deve]opment Program was 1n1t1ated in the ear]y 1970s in 25 of th1s

»

country's poorest commUn1t1es, where schoo] ch11dren were ach1ev1ng at extreme]y

‘.1ow levels. This program gave the responsibi]ity for mak1nq decisions about

the -use of federa] monies‘ to Schoovaommun1ty Counc11s w1th approx1mate1y o ‘
equa] representat1on between educators and lay persons in the community. An o
eva]uat1on of th1s nat1ona1 program at the conc]us1on of five years suggested

the fo]]ow1ng R

- 1. School community counc11s with approx1mate1y equa] representat1on
- of school off1c1als--ma1n1y teachers--and community people can be
. established and’ &an achieve par1ty in,/structure and operat1on in
- making dec1s1ons about 1nserv1ce educat1on.
2. The work of such counc1ls, through shared dec1s1on mak1ng by the
main partjes affected, has a pos1t1ve effect on morale in the dis- -
.trict; improves the variety, quant1ty, and quality of inservice
education; and, where the ev1dence is available, leads to better
“learning by students.
3. The commun1t1es, after six years and termination of federa] sup-
port; are trying to carry on and to ¥ncorporate the exper1menta1
work into the regu]ar school programs. (Joyce, 1978) ‘ . \

In summary then, stud1es of governance of teachers' inservice education
have been re]at1ve1y rare to th1s po1nt. However, the studies that have been
conducted are provocative. There .appears to be a very 1nterest1hg contrast-
between strong teacher participation in governance and more traditiona] ad-
ministrative forms of decision making about inservice. But the possibi11ty

of modi fying the governance structure in the other d1rect1on--to 1nc]ude the
| more extensive 1nvo]vement of those in the commun1ty--ra1ses 1nterest1ng
'quest1ons as well, For examp]e, in a s1gn1f1cant study of parenta] 1nvo]vement

by -Becker a number of years ago it was ‘found that teachers, tended to react ‘to

forms of parent participation in ways ‘that preserved their own control and

o .




:process and thus ref]ect a new form nqu1ry -as well as 1nqu1ry into 1arge1y\

in the 14 projects. -

=31- ‘ ) o

[

~status in the institution. The extent to which this finding would hold today

is unclear. So the question of how teachers can ﬁgsune»greater_control over
the¥r own continuing education and-still work in a manner that is responsive

and responsible to “the public «(or those whom the public has.designated as

"legally responsible for ameﬂisteping schools) is a question that is central

to the evolution of teachers'_centers; and certainly one which deserves more

study.

]

" 'We conclude this section where we began.‘ Research into thggcontinuing,

education of teachers is not exten51ve and that'into'teachers“'centers even

less SO. Nonethe]ess, much of what has been reported.in studies that have

exam1ned common pract1ces and have solicited the percept1ons and preferences

3

of those assoc1ated w1th inservice educat1on tends to support those practices

that character1ze many teachers centers today. Th1s is not to say that we do

'not have much to learn in terms of what exactly takes p]ace in teachers centers,

'1et alone how to 1mprove them further.~ The research conducted in the 14 pro-

jects 1s significant in severa] respects. -First, it addresses some maJor gaps

re

in the prev1pus ]1terature. For example, needs assessment the 1nvo]vement

of key\adm1n1strators “the effect of var1ous governance structures, and the x
characteristics of different types of teachers networks as features of teach-

ers' centers have been studied little. Second the 14 studies are significant

|
in that they have 1nvolved teachers themselves in various aspects of the research

|
\

1

un%tud1ed quest1ons. We hope that th eref rev1ew of related research w111

_prov1de an appropr1ate perspect1ve for understand1ng the research conducted
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I11. ‘vRE,S_UL)(S FROM FOURTEEN RESEARCH PROJEC_TS: ' ANALYsls AND SUMMARY -
, _ ;

This Sect1on of the report briefly describes genera] f1nd1ngs from the 14 .
research prOJects summar1es wr1tten by each proJects staff are included in
Appendi x D The research findings are discussed, in terms of major themes and

' re1ated quest1ons across the var1ous prOJects. A]though they could be organized

4

'.1n a var1ety of ways, we have chosen to discuss them in terms of the fo]]ow1ng .

1

general top1cs. o

(A) - Charactg$$st1cs of part1c1pants (and non-participants)

X{B) Responding to 1nd1v1dua1 teacher requests for help outs1de the center
(C) Interacting w1th teachers in the center

(D) fTeachers " center re]atlons w1th other key persons ‘ - v

- (E) RAssessing teachers’ concerns and needas

(

F) Teachers centers governance. L

Before we summar\ze data from the various proaects. we_shou]d say a few words
about the research methodo]og1es emp]oyed in these stud1es._ Both quant1tat1ve
and . qua11tat1ve techn1ques were used often in a single research prOJect. For

examp]e, in the study undertaken at the Northwest Staff Development Center,

Te

'qua11tat1ve techniques 1nc1ud1ng c11n1ca1 interviews and document ana]yseS'
were comb1ned with descr1pt1ve quant1tat1ve ana]yses of the characteristics of .
center part1cvpants. However, g1ven the emphas1s on co]]aborat1on in these
stud1es, 1t was common to emp]oy qua11tat1ve data co]]ect1on techniques that

.{1nc0rporated a var1ety of perspect1ves. This was accomplished through what

’ can be\character1zed as ethnograph1c methodo]ogwes, These relatively in-depth
approaches, wh11e allowing the 1nvest1gators to ga1n mu1t1p1e insights 1nto

individual teachers' centers, obv1ous1y do not a11ow for genera11zat1ons about

teachers‘ centers collectively. Th1s ‘does not’ detract from the 1mportance of

\\,/-_;\v .

~
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"// these inquiries., These more fine- gra1néd portra1ts of spec1f1c pract1ces and

types ‘of participants in tEacher\_)centers can be exam1ned a]ongs1de the. picture -

-

that evolves from surveys. of policies and pract1ces across many centers (such
as the Yarger and\Mertens study rev1ewed in Section I1). Both fonns of research
‘are.needed and in hany ways they complement each other. Certainly there is a
| need at this time}kpr well cbncedved descriptive analyses of teachers' centers

practice and characteristics.

'A.. Characteristics of Participants. ' - A

pate in centers. The centers were the Teachers

Active Learn1ng Center in Oak-
land, California, the Teacher Center, Brook11ne, and PrOJect RISE in Colchester,
3'Connecticut; There were some important d1fferences in the data generated in
these three stud1es. .In the case of the Brook11ne and 0ak1and stud1es, the
co]]aborat1ve research teams conc]uded that there were no 1mportant demographic
d'or ph1losoph1ca1 d1fferences between teachers who took advantage of those
~<centers services and act1v1t1es and Brook11ne and Oak 1and teachers in general.
-(The one difference was that e]ementary schoo] teachers tend?d to use both
centers more’ than sécondary schoo] teachers ) A-maJor f1nd1ng_from both
0ak1and and Brook11ne is that the centers serve as an 1mportant source of in-
formation and a va1ued p]ace for profess1ona1 and persona] growth for all
// ’ types. of teachers. Even. when centers are character12ed by a belief system or
//' set of va]ues as to how both ch11dren and adults best learn, they nonethe]essi
accommodate teachers who d1ffer in the1r concept1ons about their own as we]]

N as ‘their students Further, these~centers do not seem to be more -

-

Tearnings.

~ PR

attract1ve to ‘teachers as character1zed by age, gender, or.any other demogra-

phic data. (Th1s was not the situation, however, in Connect1cut we will ~

speak to those data shortly.)

YR
.

s e ! * \\
o .- .

Three of the projects examined the characteristics of teachérs. who partici-

TN
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: /
In Oakland, the research team interviewed frequent users of their Center

in an effort to gain insights that .could be_uséd in planning. Their selected

sample of teachers was drawn to approximate a cross-section of actual users
/

(wh1ch they had documented over the years-). These:documentation records indi-'
'_cated that frequent users of the Center closely resemb1ed ‘a cross- sect1on of
teachers in the Oakland Pub11c Schoo]s in terms of such factors as age, ne1gh-

..borhood, ethn1c1ty, and years of exper1ence. The ratio of e]ementary to second-

4

ary school teachers who used the*Center was approxxmate1y three to _one.

< % One of the most 1nterest1ng f1nd1ngs in the 0ak1and study is how the
teachers' views of teach1ng and 1earn1ng in the1r c]assroom (as revea]ed in
‘the in-depth‘interv1ews) tended to correspond with the way these teachers_de- !
scribed changes .in thedr own profess1ona1 deve]opment. For ‘example, an empha- |

i sis on interrelated, mu1t1p1e aspects of the ch11d was associated with a s1m11ar .o,
mu1t1 -faceted view of the1r own growth and development On the other hand.

[ o

teachers who saw 1earn1ng in the c]assroom to: be 1arge1y a cons1stent and

order]y coverage ofksubJect matter, tended to speak of their own:growth in .

terms of seeking more and more'information. The Center was perceived as equal-

ly valuable by teachers hav1ng these quite d1fferent or:entat1ons.- Favorable E
assessments of the Center appear to stem from the fact that the. Center was able
to accommodate these d1fferences.

This finding underscores the responsive and 1nd1v1dua1ly oriented naturek

@

of many teachers' centers including those in Oak Tand, Brook11ne¢ and Colchester.

"Nh1le staff at these Centers have the expressed goal-of st1mu1at1ng teachers -
toward more. conceptua]]y comp lex th1nk1ng and- teach1ng over t1me, they also
'accept teachers' own contexts and offer immediate and practical he]p.

The descript1onvof "active staffing" that emerges from the research project

at,the.Chicago Teachefs' Center provides an excellent description of;how exX—
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perienced teachers' center staff move from a respens1ve posture, attend1ng to

:1mmed1ate needs, to a longer-term, deve]opmenta] type of 1nteract1on w1th teachers o
This is an 1mportantvcontr1but1on to the 11terature for it clearly 111usgrates}
howﬁa center can be,more,than an ad hoc collection of'indiytduallysoriented
vact1v1t1es. ' .‘,'

Un]ike the Oakland study, the Brook11ne and Colchester studies contrasted

Users of the center with non-users. Does some spec1a1 subset of teachers,

o

recognized by certajn¥idelglogical or socio-demographic characteristics, use a
2 o . . : .. )
center more than other groups?" The answer is apparently no. -Although there v

are d1t}erenCes in part1c1pat1on of secondary and e]ementary schoo] teachers, -

on. a1l other character1st1cs participants.dppear qo1te stm11ar, 1nc]ud1ng the

ways in which they viéw chi]dren and curricu]um. Aga{n,?it apoears that an

"effective center (1nterv1ewees in the three studies un1form1y stated their

.centers were effectxye) is able to accommodate a varxety of teachers. The .
‘studies.doiraise questions'as‘to‘whether and how centers agfect teachers' o
" attitudes and perceptions over time,

The major purpose of the study fn Connecticut was to examine the percep-;'
tions of teachers: in a small samp]e strat1f1eduby gender, exper1ence, and de-
‘gree. of g\q\er use. Teachersiwere Jdent1f1ed as frequent users, occasional
users, or_non-users. The focus of the study was an examination of these teach-
ers' beliefs about inservtCe education generally, and the RISE (Regional In-
,servfce Education) Center soecifically. Some basic differences were found
between those teachers who ?requent]y participated in Center activities and
those who chose not to. This should not be interpreted as meanino that the
Center is unable-to-accommodate basic di ffgrehces among teachers, but rather

that there were some common character1stvcs of those who chose to use the.. ERE

Center. For examp]e, frequent users- tended to’ speak of 1nserv1ce educat1on in

A !
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terms of a human growth orienation, whiTe .non- -users talked about 1nserv1ce

education 1n terms of repairing deficiency. Somewlat surprisingly,- frequent
users apeared to be less satisfied with the1r present teach1ng roles- and/or
ass1gnments than those who did not use the Center. |

Some commona11t1es did emerge between users and non-users. For eiamp{e,
the need.for control and a desire for respect permeated all 1nterviews. The
primary investtgator writes: " . . . Underneath these empass1oned express1ons
is the broader, more powerfu1'1ssue of control; in one's persona] deve]opmenta]
growth; tn one's.cﬁassroom/schoo1; in one's personal 11fe."cA maJor theme in
the'findings of this investigation'concerns'contrb1 and teachers' feelings pf

power and pOWerlesSness. o Sy

2 2

A number of contextual factors~may help explain the apparent contradiction

between the Brookline and Oak land stud1es and the Colchester study. Proaectx
#

RISE is a separate proaect serv1ng teachers 1n nine small rura1£d1str1cts.

/

1The teachers' centers in Brook line and 0ak1and both were embedded 1n a single

ﬁarger urban district. In both- of these latter s1tuat1ons, accessibility to
the center was relatively easy. One assumes that given the resources of-a

1arge d1str1ct ‘and a large urban area, the teachers in Bnook11ne and 0ak1and

had the opportun1ty to engage in a wider variety of 1ns%rv1ce or staff develop-
ment act1v1t1es. In contrast, the substant1a1 maaor1t§ of a]] three types of.
teachers in Connect1cut equated curr1cu1um deve]opmept with the selection of

commerc1a1 textbook§, suggest1ng a 11m1ted prlor 1nVo1vment with curriculum

development.’ * . _:’
. ' i

The d1ssat1sfact1on with teaching, nh1ch appeared so prominent jn the

Connect1cut study, may also be attributable to the research methodology em-

+

‘ployed at that site. The phenomeno]og1ca1 methodo]ogy interprets situations -
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‘wath1n the SUbJECt s context. This means that it is likely to.uncover con-f
cerns that other methods of inquiry cannot perce1ve. .

whether the dissatisfaction of these teachers is more re]ated to a set’ of
conditions in rural eastern r‘onnect1cut or: to the methodo]ogy used i unclear.
but the suggest1on that h1gh1y d1ssat1sf1ed teachers would gravitate to a,
specific teachers center is proyocative. Among other things, th1s suggests'
that teachers needing psycho]ogica] support for their work may- seek that sup-
port from a Center that exists outside the bounds of the district with which

their frustration tends to be associated.

B. Respond1ng to Individual Teacher Requests 0uts1de the Center.

Two centers\examrhed the manner in which_ 1nd1v1dua1 teacher requests for
inservice education outside the center were provided. These two’ centers were ‘
the St. Louis Metropolitan Teacher Center and the Northwest Staff Development
Cooperative in Livonia, Michigan. In the Livonia Center individuaTiied services
included forms of assistance that were requésted direct]y by teachers or admin-
istrators by using a "Request for'Services" form. These forms were distributed
to each of approkimate1y 100 schoo1svin the seven districts served by the
Center. More than 2000 requests for some form of 1ndividua1ized assistance
had been received by the Center in the three years pr1or to the study. The
research prOJect focused on character1st1cs of teachers who. requested 1nd1v1dua1
services, the types:of services they requested, and the1r percept1ons of the
effects of those services. "eventx-eight percent of those teachers interviewed
indicated that‘they had considerable control over\their own’1earn1ng;and pro- '
fessional development; admost 85% thought their involvement with.the Center

‘had made a substantive different in their'classroom.'~1t'is interesting to

note that 83% of those interviewed indicated they intended to stay in teaching
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until retirement: perhaps this is a condition reTated to the Michigan conte&t.
Or possibly it sungests that-téachers‘who reguest individualized services are
more satisfied with their'careers, a]though'this is not tested. The Livnonia
data do.not reveal what other teachers inlthat'area intend with regard to their
careers.i Further research into the re]at1onsh1p of activities selected and
certain teacherdcharacter1st1cs cou]d be he]pfu] v -,
" Other f1nd1ngs in the L1von1a study include the importance of a teach-
-ers’ center‘advocate in a school‘building. This'advocate may be-a teacher, an
‘adm1n1strator, or a spec1a11st Informa1 networking-evo]ved among recipients"
- of 1nd1v1dua11zed services or awards from the Center when an advocate was
present in the bu11d1ng.
The data on the popu]ar1ty and 1mpact of these awards are 1mportant

'Many schoo] districts have 11m1ted f1nanc1a1 resources ava11ab1e for profes- X
sional deve]opment programs. Further,-there is ancreas1ng1y a conception of |
'district-soonsored staff deve]oomént'as Synonymous with.bui]dingleve1, school
' improvement efforts, and these prOgrams have more poiitica] appeal.than those

" which are more individually oriented. There is a very rea]_danger.then that
individua1ized service programs Qi]] be seen as a frill. However, as\the
study conducted at the School Resource Network in Ventura, Ca11forn1a démon-
strated., individual teacher needs and concerns havé to be attended to, as well
as school-wide co]]ect1ve ones, or enthus1asm for the collective approach will
qu1ck1y wane. Certainly, there w111 always be effect1ve teachers who strqu1e
to maintain the1r’enthus1asm’and competence within relatively ineffective
schoo]s. The Livonia study‘demonstrates the posstbi]ity of a school district

supporting some form of individualized staff deve]opment with relatively little

cost and effort. Most of the services prov1ded hy the Livonia Center were - 1n

the form of monetary awards that rarely exceeded $50.00. This seeis a bargain
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.price;}o pay for the sense of empowerment reported by teachers served by the

Center.

[

‘The literature is rep]ete with testiﬁony that teachers are more likely
to employ .ideas and'materials;jf they had a ro1e in thetr deve]opﬁent. In the
St. Louis Cénter: the research focesed upon a Minigfant Program thetvprovided
funds up to.$750.00 for individual teachers'to useein deve]op%ng a wide variety

of classroom-oriented projects;' An in- depth analysis of approximate]y 50 mini-

-~

“awards was conducted. Interv1ews w1th part1c1pants revealed severa] 1nterest1ng

findihgs.‘ Teachers did make extensive use of products and ideas they deve]oped
And they were able to deve]op prOJects that had implications going beyond the
classrcom to the entire building, and in some instances, the entire district.
Tevels of satisfaction and a sense of accomplishment. Also not surprisingly,

they developed prOJects anchored in the realities of their classroom and

responsive to the needs and interests of their students. Perhaps most 1mportant

however, is the strong suggestion that teachers can, 1hdeed, influence change
and ihnovatien in other_c]assrobms, as well as their own, through projects

they design at minimal costs. R \

\

, | o\

One teacher, for example, developed a project that was eventually uti-

lized by teachers throughout her ‘district. The'projett was not.initially

‘ intended for use by others, but it was adopted by othek\teachers because of

the quality and utility of the final product. A brief quote from the teacher
who deve]oped this project provides some insight into the kind of pride and
dedication teachers felt:

I m sort of, I guess what you would call an old- fashioned
teacher. When I go into something like this I like to approach it
with some kind of a beginning and end in mind. And I not only saw
the bpg1nn1ng and end in my own mind, but I saw it happen in the

hS

As would be expected; teachers who were given money‘and support reported high . N

4y . | - ' i‘
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book we drew up. It's a nice little packet, I think. I'17-be in-
terested if it's used; I really feel very satisfied. . .

L3 ’ {

- C. Interacting with Teachers in the Center.
One type of interaction between staff and participants~was.examined’in
some detail at the Chicago Teachers' Center. That staff refers to the inter-

actions as active staffing. Thé,active staffing procéss is a deveiopmentai

one 1n which four distinct phases occur. In the first phase, an emphasis is
,piaced on deve]oping rapport and respect while at the same time responding to
the expressed needs or concerns of the teacher. In the second phase, the staff
member probes more deeply to he]p c]arify underlying reasons for the manifest
request or visit to the Center..,It is during this stage that the focus for
further mutuai inquiry‘is generated. The third phase of the process moves
into joint problem soiving procedures in which a‘variety of resolution strategies
are employed. Fina]]&, there is a critical follow-through stage in which
teachersi center staff are either involved in the teachers' c]assrooﬁ or the
teachers remain in contact with Center staff at the Center. The focus here "is
on specific classroom outcomes. Throughout these four phases~therelis an em-
phasis on mutual responsibility for growth. That is,’the teacher ihcreasihgiy
has to assume responsibiiity for thinking criticaiiy about'teachihg and Tearn-
ing and the meaning of’his‘or her c]assroom activities; the staff person has
to use his or her experience to know when to pull out know]edge from that
teachers experience and when to insert new 1nsights and cha]]enges.

This concept of act1ve staffing was documented_through extensive obser% )
vations of one staff member working with teachers. Detailed logs were kept
as the primary data base for the study. - Various 1nterv1ew and questionnaire

data were also used.

e
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Ve At the Workshop Center for Open Edhcationﬂ(wCOE)‘at City College of New_
York, the staff also assume a very active and sophisticatedhroie in their
interactions with teachers. However, the research in this instance used the
complex physicailsetting of the center ds ‘the focus for inquiry. JUSt as
active staffing 1eads a teacher to‘move beyond immediate problems to a more
reflective analysis oi his or her teaching, the physical setting of a center
can a]SQinave a profoUdd inf]uence-on‘teachers' professiona]/thihking and
decisionsxto change the way they nprk. '"Interpenetration of uee“ and "density
of eetting“ are terms empioyed-tohdefine and éxplain how teachers become
involved in and contribute fo the Center over time. | .

Interviews in this study revealed that participants in the Center were
vkeen]y-awarefof-a great-deai of prior activity,.exploration, and thinking on
" the part of other teachers, which had been incorporated into the center’s rich
'physicai setting. They saw how the learning experiences of other teacheﬁf”nadvf w
”  resulted in learning nateriais.forﬂtheir onn classrooms and for the Center.
‘These myriad resouces, however, were not simp]y a collection of curiosities or
\a random display of comp]eted worg. They were invariabiy perceived as part of
’an‘integrated concept of how chiidren and adu]ts 1earn. As one teacher commented:
; Well, I would have to say that' the atmosphere was deliberately
: created organized ... .1 mean, I don't think it's a haphazard
approach. I think the Center does give you a visual plus a psy-
chological thing when you walk in here. It's not just flung
together. V -
Participants 1n the Center réported networks or connections between dif-
ferent aspects of the setting and how different persons and groups ‘used the
Center, »They enpioyed these connections to create new possibilities and uses

for themselves. ' Through activities such as browsingm observation, and various.

workshops using hands-on materials, the density and richness of the setting -




continued to evolve. Materials and resources were notdonly presented in a-
bundance but in 1nterest1ng and of ten unexpected juxtaposition. The NCOE re-
search team has prov1ded a provocat1ve 1n1t1a1 inquiry 1nto how the phys1ca1
env1ronment of a center can st1mu1ate the professional thinking of teachers.
A th1rd,»re1ated study was conducted- at the Ph11ade1ph1a Teacher Parent
Center. This Center assists‘teachers in constructing a variety of resources
| for(their c1assr00ns. The staff of the'Center employ machineS’and tools and.
des1gn Kits to assist teachers, parents, and a1des in mak1ng instructional
‘materials and educat1ona1 furniture. The research team asked a samp]e of
center participants how the items each had produced in the Center were valued
and used over time, in c]assrooms. They concluded that th1ngs teachers made
~in the Center were used frequent]y, and often for re]at1ve1y long per1ods of
time. Further, new uses for items emerged and phys1ca1 settings of classrooms

were transformedjthrough the ingenuity and creativity of teachers inspired and

1
i

he1ped by Center staff. _ - : | o . .

'Teachers tended to make,a!most twice as many items as they had p]anned or
anticipated when;they first came to the Center. Not just the raw materials,
but the physical context. of the Center, and the ways in which the Center_staff
assistedbparticipants, influenced teachers. Although some of the items con-
structed were the participants' original idea (18%), the great majdrity of
participants were persuaded, either by the staff or by one of the many d1sp1ays
in the Center, to make something different from their original intent.

As was the case at WCOE in Newaork and at the Chicago Teachers' Center,
the Phi]adelphia research project describes and vafidates a physical setting
that is educative by design and a staff who probe beneath teachers' presenting ‘

4

problems. The question'of how environmental context enhances teachers' personal

[PEN

w




. e o
. . o 7
! LR . .. Ta e

and professional growth anid]eads to alterations in their own classrooms is an

intriguing one.

D. Teachers' Centers and Other Key Persons.

. . - One of the most 1mportant persons w1th wh0m a teacher works is the bu11d-
‘ing-pr1nc1pa1. The ro]e of the principal in mak1ng schoo]s effect1ve has been
demonstrated to be cr1t1ca1 E Yet the re]at1onsh1p between teachers and pr1nc1pa1s
varies w1de1y from teacher to teacher and from one bui 1di ng to another, There
1S a common: perception that there has been a reduct1on in the _sphere of 1nf1uence
of pr1nc1pa1s as a result of the 1ncrease in teacher act1v1sm, espec1a11y
through,co]]ect1ve barga1n1ng. One of the areas in wh1ch teachers have exerted
mdre infTuence has been théir:own continu%ng education. Since staff development
has traditionally been‘contro11ed by 1oca1'administrators (and to some extent
colleges and universities), the teachers' center movement has. the potent1a1
for further stra1n1ng ‘relationships between teachers and adm1n1strators
Thus, the study of the roles principals ‘assume re]at1ve to -teacher involvement
1n teachers centers is important.

WOrk1ng w1th centers in Albemarle, North Carolina and At]anta, Georg1a,
a co]]aborat1ve research team conc]uded that teachers,frequent]y participate .
in Centerfacttvities with no'overt,support from_their principa1s. On the
. other hand, they concluded that lack of endorsementby.principals'can;cgn:~ |
stra1n teacher participation in the Centers. The perceptions of teachers

about the1r pr1nc1pa1s support of the Center are 1mportant, espec1a11y since

it appears that in many situations principals report they are more support1ve
e ' than teachers believe them to be.  This suggests a more explicit role for the
principal relative to centers, albeit one that respects the principal's own,

inservice agenda. Most principals seemed to feel the center had little to

-
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offer in Service to their‘own agendas,for\teacher improvement. - Perhaps centers

: \
should do more to 1nterpret their programs\to pr1nc1pa1s.

\ <7
wh11e pr1nc1pa1s at times are 1mportadt sources of 1nformat1on about
Center act1v1t1es, th1s research project coqg]uded that the most common and

1mportant source of support and endorsement \s word-of-mouth among teachers.

This percept1on is also supported by the res\arch conducted at the Northwest

Staff Deve]opment Cooperat1ve. In L1von1a, :\nost a quarter of the respond--
ents reported that principals encouraged them\tocpart1c1pate in Center act1-‘
.Vitiest although in a great-many situations‘orincipals did not provide soch

. support or even have knowiedge of the poss1b111t1es offered by the Center.

Aga1n, the appropr1ate role of pr1nc1pals in teachers center activities
is not clear. Certainly their unrestrained endorsement may.not be what is
mos t desirab]e.’ For examp]e,'one.teacher in the‘A]bemarle/Atlanta study re-
portedt P ' - ‘-'

| Somet;mes it is the kfss of death if the principal suggests

.that the Teacher Center is a poss1b]e p]ace for teacher im-
provement. : -

One might'speculatevthat principa]s'are a greater potential force for
constraining teachers invo]vemént than they are for enabding it. Whatever
‘the situation, given the critical role of pr1nc1pa1s in schoo]1ng, certa1n1y
more study is warranted in th1s area.

A research team in Charlotte North Carolina co]]aborated in a study of
how the Char]otte/Mecklenberg.Teachtng Learning Center (TLC) was used and
supported‘by 85,Coordinating Teachers, each assigned'to one school in the'
district, as a non-supervisory helper and consultant to teachers. This -

L

study reinforced prev1ous exper1ence that there are fundamenta] d1fferences

'between e]ementary and secondary teachers": . use of teachers' centers. In




this specific situation, elepentary school Coordinating Teachers assumed-mdre
~ of an advisory role in working a]ongstde‘teachers on matters of curricalum and
jnstruction, while those asstgned to secondary schools saw themselves.as.mana-
~gers and suhject matter experts.

The Coord1nat1ng Teachers who assumed the adv1sory role tended to draw
on the Center frequent]y to assist teachers in their bu11d1ngs, wh11e those
working with secondary teachers d1d not. Thus, school context as we11 as
role orientatjon can affect‘the participat1on of key persons in a center.
/However, the study’ found. actual teacher attendance at the Center is facili-
tated.primartly by other teachers. Thts investigatipn 111u$trates thermyriad
. relationships that can exist between a center and"other agencies within a
district. In this particular.situation, %f the Center were to attempt'to‘
make its services.mere attractive'tohthe secondary schdoIACoordinating
Teachers (and secondaryiteachers),‘it might run the risk pf compromising
- its attracttveness to the elehentary schooluCoordinating Teachers. . Because
‘other. centers report that they are able to attract and sat1sfy a cons1derab1e
variety of teachers, more investigation may be needed to identify the actual
constraints to fu]ler partyc1pat1on by the Charlotte secondaryschatl teachers.

Another research project that speaks to this topic was conduct d at. the

Education Resource Center in Chicago. That Center exists independ ntly
'of any publlc school system and serves not only teachers but other members
of the commun1ty as well. ThEIP research-1nvest1gated costs and benefits:
of being an 1ndependent commun1ty organization. Big costs are yulnerab111ty ~
of programs and staff to vicissitudes of funding and amb1gu1ty/about iden-

t1ty--are they for teachers as profess1ona1s or for community people as.

amateur teachers and continuing learners? Organizational fle&1b1]1ty and

Y
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t epcies,

-

1nsu1at1on from the constra1nts ‘of the school d1str1ct adm1n1strat1on are

benefits identified. Thus the Education Resource Center ph11osophy of 1earn-

\

' 1ng‘ts not threatened by the dominant norms of a large, bureaucratic system,

but they do face the imperative to alter programs as funding sources and com-
i _ A

'mun1ty interests change. Their philosophy thus is'stil1 vu]nerable.

When a center serves on]y teachers, the issues are much 1ess cunp]ex.

Serv1ng a wider constituency requ1res attent1on to the 1nterests and needs

l \

of many other peop]e with d1ffer1ng'educat1ona1 roles. In th1s sense both

the public Schoo1 based center in Charlotte and the community based center in

'Ch1cago--both serving other constituencies besides teachers--share a_s1m11ar

situation: being sensitive to people with varying roles results ‘either in

multiple and flexible program focus or in a decision to serve fewer consti-

1
i

\E,' Assessing Teachers' Concerns and Needs.

A;m st a]] teachers' centers ask individua] teachers what they consider

to be the1r own needs for profess1ona1 1mprovement what they would like to get

from the teao ers' center. A var1ety of techniques are emp loyed. Perhaps the -
most frequent1y\ used procddure is simply to attend to what teachers say and do
while they are engaged in'adtivitiesfatvthe'center. Results from the Chicago

TeachersI Center, th@-th]ade]phia Teacher Parent Center, and the CCNY Norkshop

~ Center offer examp]es\ f how sk111ed center staffers engage in a cont1nu1ng
R

\ §
informal needs aSSesSment\ Many centers however, also conduct more forma]

and systemat1c needs surveXs. Two common methods are a check11st of -possible
goa]s and activities ana]yzed\by a computer, and structured 1nterv1ews comb1ned
with, open-ended/quest1onna1resa\}The Ferguson (Missouri) Teacher Center em-

ploys a highly developed formal eeds assessment procedure. This activity

.
, . N .
\
. Y . .
! - . :
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is built into the annual ‘goal-setting and'problem'solVing.scheme.of the school.

The collaborative research undertaken in the“FeFguson project examined

the results, of informal interviews and contrasted these with the results from a .

- P

computerized'checklist. The 1nvest1gators focused on how particular teachers'
-participation in Center activ1ties was related to the needs they expressed - ~
_in the two different. assessment procedures. The 1hvest1gators reported that
the informal interviews,provided rich, concrete, and individualized 1nformation‘
that the center staff found difficult‘to genenaliZe and follow up on, as its
program was geared to group~workshops or school site problem solving. }The
formal checklist prov1ded information that was more useful in predicting what
group activities teachers would actually select. This research provides”
some- insights into the best use of both types of procedures. vThe research
also reveals the considerable effort. that must go 1nto ‘either type of assess-
ment{in order for it to be~successful. For example, they indicate how pre-
viously completed research, theoretical constructs; data from informal interviews .
.\with teachers, as uell as data on pupils, can be incorporated into the formal"

surveys.

Another type-of"assessment activity was‘studled at'the'gchool Resource -
. Network.in,Ventura,'Cﬁlifornia. The research team examined a sCheme designed
for the center staff's"counseling with,entire school facultiesﬁat the school -
site in identifying individual and'schoolwide progjems and plahning'subsequent
staff development activities for the school. The procedure‘rdvolved around a
Facilitator Team--three teachers and/or administrator§ from other schools ‘who
met with the school faculty and -qgui ded them through a structured process.
This school based assessment process was based on the assumptibn that teachers

€

~ should be fully involved in the entire process and on a voluntary bas1s.'

|
] N

e
-
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QFhe study,revealed several jnteresting problems withithis rather ambitious
assssment procedure. One,ofythe jmportant findings was that,teachers perceive
orldefine staff development in'different ways. -Some teachers defined staff |
'development quite literally as.the staff collectively working to resolve a
part1cular problem at the school site. For others; it was'seen more generically
‘as any act1v1t1es designed to assist teachers and especially act1v1t1es teachers
could use to fulfill Tnd1v1dual ‘needs.® These fundamental differences in per-
‘ceptions contributed to'different degrees:of support for the alljschool pro-
cedure. The investigators concluded that individual as well as.collectlve

needs must be cons1dered Aga1n the role of the school pr1nc1pal is cr1t1cal
“The danger of this person assum1ng a preemptory funct1on in the school assess-
ment process is cons1dered in this study. The issue of individual1zed and’ |
informal assess1ng of needs is not resolved by these stud1es, both agree it is

costly and time consuming. Both also agree that informal procedures y1eld

\\\
A

~valuable results.

F. Teachers' GCenters Governance.

When the Un1ted States Off1ce of Educat1on first developed regulat1ons

for funding teachers centers, a maJor concern was the governance of those '
S
centers. In order to qual1fy for- federal support a center was required to
operate under the supervision of a policy board on which classroom teachers
const1tuted a maJor1ty._ ‘These teachers were to be representat1ve of all the
elementary and secondary classroom teachers served by the center.
Some ex1st1ng centers had such-a board most did not. The regulation

clearly made ' governance and teacher control an issue, and’it was thought that

-

th1s wou 1d be a top1c of strong interest, generat1ng many research propos.als.

Yet only :two’ proposals were submitted: on th1s topic; one was supported. ™ Perhaps

the governance issue ‘was not cons1dered to be as important as was thought.

i
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A]ternativeiy, the issue may h"ve been settled for many centers simpiy because -

r

the regu]ations were SO exp]icht and final.
The Detroit Center for Proféssionai Growth and Development presented an

interesting case: for five years‘Jt hadvbeen governed by a five-member board

\

" that operated by consensus and was mepresentative of the teachers' union,.the
9

schoo] board, the'administrators organization, the- 1ntenned1ate district, and

Wayne State University. In 1980 that\Center received federa] support, and a

new eleven-member board W1th a teacher majority was established. Because ‘the

Detr01t Center had kept carefu] records of all board meetings, as well as

extensive documentation of Center act1V1tres, the opportunity.was avaiiabie

to eXamine'the eﬁfects of: the.change from consensus¢to majority decision making.
Few changes in Center procedures,were noted. The efficiency of meetingsk

deciined as it became more difficuit for full attendance *to be achieved.

’Reiease time for- board members became an issue, but th1S was the only. 1mport-

o
5 Changes in prograﬂ were attributed to shortage of ' money rather than to board

[

’ant change. Teachers' eva]uations of Center prOgrams were consistent over time.

po]icy. The board expressed the same goa]s as before, and attended to the

‘same prob]ems. Most of their concern was with financial support both boards fA
/

de]egated authority for program development to Center staff, which renained

constant when the board changed

This situation may not be typ1ca1 of all teachers centers; other policy
boards may be mbre active_in program decisions.a And the Detroit case may not
‘be illustrative of what might occur in other centers if teachers bec0me.maJor1ty
(or minority) membe s of a board. But it. does represent a rather surprising '

finding,, suggesting that a supervisory board with a maJority of teachers may

. ) 5 . .
not be so very different from a board without that majority, so long as the.
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board is attentive to the concerns of the participants” and se1ects and retains

qood staff.

i
»
. .

NOnnthe1ess, there does appear to be somefre]ationship between the size

©

of the ‘board and the number of meetfhgs conducted It may also be that the

ana]ys1s was not f1ne grained enough to discern more\subt1e but 1mportant

. changes that occurred in these meet1ngs. In this s1tuat1on, and- 11ke]y in

©

i fnany teachers' centers, the policy board is pr1mar11y concerned w1th econon1c

-
"so1vency and the establishment of general qguidelinés to insure that teachers\

needs'and concerns are accommodated The basic responsibifﬁty for translating

© .

these policy decisions 1nto programmatic terms is left to the center d1rector, )

putt1ng this person in a very cr1t1ca1 position. " This relationship between

B

policy and program is deserving of more study, as_iskthe key role of those

directors who are responsibje for the administration of genera1 policy de-
.t “ ' '

“cisions. .
~ ’ .2 /
This concludes our brief'overview of. research findi ngs from the 14 pro-/

jects. Their 1nqu1ry was supported at very modest levels; it allowed teams
of pract1t1oners and researchers to examine questions of 1mportance at spe-
: c1f1c\centers. It would be unrea11st1c to expect start11ng new f1nd1ngs, but

C\ c
many of the tentat1ve f1nd1ngs are provocat1ve. It appears these coTtaborative

research efforts have exce]]ent potent1a1 but they are not without prob]ems:

We d1sc;ss this co]]aborat1ve process 1n the next sect1on.
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V. THE COLLABORATIVE PROCESS-

.

A. The Nature of the Co]laborat1ve Research Process.

ot

o o when the Announcement of Awards for support of research on exper1enced
teachers centers was re]eased in 1978, it called for collaborat1ve research,

"The intent of the program is to award...subcontracts or
- agreements to conduct research that is collaborative in 2
nature and that will explore exemplary practices in ex-
perienced teachers' centers. Such research should be of -
direct use to those who operate or otherwise support ex-
perienced centers as well as to newer teachers' centers
which are developing programs. To accomplish this re-
search, collaboration between researchers and pract1t1on-
ers is needed. This requires the participation of staff
members and participants from experienced teachers' cen- _ ’
S o ters with a reputation for success, and the participa-
* tion of skilled researchers who can collaborate with
these practitioners pon mutually agreed-on procedures.”

By intent, the exact nature of the collaborat1on was not clearly def1ned

the expectat1on was that several forms .of collaborat1on would be proposed

"This turhed out to be the case. The criteria for evaluating proposals 1nc]uded
reference to the “degree of collaborat1on between researchers and pract1t1oners

n - .preparing the proJect app11cat1on, and the strength of p]ans for cont1nu1ng

\

f \
co]]aborat1on‘1n’carry1ng out the study. Every proposal addressed -the

issue of C 1laborat1on. In this section we w1ll 1dent1fy some of the colla-
borative ar ahgements that were present in the 14 research prOJects._ Our
1ntent “is that readers w111 be able to identify collaborat1ve me anisms

appropr1ate ﬂor theﬁr oWNn S J1tuat1on.
. . L . oo B \ . ‘ \ \\»
. , - For mosd edUcators who have been involved in what they consider success-

| N

N
ful collaborat ve research, one criterion is most important: parity among ‘\\\
|

the part1c1pants. For example, the Interactive Research and Deve]opment on N /

Ay . \‘ ,/
\;,. - Teaching (IRI& BT) strategy employed by the Far West Laboratory for Educa- \\(

tional Research and DeveTopment defined collaboration 1n th1s way: , /
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. collaboration is viewed as - teachers, researchers, and
trainer/developers both work1ng4w1th par1tx}and assuming
equal responsibility to identify, inquire into, and resolve
the problems/concerns of classroom teachers. Such collabo-
ration recognizes and utilizes the unique insights and.skills
provided by each participant while, at the same time, demand-
ing that no set of capabilities is assigned a superior status.
It assumes a work with rather than a work on posture--the lat-
.ter, in the opinion of the authors, being more frequently the
modus operandi when teachers are asked to join researchers or
trainers/developers in a linear research and development en- -
deavor. (Tikunoff, Ward, and Griffin, 1979).

This definition of collaboration was what the Exchange haa in mind
for the teachers' centers research projects. However, there nave been
several successful erforts at collaborative, reéearch in education; not all
of these efferts could be characterized as including tne full involvement of
all participants. The Institute for Research on Teaching identified five
roles that teachers m1ght play in collaborative research. \These 1nc1uded

serv1ng as a model of teaching for researchers to analyze, serv1ng as a

mode 1 and a part1c1pant,.1n which' teachers" behav1or is observed and, in

addition, teachers receive feedback from the observer that in turn may 1ead

to reformulation of the research questiqn, serving as a"data collector; in

which teachers collect data and.discuss’ ahd interpret fhe data"with the

researcher, serving as coinvestigator-:on the\project, in which teachers
participate in all stages of the research effort, and serving as a practi-

tioner consultant, in which teachers describe and analyze the teaching act

. and assist the researcher in formulating and conducting\the research.

(Kennedy, 1979)

or teach-
. ; : ~
‘ers' center staff almost always served as data collectors, and sometrnes\\\‘

In the 14 research projects included in this report, teache

served as co-investigators. : Often other teachers or staff persons were used

:'as medels, as mode 1 participants, or as consultants. HoweVer, in all of the

\ v , . Id

r
e
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projects, even when pafity was not preéent, cd]]&borative research was
va]ued'foé oﬁe very important reason: incorporating multiple perspectiyes
. {researchers, teacher;, and .teachers' center staff memberss resulted in an
outcome that exceeded the sum of the individual contributions,

During the collaborative research process, researchers may be frus-
tfated by the practitioners' focus on matters of immediate and practical
concern. Siﬁi]ar]y, pfacfitionebs are likely to be frustrated by research-
ers' efforts to analyze, to go s]ow]& in refoému]ating questions, and to
be less concerned with reachiag practical solutions early on in the research.
This struggle between the two types of participants is an important one,
for it infbrms both, and it allows botH to understand the perspéctives of
each other. In addition to the advanfage of enhancing the research results
through the inclusion of perépéttives of practitioners and_Fesearchers,
collaborative research has the pdténtial advantage of being seen as more
‘practical byvthe practitiqpeés whd u]timéte]y Wi11'ﬁ§e the results. The"
intent of the research program was to involve préctitiﬁners not only because

their perspective was important, but-because their inclusion jn the research
would help other teéchérs' center practitiqners to immedi ately see thg
relationship of the research %o their own situations. - .

' There was an additional Bepefit to be gained from the collaborative
efforts., Th#ough the 1nferactions that occurred on.the reéearch teams, | , ~>
participants were'ablg to fdentify the importance of the activity for their
own professional growth. They were able to see other perspectives more
clearly, and to Qsin insights into their own practice (either as researcﬁérs

1

or as practitioners) that they would not otherwise have seen. During the

summary conference at Wingspread, several participants attempted definitions
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of collaborative research. These definitions reveal a view of their research

that is slightly different in emphasis from a focus on achieving
richer results.
Co]]aborat1ve research is a process in which the parties:in-
~ volved work together on an equal basis., This sounds decep-
tively simple but it's very-hard as we are all caught up in
our personal and professional h1stor1es ~and social percep-
tions of others..

°

It is systematic inquiry into substant1ve, important, humanly
real issues undertakén by skilled, flexible, creative research-
‘ers working as a team w1th curious, knowledgeable, honest prac-
t1t1oners.

I found it to be a lot like pluralistic forms of education;

that is persons of dissimilar background working together w1th
equal status on a research problem of joint interest. Di fferent
participants may ‘be interested (and skilTed) ‘to different de-
grees in different aspects of that research problem.

_This form of inquiry recogn1zes “and respects the theoret1ca1
base of practice and therefore grows from that practice and -
continually returns to it in a spiral that binds "researcher"
and “practitioner."”

The key is mutually beneficial outcomes. The interaction which
evolves thus defines collaboration; it is.obviously not just
i putting people ‘together. It is a process in which the strengths
S of all participants are drawn upon and all have a real vested
N , interest in the outcome. _ .
Discussions with those who participated in these joint research efforts
reveal several common themes. First, there is equality in status in the en-
deavor and a resdect‘for the different cdntributions that each personlis
able ‘to make (rather than the notion that Each person contributes equally in
a]l tasks) Second dissimilarities are vféwed pos1t1ve1y, however difficult:
~that may be, as mu1t1p1e perspect1ves that.cah contribute to defining the
problem, identifying how 1thcan best be 1nvest1gated, and interpreting data;

It is more than a-procedure of shared or divided labor. Third, cellaboration

occurs in the dialogue between participants while negotiating a problem of

U
<
|




mutual interest. Finally, the emphasis is on systematic induiry. The

intent in these 14 projects was to advance knowledge about teachers' cen- \
ters by insuring tpatvthe insights and rea]ity of the practitioners was \
incorporated into the‘research. That thereiwas concomitant growth by \
participants should not detract from the primary purpose: generating know- /
_1edge to be shared in the pub11c domain. It is, hewever, an important -
outcome. The use of research as a veh1c1e for professional growth now /

appears to us to be espec1a11y va]uab]e and deserving of cont1nu1ng efforts. 4'/

B. What Forms of Collaboration Occurred? ‘: . ‘. ' /
'In some of the 14 projects roles were not c1ear1y'defined. Some t imes '/
the person identified as researcher and the person 1dent1f1ed as teachers' |
. centcr practitioner togcther performed a]l of the research act1v1t1es ,
| with equality of effort and with equa]ity~of responsibility. In a few //
cases, a teachers center staff person appeared to assume the ro]e of /
primary researcher. However, in most cases it is pOss1b1e to 1dent1fy /

I
. .

the ro]es served by the var1ous part1c1pants. There are three broad cate—
gories into which ro]e assignment in these collaborative efforts can be
classified. The first is research projects in wh1ch a person 1dent1f1ed
as researcher assumed almost total respons1b111ty for conceptua11z1ng the
prob]em, analyzing the data, and preparing the f1na1 report. A second

category includes-those proaects in which one person, identified as the

'pr1mary researcher, did mos t of the data ana]ys1s but relied on others to

i

contribute to the data and to react to the analysis be1ng suggested by
the researcher. Fina]]y, there were situations in which the researchers

and practitioners worked with almost complete parity. This often involved

both teachers' center staff persons -and classroom teachers (who were par-




~in the analysis process.

~ . . - . A . l
ers were involved with almost complete parity. For example, in the research

h project conducted at the Teaching\Learning Center in Char]otte,'North Caro-

" ting Teachers (district staf f who are assigned to'specffic schoois to

.two university researchers, a teachers' center staff person, and eight , o
. Coordinating Teachers. Aithoogh final decisions about the content of the

_report rested with two‘persons who served as prinCipai'investigators (one

- invo lvement, deve 1oped considerabie support within the school system, to
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ticipants in the center) as data collectors and sometimes as participants

In seven of the projects. ‘researchers and teachers'.center practition-

¥

iina, a dniversity professor, a staffrnember of thHe center, and two Coordina- ﬁii
ting Teachers met together to develop a proposai for the research The re-
search focused on the role of the teachers center in working with Coordina—
assist teachers by serving as adVisors and resource persons) When the
research was begun, a second university person worked with the Center staff
person in pianning the research tasks. Coordinating Teachers worked w1th.
this professor in 1earning how to conduct interviews of the type desired,

~ ( ' .
then conducted interviews.with other Coordinating'Teachers (their'peersi,

and participated in the anaiysis. The final analysis of data involved

from the Center and one from the university), the entire report was read,

critiqued, -and rev1sed by a]i part1c1pants in the research effort. This

the point that the system continued to support the research effort even * - -

after funds from the Far West Laboratory were expended. The experience of

analyzing the importance of the Teaching Learning Center for their own . A
professional lives, as,reVea]ed through interviews of their peers, contri- 3

buted much‘to the professional growth of the Coordinating Teachers. This !




~

~N

experience may be what prompted~the'un1versity researcher from this project
to comment, during the Wingspread meeting: \

.‘ N

"We're not ta1k1ng about valid: genera11zat1ons in this research
so much- as we're talking-about reflective practices. Colla-
boraticn and research const1tutes staff deve]opment.

And the teachers' center staff person commented \

4 A

"It is not impossible to be in a situation and to. study at the
the same time. It provides a vision that goes beyond one's "
regular orientation. It allows time to ref]ect. It encourages
a pract1ca1 way of combining theory and pract1ce. It gives a
double vision that 1eads to a fuller understand1ng of the situ-

at1on. : . e 5
Similarly, the research conducted at A]bemar]e, Nonth Caro11na and at
At]anta, George (a joint project) involved a number of peop]e. A]though a
university-based'researcher served as coordinator of thelentire project, he

never worked alone. The two teachers' center directors were .identified as

principal 1nvestigators of the project. Each of them'a1so had access'to

\
another un1vers1ty -based researcher (one in Georg1a and one in North. Caro11na)

aspconsu]tants. Other Center staff were involved in ana]ysns of data, and a
total of 10 teachers were tra1ned 1n,1nterv1ew techn1ques and then 1nterv1eWed
principals in their region. As was the case in Charlotte, one person wrote
.the final report, but this‘occurred-on]y after all other invo1ved persons
had an opportun1ty to cr1t1que severa] earlier versions. H |
In this instance and in others it was c]ear that a]though teachers were
not equ1pped to beg1n the process of research on the se]ected top1c, they
were able to gather data in the field and to ass1st the researchers by -pro-
viding different perspectives on-the interpretation of those data. As a
result, they-gained familiarity.with and interest in analytic and reflective

'

approaches to their own teaching., At the‘Teacher Center in Brookline, Mass-

achusetts, a university-based researcher and the director of the teachers’
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- center collaborated in producing thé proposal submitted to the Far West
* Laboratory. Before submission, they sought the advice of two teachers who

_were participants in the teachers' center. The crux of the project was a

i

seminar in which 12 Brookline teachers enrolled to .learn.research methods
and to design a gfudy ;ombaringwthe participants using éhe Center with
other Brookline teachers. Then they.interviewed fellow teachers, prepared
the data in raw form, and aséisted in its inferpretation., However, the two
directors of the project (the director of the Center and the university
researcher) prepared the final analysis of the datq. One of them wrote:

The -great advantage of the collaboration was in the far
richer fabric of ideas and concerns woven by the seminar

"in the design of the interview schedule. The interview-
ing was the most. stimulating experience for participants
although it may have suffered some by “inexperience--blank
tapes, inaudible voices, leading questions. ~The other
major contribution of the seminar was. in developing the

« coding scheme, working from the raw interview data. Again,

struggling with themes, coming to consensus, was a demand-
ing and time-consuming process, but ultimately more com-"
plete than if it had only been done by the investigators.
Not only was the coding scheme ditself more thorough, the
processes of creating it requi red struggle and articula-

_tion and reflection on the part of all the participants
about the questions of teachers' growth and learning,

- leading to new understanding. :

!

At the Chicago Teachers' Center, two persons were-primarily responsible

o

for the research: a university-based professorgand thetprogram coordinator

of the'teachers"cénter. .They had the advice of the difector of the Center,
another Center staff member, three.Chicégo public school teachers, and a

university-based researcher who‘wa; familiar with the work of the Center o

and who had previously conducted research on teachers' centers. This is an

examp1e of collaboration that was not as extensive as in the previous examples, .

1

" in that all participants in the research did not participate equally in the

decisions made about the final report. Nevertheless, everyoné's opinion.

4

.61J | . . ) a
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was va]ued and 1mportant to- the conduct of the research

Three other co]]aborat1ve research projects .are characterized by com—
plete parity among researchers and pract1t1oners, although: they did not in-
vo]ve many other center part1c1pantsl_;lnbfhi1ade1phia a teachers' center’
staff person worked L1th a researcher from the central off1ce of the Ph11a-
delphia Public Schools. “In Ferguson, M1ssour1, the teachers' center d1rector
worked with a professor at the Un1vers1ty of Missouri, .St. Lou1s.' And in

Livonia, M1ch1gan, the Center d1rector worked w1th a staff member at the

Institute for Research on Teachinq at Michigan State Un1vers1ty. n all

¥

~ three cases, the proposa] was written by both part1es, both part1c1pated in.

data co]]ect1on, and both part1c1pated in preparat1on of the f1na1 report
Teachers center staff persons in Ph11ade1ph1a contr1buted to the data-col-
lection. . In Ferguson, M1ssour1, a_research assoc1ate from the schoo] dis-

trict participated in the proJect. And in Livonia severa] teachers col-

’ 1aborated as 1nterv1ewers. The1r roles were never as extens1ve as in some

of the prevrous]y mentioned proJects, but one po1nt stands out among the

three projects-, a pract1t1oner and a researcher worked together, with com-."

'p1ete shar1ng of respons1b111ty, toward a common goa]

In three other proJects one person assumed.a primary ro]e of coord1na-

*

“ting the research and shepherd1ng it through to-a final product. .Neverthe-

less, co]]aborat1on was present throughout all three efforts. At the Teach-'
ers' Act1ve Learn1ng Center in 0ak1and Ca11forn1a, the d1rector of the
Center served as the pr1nc1pa1 1nvest1gator of .the project. She. rel1ed
heav11y upon the advice of a researcher from the Educat1ona1 Test1ng Service
for ‘design of the interview schedules and for analyzing the consequent

data. A-team of three staff members of the Center and four teachers inter-.

o
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'.'viewed other teachers: This required training in 1ﬁtgrview techniques,
‘conducting the interviews, ‘and interpreting them so tH§t common thgmes could
" be identified. In this project a teachers' center pracfjtioner possessed
- research skii]s, but sought advicéjin two different directions: frbm an
experienced researcb#k and from partic{pants in the Centef‘she directed.

1

This was because she realized that the perspectﬁves of both the researcher
. . . . \ _

and the practitioners would be necessary to inform her resedrch. and to give

it depth and meaning.

How important is it for‘a'person operat{ng in one domain to undertake a

task in-another? A consultant to the Oakland project wrote the following in

a letter to the:Exchange following the Wingspread conferencef
. - . o

—r——— .q‘v B e

* Speaking from my own, corner, I was surprised to learn how \\
much the collaborative relationship varied across the.
studies, and how one model could not possibly accommodate
all the modes of working that evolved. "I was particularly
watching out for .relationships that represented role shifgs
for the participants:-practitioners who took on research
tasks and perspectives, and researchers who accomnodated [to
the demands of the practitioners' context. Although I don't

: think there is a direct relationship between the ultimate

’ quality and value of the understanding gained from the ef=

: ‘fort and the degree to which the participants were stretched, -
I do believe the issue is relevant to the question of what
is the purpose of collaboration: It is quite diffiqult to
combine the acquisition of generalized knowledge and staff
. development--be that the development of the researcher or

the practitioner.

.

At Project RISE (Regiénaﬁvlnservice Education) in C01che§ter, Con-
necticut, the principal investigator was'primarjly responsible for the research. .
'fHe worked Qith a research ;opsu1taﬁt who was on the s@aff of the teachers'
center; both were experienced with phenomenological research. Six teachers
who were pafticipants;inlfhe center gctivities were provided with threé days

" of training and interview techniques. They then interviewed a total of 36




\

‘teachers in the area served by Project RISE. In-thfs project teachers served
. , . ' ¢
\ . as data collectors, but [not as full co]]aborators. In part this was because

\' phenomenoloq1cal techn1gues require skill and exper1ence in reduc1nq data h/
to~express1ons of the 1hterv1ewee s-own exper1ence. It would be extreme]y
‘difficult to train amatéurs to do this in the Timi ted t1me ava11ab1e. :
‘NevertheTess, even research that. 1s extreme]y comp lex and soph1st1ca ed/ \
can involve amateurs 1n\the co]]ect1on of the data and can impart to them
some sense of the mu]tiﬁ]e‘]ayers‘of meaning that can be gaﬁned from data. o
A similar s1tuat1on occurred at the Educat1on Resource Center in
Ch1cago. Two researchers worked with four téachers' center part1c1pants 1nv
exam1n1ng the unique post1on of that Center as an agency serving both the
commun1ty and teachers who 11ve in that éommun1ty. They adopted this team
s approach for severa] redsons. They fe]t they needed d1ver51ty in the re-
search staff in order to understand the perspectives‘ of Center part1c1-
pants'(who‘represeﬁted a very wjde range of educators and commun1ty mem-
bers). They were also seekjng to investigate directly the notion that prac-
titioners' involvement in research{wguld_result in different kinds of research/
| ftndings--oossibly more .useful to other practftioners--than that produced

so]e]y Dby profess+eﬁa1 researchers— : S \
Thus they had a study w1th1nua study. They were systematically'in-

7
studying the Center-1tse1f. They!accomp]1shed this by interviewhng the

|
pract1t1oners before and after the experJence, asking them to reflect on
\

their own research exper1ence as part of the ongoing data collection pro-

h vestigating the research exper1en%e of the pract1t1oners in additjon to.

cess. And they asked pract1t1oners to write position statements before

and after the study. Th1s ‘was supplfmented by 1nterv1ews w1th a]] four

practitioners.

- /- £y
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. R ,
The final selections of the four practitioners included a fulltime

elementary school .teacher in the Ch1cago public schools--a person of. ten’

years' teachlng exper1ence who Tives-in the ne1ghborhood a _community mem-

7 -

ber who is active in 1oca11commun1ty and' religious organizations; a youth
worker and community organizer in the Hispanic community; and a teacher

at the alternative high school who alsé serves as community organizer for

" the Girl Scouts and who Tives in the neighborhood.

he
: . ' ’ 3 .
In writing about this expertence, the two researchers commented Jhat ;

-

there were strengths and weaknesses in involving practitioners from diverse

backgrounds. t °

s The strength of their sub3ect1ve reactions to events can ob- S
"scure rather than:'enhance understanding if it tota]]y blinds
them to other perspectives. ‘The use of their ‘own personal
experiences and personal networks for data co]]ect1on can
lead the research astray if care is not taken, to put their
persona] experiences into a more, genera]1zed framework. .
“Finally, the use of their natura] roles to gdin entry or
build rapport can backfire if there are actors in the set-
ting who customar11y don't share with peop]e in these roles.

Structur1ng the research so these pract1t1oner tendencies

; " don't become liabilities is essential. We found that using

/ : : a team approach with professional researchers and practition-
; ' -ers from many constituencies of: the sett1ng worked to turn .

these tendencies into assets because each perspective was

constant]y assessed in the framework of complementary per-

spectives, We also found that building sélf-reflection into’

; data co]]ect1on and team analysis helped to countervail

o : ~ detrimental effects.

Practitioner 1nvo1vement in research is pot a magic key to ;
insight. Our preliminary study dges indicate, however, that |
! \ ' - practitioners do bring resources and styles to research that
‘ ) are spec1a1 and can add important dimensions to data and analy-
. sis in some kinds of studies. They can/use their everyday
way of knowing and their *backgrounds tg inform and enrich the
research. ‘Care needs to‘*be taken, however, to insure that
their tendencies become coatributions and don' t lead the re-
search into thé nonobjective, nonrepr sentational extreme that
.. - some might féar. . . We cannot answer /whether this co]]aborat1ve
'kind of research will generally resua in more adequate theory

¢ about practice or more useful research results, although par-
t1c1pants of ‘the center we stud1ed said that results were use-

. - 5 | | L
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_’. S ' ful and the process was much more agreeable than they expec-
ted. Certainly. the researchers and the practitioners involved .
" - A will never be the Same. A ,

There were other forms of co]]aborat1on lm these proJects—-forms wh1ch
1nvo1ved.center staff much less} yet wh1ch can accurate]y be character1zed
. as co]]aborat1ve.~ For examp]e the Detro1t Center for Profess1ona1 Growth.
and Deve]opment asked a researcher who .had been work1ng as an evaluator with
the Center to conduct research on the change in governance at the: Center.
Data.collection was not a comp11cated task in that all the necessary data T

ot ~

were already, present in the archjves of the Center. what Was necessary was
.the extens1ve organ1z1ng and ana]ys1s of these data, and the- conduct of
meetings invwhfgh Center staff were ab]e_to\lnform the researcher as to the
"~ accuracy of her- interpretations. Thus, although one person conceptualized
the stody as well as gathered the‘data and ana]yzed the resu]ts, other Center
staff were active in respond1ng to the research p]an as we]] as the inter-
pretat1on of data. Certa1n1y this is co]]aborat1on a]though it did not
a]ways involve pract1t1oners in co]lect;ng and ana]yz1ng data. '
At the Schoo] Resourcé Network in Ventura, Ca11forn1a, the teachers

center director and a un1vers1ty professor co]]aborated in wn1t1ng=the propo-

o . sal, However, in order to avoid the preliminary findings subtly 1nf1uenc1ng

the Center programm1nq m1dstream in the study, Center staff were spec1f1ca11y
exc]uded from data co]]ect1on and ana]ysis unt11 the report was comp]eted in

its draft form. Two teachers who had ‘been part1c1pants at the’ Center were

enlisted as djta coﬂ]ectors\ and serVed as research assistants. They were
/

/- ’
E , ' familiar with “the Center, but they no']onqer part1c1pated in it because they

o were on. Teave from their teach1ng pos1t1ons, serving as graduate assistants L
) » ) . .
at- the university. In this proJect an attempt Was made to 1nfuse the research

v




cee ... .with the practitioners perspect1ve while not allowing- the conduct of the
research to change the direction of the Center. When the research was com-
pleted, the Center d1rector and the researcher worked close1y together in.

\“.
producing a final report that ref]ected both perspect1ves \ \

. . \
ER The intent in describing these efforts is not to suggest that one method\\
of collaboration is preferable, or that the equivalent 1nvo1vement of 1arger \
« numbers of peop1e will result in richer research resuTts. The conduct of a \\\
particular study may requ1re that one person take charge and that others A
serve in a collaborative and. support1ve role. . A member of the three- persoh
research team at the CCNY workshop Center—-a11 long and closely 1nvo1ved
with the. Center but in differing roles--prov1des a criterion of real co]]a-
boration:
It worked easily because WS all had a common history and
interest in the Center we were studying. Obviously, this
. sort of commonality is extremely useful in any collabora-
o tive effort. The fact that we had different roles. and
: viewed things from different frameworks meant that there
was real collaboration and growth of those who collaborated
(which I think might be one sort of measure of the extent
to which there is co]]aborat1on--no growth, n0 collabora-
~tion).

This summary of thewsevaral%arrangements for collaborative research il-
lustrates several points. First, collaboration can assume many. forms. As
these reports 111ustrate there are different types of co]]aborat1on, but
-all forms of cb]]aborat1on, if they involve multiple perspect1ves, serve to
enrich research resu]ts Second, 1t is much more d1ff1cu1t to involve non-
researchers. in c011aborat1ve research if the methodo]oqy is extreme]y sophis-

ticated. Some forms of research are more appropr1ate for co]]aborat1on than
Ve

- ' others. Third, regard]ess of the form of collaboration, it seems clear that

participation results.in profess1ona1 growth. Teachers who served as data
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col]ectorJ ga1ned new 1ns1ghts into the1r own work s1tuat1on. Teachers
who served as co]]aborators 1n the analysis of data were a]so ab]e to con-
tr1bute and to gain ‘different and new perspect1ves on teaching apd staff ]

deve]opment?, And those co]]aborators who assumed respons1b111ty for the
/

wr1t1ng of the reports d1s¢overed that their own conc]us1onsg7ere often
mod1f1ed and enr1ched by d1scuss1nz their results with other involved 1n

the activitjes being investigated pefore writing their f1na1 report§ : - o

These are 1mportant advantages of co]]aborat1ve research However, co]-

\

1aborat1on does present some d1f iculties.
’ o

I

C. 0bserVat1ons on Some DAff1cu1t1es Encountered in the Process.

The Rand Study of federa]*y supported programs deshgned to induce educa-

tional changes found that suc essfu] programs were chafacter1zed by teachers'
1

sense of eff1cacy (Berman ‘and McLaugh11n 1975) S1m1 ar confidence by

s teachers and teachers' center staff that their co]]aborat1on in research is

productive and vital may a]sJ\be critical to the sugcess of the research

If their f%nction is (perhaps necessar11y) lTimited to collection of data,

this could |compromise their statys 1n ‘the research prOJect Beyond this’

" could be viewed qs the visible proxy for

!

there is a real danger that th

l

. the "real" researcher in questigning or observ1ng other teachers. Thus, a
‘ \
| ‘status differential rather than

functional differentiation of responsibi-

. ' - ) .

\ " 1ities can easily occur; if so, the problems undér study w}]] not have equal
. { ., . '.

'y

s1gn1f1canc for all those involved.

At the butset of a collaborative project yeachers and ‘teachers'

reflected:




-66-

The practitioner ‘initially doesn't know how he or she

may -acquire certain skills or insights; neither does he
or she have anx;pérsona] jdentification with producing a
research report nor the rewards internally and externa]]y
which are associated with At.

Additiona]]y} there is the problem of overcoming the mystique teachers
associate with research. As another participant at the conference observed:
There is Tikely to be a real Tack of clarity about what f

is involved in something they have 1ikely not engaged in
before. Expectations are an important factor here as well.

' - There is likely to be a degree of cynicism on the one hand

as to what research can contribute; this is. suddenly com-
bined with the opposing perception that dramatic results
will now be expected from the1r own efforts.

Another participant ]nAthe w1ngspread conference offered this caution:

Teachers have to be sensitized not to expect dramatic re-
sults; they must be aware that the research process is, among
other th1ngs, a process of sharpen1ng questions_ and genera-
ting hypotheses. Expectations should be modest. Research
can confirm the obvious {or at least what is obvious to you
if not others). It can also make what appears to be obvious
more obvious. : This is equally beneficial. Certainly, it will
not always make the hidden or unknown clear. The expectation
cannot be one of dramat1c breakthroughs

At the outset of the co]]aborat1ve effort there should be a re]at1ve1y

"clear need for coming together. Ths could be a prob]em or an issue that

'Ibpth the pract1t1oner and researcher view as important. Generat1nq questions,

gaining c1ar1ty about the problem, generating hypotheses, and se]ect1ng

methodology--all should be done within the context of the experiences of.

v

practitioners.

_ Another potential problem is how to demystify research and, possibly,
the perceptions practitioners have regarding researchers. While the em-
phas1s in collaborative research is often on the needs of the pract1t1oner

(in thTS case teachers' center staff as well as teachers) it shou]d be

, equa]]y obvious that the researcher alsoc may need understanding and some
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assistance; especially since he or she is also Tikely to be mak%ng a major
adaptation\

As one researcher at the Wingspread conference noted:

Researchers have traditionally been involved in a pro-
duct-oriented, efficiency-valued activity. A researcher,
is not.likely to have engaged in any form of prior col--
* ‘ laborative research, let alone with teachers involved in
substantial ways in-the process.. | .~~~

- ) \ .
This emphasis on efficiency-oriented.studies should not be underesti-

o : \\\?ME__ﬂEfeg in the higher education context. Practice-oriented, naturalistic

‘étudiés cah be time-coﬁsuming even without invo]ving teachers in the design
and analysis. Simi]a#ﬂy,"theré is a qﬁestioﬁvas to how much these studies
are valued in the salary and promotion process. Researéhers and practi-
tioners both make sacrifices. | ‘

* This mutual undertaking calls for a period df time for'partiés to get
to know one another and the realities of their respective'situations. One
of thé‘researchers in this program.employed a strategy of bringing teachérs

~

into her own environment in a "behind-the-scenes" manner. Teachers-aré-all

too familiar wfth the university reéearcher's role as authority/expert.
Whatbmay be less apparent‘afe the 1es$-Fhan-g]émorousbdai1y demands made
upon proféssqrs, the difficulties they encounter in conducting research,land
the reasons for which they are valued and rewarded in their owh context.
Those brfnginﬁ'research skills to the co]Taboratfve process are 1ige1y
"£0 have a 1imited understanding and appfeéiation of the holistic and dynamic N
naturé of a teache}s' center and the considerable skill required to work ,
effectively and responsively in that context. Mutual respect will evolve
if the éonditions for open and honest dialogué can be created; a planned

period of time where major participants can get to know each other in their

p——
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own contexts has-been identified as very useful.

Adequafe time is e§sentiaT;f A topic”of mutual interest may bring the

" parties together; the dialogue needed to translate tﬁis into a research
deéign {s another matter. A rich percolation of ideas and continuing cla-
rification of the problem will not likely occur if time is short.

One teachers' center staff person commented:

I thought I knew what I wanted to know more about. I
¢ ' really didn't see the problem clearly. I cannot stress
enough the importance of "making haste slowly".

A university-based researcher made a similar observation: ‘

when I recall what the major learning was for me, it was
how really difficult it 'was to share with teachers; to:
work collaboratively. It took time and required me to
" slow down (I was reminded of when I played competitive
chess and had to sit on my hands--literally--so as not
to make fast, foolish moves). But I was rewarded by
i having their insights and their thotughtful reflection
.. .contribute so very much to the process..

And yet another researcher recalled:

Semantics continue to frustrate communication even

among like-minded people. [.learned (once again?) that
I must continuously avoid tendencies to "short-cut™ in
collecting and understanding the perceptions of others.”

In summary, one should not underestimate the difficulties of collabo-
rative research and realize it is very much an evolving process. To deal
with them, participants in these.collaborative'endeavois recommended the
following: . \

1. A demysﬁifying of research;'d cTarification]qﬁ what it is

and is not, orientation in research design and methodology
grounded in the topi to be studied, and agreement on how the
practitioner can authentically participate;

! 2. Sensitizing practitioners and researchers to the
realities of each others' role and context;

3. An opportUnity*for-dia]ogue-that fosters open sharing and in-
teractive analysis;. .

.4. Adequate time.

v )




resources and clerical support, especially in data analysis and writing the

» associated with a qood working ‘relationship.
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This list is hardly gxhauétive. "Other common problems encountered
included the realization that there wasn't a shared'interest in the problem;
the diffitu]ty"of sharing leadership; ensuring that there are appropriate
research réport, and maintaining continuity when multiple parties are involved.

There is no simp]e,prescription for avdiding likely difficulties in'col-:u

‘1aborative research. Perhaps the essential prerequisites are that there is

a commitment by both researcher and practitioner to learning more about a

specific phenomenon and a realization that there can be multiple benefits

Y,

®

D. Corollary Benefits of- Collaborative Research.

A theme that ran throughout thé Wingspread Conference was that of the

-~

growth-producing potential of collaborative research for both practitioner
and researcher. Several conference participants commented as follows:

This process dignified the teacher role. It reinforced
inquiry on the part of teachers and as importantly it re-
inforced the notion of how knowledqeahle, how theoretical

they really are. It forced all parties to communicate o
clearly and to clarify their notions. It was a real Tearn-
ing experience. :

* -

I tend to believe that collaborative research is of great-
er benefit to researchers‘than practitioner/teachers unless
a topic growing directly from a teacher concern is bent out
of shape by research requirements. Researchers so rarely
get the "inside view" of what they study and my experience
is that it is a real eye-opener to see how complex, and at
the same time theoretical practice is.

*
I think that everyone who was involved with our ‘project tried !

very hard to.see things through the eyes of the others. The
collaboration was just excellent. .1t has changed we.

*
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Involvement in any enterprise in which you are "stretched,”

i ' . _ in which you make difficult decisions, are faced with nitty-
gritty problems and in which you honestly Took at a piece of
the world and want to find out more about it, will contribute
to professional growth. Both teachers and researchers grow
in this process. The more the issues are related to their
own work, the more growth is noticeable.

*

I must say that my respect for research has grown enormously...
working ‘on this team made me- feel more professional...I am more
encouraged than ever to continue my own professional growth and

to continue others to do the same...l have become a true con- - i
vert! Research has come alive for .me.

*
]

The collaborative research process obviously can provide psy-
chic support for those engaged in it and a heightened sense
of self-esteem and effectiveness (especially for teachers) as
professionals. It is also apparent that this experience has
‘ - encouraged teachers to be more reflective about what they are
T ' doing and suggested hew ways for them to think about and un-
, : ‘derstand youngsters. . > i

*

I am struck by the evidence that members of our team returned
to their classrooms with a different point of view than they
held before we entered into this research, -

*

- 1 learned much more than.I thought I would about teachers and - o
teaching in my district...not only about the focus of our study
but about their perceptions of their role and the environment '
in which they work. T -

' Many more examples could be provided. -Participants in each of the pro-

jects .enumerated personal benefits of one type onvgnother. This shou]d not

be surprising, for it is 1ikg1y true that there afe elements of persona1‘qﬁowth
in any well-conducted inquiry.A The_dominant;theme in these initial endeavors,
howe?er, appears to be the amended perceptions Qf reality gained by identi-
fying and c]arifyiqg a'prob1em with people in different roles, And the think-

Co




ing evoked by the need to translate experience and techniques to people
unfamiliar with them. One cnuTH anticipate that the opportunity for such
growth might be qréatest in an 1nit1aT collaborative effort. On the other

hand, the 1essons'1earned over time about how to enable effective collaboration

A

may promote still mofe grdwth in subsequent efforts.
It is a]so;quite apparént that teachers involved in these projects ac-
' quired and refined éki]]sAof fdrma]yinqufry.' These are potentially uéefu]
.'in their‘day-to-day teaching. But {t is not apparent what baseline éki]]s
practitioners need to participate‘fu11& andeith a-sense of partnership in
_the colTaborative process. This will vary considerably, depending on the
type of{SFudy conducted and the division of labor on the research‘team. It
appears, on the”hasis'of'these projects, that teachers.can contribute sub-
o X : stantively to the collaborative process with minimal reséarch sKj]]s. Mul-

tiple examples of their assistance in formu]ating'the problem, assisting in

data collection and in data analysis can be found in project reports. We

conclude that:

L 1. Teachers can contribute in meaningful and muTtip]e«ways in
' " the conduct of formal research with but minimal research
" training., Lo Ny

]

2. Both teachers and researchers report growth experiences fﬂ&ﬁfffﬁf
their involvement in collaborative research, especially when
the conditions enumerated earlier are present., ‘ ;

3. While collaborative experiences might be intended for the
growth of those who participate (especially teachers), there
is nonetheless an.obligation to generate knowledge that meets

‘ the canons of empirical inquiry and to involve teachers jn en-
riching such investigations. : '

We conclude, then, that there is a need to enhance the quality of re-
search through collahoration with practitioners. In addition, collaborative

forms of inquiry may legitimately be pursued as a qrowth experience. The
4 C :
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positive test{mony of those who participated in these collaborative research
projects suggééts.how research as both an inquiry‘and a professional growth f
éctivity might be structured. Well-conceived, systematic inquiry certainly

_fosters professional development.

v
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" V. IMPLICATIONS -

—

In Section III a“sumnarj of results from the 14 research projects was
presented. The experienced teachers' center practitioner Wd1i likely see
implications, for his or her own practice in each of thosz summaries. In
this sect1on we intend to focus on those implications, emerginq from the
severa1 reports taken together that speak to practices and principles common
to many teachers' centers, Research often serves to verify what the practi-
tioner a1ready suspects from experience and.intuition. Those experienced

with teachers' center work will find- that to be the case for many of the’
.projects reported here. Their resu]ts imply how program emphases can be

determined, suggest means for 1ncreas1ng participation in centers, and

identify sources of support for centers.

A. MWorking with Individuals.

Projects that 1nvestigated part1c1pants perceptions of teachers‘ centers
or some aspect of teachers' center programs a11 reach a common conclusion.
The most important confribution of teachers' centers is their emphasis upon

working with individual teachers over t1me. It is this emphasis that most

d1st1ngu1shes teachers centers work from other qua11ty inservice. educat1on
~programs; A recent major survey of federa11ysupported teachers ‘centers
found that interaction with individual teacherS‘was.the}keystone of teachers’
center work. They report:

‘Teacher centers may be most clear]y distinguished from other

approaches to inservice education by the priority that is

placed on addressing the needs of individual teachers. (Mer-

tens and Yarge?, 1981).
Mertens and Yarger refer to the ta11or1ng of assistance to 1nd1v1dua1 teach-

ers. The research sponsored in these prOJects support th1s as 1mportant and

TN




present practic . They also have staff members who can respond to and expand

eTaborate as well on how such assistance is provided. In working»with teach-
ersv centers tend to provide a rich setting that suggests alternatives to
teachers' varied ‘interests. These center practitioners have a commitment to
continu1ng to w rk with teachers as new concerns arise over time. ;

These: inyes igations suggest that the concerns teachers initially ex-
press are but c1Ues to deeper 1nterests or needs. Thus, the specific ini-
tial request can be viewed as an entry point. The staff and the setting may- L
suggest other interests. The teacher may well realize that there are other ‘
needs but not be Willing to share these until he or she is sure that a trust-
ing re]ationship exists. The teacher must be]ieve that his or her work is.
respected and that admitting a need is not equiva1ent to admitting a serious
deficiency. A sensitive staff recognizes this_and gradua]iy encourages
expressions of other concerns. By providing a setting in which this is —

poss1b1é a center is responsive. to teachers in ways that are not poss1b1erin
large -group activ1ties that tend to address predetermined issues and ref1ect .
more genera], group~concerns. B Tl

A teachers' center staffcshould be analytical“when'teachers seek help.
They should'be responsive to both the initia] concern and possib]e a]ter-
natives that may be va]ued by the teacher.m-when—appropriate they shou]d
encourage extended work with the teacher and recognize the deve]opmenta] |
nature of many important 1earnings. In short they shou]d go beyond respond-
ing successfu]ly to the request and make plans for following up on the

contact and staying in touch with the teacher over time,

B. Prov1ding Incentives and Disseminating Teachers' work

|
Some centers prov1de financ1a1 incentives -for teachers to engage in - ’

« f
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_\ . individual act1v3t1es. 'This 1s'one way3in which participation can be en-
} couraged, and it 1s an 1mpoptant component of many center programs ‘

\ ‘ a F1nanc1a1 awards can be very 1mpo|tant both for the learning oppor-

tunities they make poss1b1e and for the symbo]1c recoqn1t1on they q1ve to
AN
- teachers. . In the face of 1ncreas1ng1y sparce funds for centers, it may seem
/ ~
1ncongruous to suggest award1ng even smaT] amounts of money to teachers for -

1ndividua1 purposes. But these awards appear to 'validate the worth of a
teacher s work and the1r sense of potency. 'Additiona11y, since these mone-
tary awards often result in mater1a1s and ideas deve]oped within a local
cdhtext and: by local pract1t1oners, there is a greater poss1b111ty that
they will be used by the teacher and h1s or her coT]eagues

The research resu]ts suggest that center ~staff must find ways to spread

.\ word of the work teachers develop in the center This appears 1mportant

whether teachers have- rece1ved f1nancna1 support for their work or not,.
* \

Pecoqn1t1on through d1ssem1nat1on a]so va11dates a teacher S efforts. Ma-

{
tierials produced at a, center that resu]t in structura] changes--1n ways ,

L - c\assrooms are organ17ed or 1nstruct1on conducted--become centrally 1mportant

kY

I,
and frequent]y remain in _use over t1me. Alerting teachers to 1deas that

i

haye become form and substance in fther c]assrooms v1v1d1y illustrates how.

y _ R teachers investments in their co7t1nu1ng growth do make a difference in ‘the

i c1adsroom. - ‘. ’ ' |
e ,. .- > . . S . ;

C. Assessing Teachers' Needs.

i

Those projects that 1nc1ude4 an”ana1ysis of needs assessment methods ,'
-in thewr research are ‘also suggest1ve. There are advantages to ddfferent
types of needs assessments. D1fferent procedures yield d1fferent requts,r—w

not just 1nf1dentifying different needs/and interests, but in 1dent1fy1ng

8
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- . . ‘ !.

:°thn most 1mportdnt means of promoting center use. Administrators are a]so

gest activities that wou]d not\have surfaced otherwise.- .- e*f,

different types of needs and 1nterests ’Oénters working with entire'facu1-

il

ties shou]d remember that the needs and/nnterests of individual teachers are
/

often different from those expresseﬂ/by the faculty as a whole. An 1mport t -

1mp11cat1on,1then, is that centers retain their orientation to individual

even while working w1th the aggregate facu]ty Much ‘of the basis for t achers'
support of centers 11es with the cred1b111ty and trust that has resu1.ed

from this 1nd1v1dua1 work. It remains important to attend to 1nd1v1dua1 as
ﬂglé as grqupAconcerns, especially for centers that include work w1th entire
building staffs as part of their program.

f_\dditionaﬂy',' there appear to be benefits from informal, personaHzed‘ ‘

needs assessment that are not obvious fin the assessment‘resu1ts themselues. -
Invo1v1ng staff and part1c1pants in 1nforma1 sens1ng of needs can y1e1d |
subt]et1es and 1ns1ghts s1mp1y not available in more formal| procedures.

Informa] assessment also offers the advantage of moving beMond assessment

to Jo1nt ref]ect1on about program poss1b111t1es Thus ‘one jmplication of

this research 1s that wh11e centers can conduct 1arqe sch]e; formal ‘needs

assessments ‘that yield accurate results at less cost, other types of assess-.

ment y1e1d a greater richness of understanding about ‘”d‘V1%g§]5 and sug-
5 . '“\
D. Deve]op1ng Support for the Center

Yas

Throughout the reports but espec1a11y in those thab~stud1ed sources of

support for the‘center, the importance of center participants encourag1ng

5

their colleagues- to -participate in»center activities emerges.  Teachers are

important. They can encourage part1c1pat1on and they Cdﬂ create obstacles = %

to partidipation. A respected adm1nastrator,'by failina to express. support, /\




4 R

may a: so be masking an 1mp11cit message that center activities are not valued,

- v

But it is the frequent users of the center who do most to encourage other
L]

teachers'’ use; Theeimpiication is that a focus on frequent users interactinq

P
with infrequent or non-users may better advertise the resources and benefits

a -

pf a center than a widespread dissemination effort. Assisting users in

he]pinq their colleagues find wa}s to use the-center is likely a valuable

»

use of staff timé. B -;:; .

.

rhis is re]ated to our first point; by providing a quality progran that.

s responSive to indiViduai ‘teachers, a center w1|1 deveiop its most inportant
source of core support A]thouqh such teachers' support may not be sufficient
to continue a center in times of financial reductions, lack of this suuport

is 1ike1y to be fata] Iths’ a]so important (as two.progects discovered) to.
c-a]ign the center with influential persons w1thin the system who are supporti;e
of the’ phi]osophy and goais of the center In summary; it is a combination
-of factors--prov1ding individual attention and quaiity programs recognizing
the worth and work of teachers, attenoing 1n varied creative ways to thejr
expressions of'interest and need, and worKing with‘center participants tn
encouraging others. to use the center--tnat cohtribute'to success and_thé
conti {ded growth'of a teacners‘ center.t "

-4
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Round I:
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PROPOSALS RECEIVED

"Impact of Participation in Teacher Center Activities on Teachers

'Personal and Professional Development." Brookline Teacher Center,

"The Development of a Research System for Validating the Effective-
ness of Teacher Center Products." Teacher-Parent Center, Philadel-

Successful Proposals
1.

Brookline, Massachusetts.
2.

phia, Pennsylvania.
3.

"Teachers'' Perceptions of the Rolé(s) Teachers' Centers Play in

. Their Professional Development." Teachers' Active Learning Center,

Oakland, California Public Schools.

, K4
"An Exploration of the Relationships Between Setting and Use in
an Experienced Teachers' Center." Workshop Center for Open Edu-

[

"Ascertaining Professional Growth of Participants in a Federally
Funded Teachers' Center." Amherst Area Teachers' Center, Amherst,

“"The Relationship Between Teacher Need Satisfaction and Partici-
pation in a Teacher Center." Bay Shore Teacher Cenior, Bay Shore,

"The Effect on Teachers of Participation in the Shaping of a
Teacher Center." Cincinnati‘Jewish Teacher Center, Cincinnati, Ohio.

4.,
cation, New York City.
Round I: Unsuccessful Proposals
.
Massachusetts.”
2.
: New York.
§'
4.

"patterns of Use, Impact, and Success at the Education Resource
Center." Education Resource Center, Chicago, Illinois.

5. "The Educational Confederation: Nine Years of Decision Making."

6.

‘8.

The Educational Confederation, St. Louis, Missouri.

"petermination of the Primary Role Served by a Teachers' Center,

"How Teachers “Select Inservice Participation and How That Parti-

cipation is Related to Teachers' Determination of District Needs -

and Personal Interest Goals." Ferguson-Florissant” School District, :

Ferguson, Missouri.

"An Assessment of the Training Effects of Weekly Attendance at a
Teacher Center on Ten Pre-service Student Teachers' Approaches to
Teaching in the Classroom, as Compared with Ten Student Teachers
Who Did Not Attend." funter College, New York City.

YAn Analysis of Factors Affecting Local Community Support of an
Independent Teachers' Center." The Learning Exchange, Kansas City,
Missouris S - '

3

Y
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"School-Based Staff Development Decision-Mdking in Elementary and
Secondary Schools." Leon County Teacher Education Center,

b}

"A Model for Converting Industrial Scrap Materials into Useful
Classroom Resources." North Shore Education Center, Beverly Farms,

“An Investigation of -the Development of tducational Activilies."
01dham Education Center, Independence, Missouri. ‘

“programs and Participant Satisfaction: A Duscription, Comparison
and Examination of Relationships." Open Space Teacher Center, Los

“

WA Documentation and Evaluation of the Impact of theuPittsburgh
Teachers' Center” on Student Outcomes. and Professionalization of
the Teachers' Rolé." Pittsburgh Teachers: Center, Pittsburgh,

i

“A Comparative Study to Determine Effective Leadership Practices
in Experienced, Small Teachers' Centers. Resource Development

"Anaiysis and Evaluation of Programs at a Teachers' Resource

Center Focused on the Needs of Children Eight and Under." Seattle
Child Care Resource Center, Seattle, Washington. ‘ s '
"Teacher Centers: A Comparisdn of 'Users' and 'Non-Users'."

The Teacher Center, Insight, Unlimited, New Haven, Connecticut.

"A" Study of *The Teacher Center Experience at the Teacher Center
in Wilmette as Seen Throughzthe Users' Perceptions, Use-Styles,
and Classroom Behaviors." Teacher Center, Wilmette, I11inois.

-~

"A Case Study of T@éacher Center Organization and-Use: The Char-

F
4

_lotte-Mecklenburg Teacher-Center.! Charlotte-Mecklenburg Teacher

Center, Charlotte, North Carolina, and the University of Tennessee.

"ﬂéveiopmént of Individualized Evaluation Procedures for Teacher
Center Programs." Thunderbird Teacher Learning Center, Phoenix,
Arizona, and the Unjversity of Arizona.

_ 9.
Tallahassee, Florida-.
10.
~ Massachusetts.,
1.
2.
Angeles, California.
13.
Pennsylvania.
14.
Foundation, Brattleboro, Vermont.
15.
L3
164
17.
18.
19
Round IT: Successful Proposals ‘ .
1.

"The Effects of Change in Governance Structure;pn'the Practices and

Nutcomes of an Fxperienced Teachers' Center.” Detroit. Center for.

Professional Growth and Developmenl., Belroit, Michigan.

"An Inquiry Into How a.Community Emphasis Contributes to and/or
Detracts from the Ability of a Resource Center to Help Imrpove Edu-
cation." Education Resource Center, Chicago, [11inois.




Unsuccessful Proposals - o

" Round-11:

A

"The Effects of the Training of Inservice Teachers in the Use of
Miscue Analysis at the Auburn, Alabama Teacher Center." Auburn
University, Auburn, Alabama. -

"An Ethnographic Look at a Teacher Center's Impact on High and
Low Participant Schools." Ferguson-Florissant Teacher Center,
Ferguson, Missouri. . . o - X

‘uph Assessment of the Training Effects of Weekly Attendance at a

Teacher Center on Ten Pre-Service Student Teachers' Approaches to
Teaching,in the Classroom, as Compared with Ten Studentheachers
who'Did Not Attend." Hunter College, New York City. '

"Effects of Teacher Center Participation Upon the Professional
Development of First-Time Users." Teacher Center, Wilmette, I11inois.

L3

Round III: Successful Proposals

1.

"Efficacy of Informal énd Formal Needs Assessment Procedures for
a Teacher Center Staff Development Program." Ferguson-Florissant

“ Teacher Center, Ferguson, Missouri.
) ) . "

"A Phéﬁomeﬁo]ogica] Study of User and NonQUser Perrceptions of a
Teacher Center and Inservice." Project RISE, Colchester, Connecticut.
"The St. todis Metropolitan Teacher'Center.Mini-Grant Program:

A Case Study." .St. Louis Metropolitan Teacher Center, St. Louisy
Missouri., ) ‘ ' o ’ :

' "The Making of a Teacher Center Workshop - A Detailed Study."

School Resource Network, Ventura, Ca]ifornia.

"An Examination of Principals' Effect on Teachers' Centers.” ;
Southern_ Piedmont Educational Consortium, Albemarle, North Carolina,
Atlanta Area Center for Teacherss=Atlanta, Georgia.

y

. J 7
Round IQ1I:- Unsuccessful Proposals

1.

"The Relationship Between Teacher Self-Actualization, Organiza-
tional Climate and Participation in a Teacher Center." Bay Shore
Teacher Center, Bay Shore, New York., : : ,
"Project COLLAB." Connecticut Center for Personal .and Organiza-
tional Development, Rocky Hi]l,.Connecticut.

“A Proposal to Investigate the Critical Aspects of the Inservice
Facilitator_#eam'Mode]."_ Hampshire Educational Collaborative,
Amherst, Massachusetts. ‘-

-

\.v




-85-

4, " "The Impact of Collaboration in Texas Teacher Centers." University
- of Houston, Houston, Texas.~

* 5. !"Comparative Study to Determine Effect1ve Leadership Practices -
in Exper1enced .Small Teacher. Centers. University of Massachusetts,
Amherst, Massachusetts.

6. "Northwest Staff Development Center Mini-Grant Study Proposal."
Northwest Staff Development Center, Livonia, Michigan. ¢

7. '"Teacher Part1c1pat1on 1n#Teacher Center Program and Related Changes
in Their Classroom Behavior.," Pittsford Teacher Center, P1ttsford
New York. . '

8., "An Investigation of an Exemplary Program for Working with Hard-to-
Reach Teachers." Southwest Arkansas Teacher Center, Texarkana, '
Arkansas. ' y

9. "Consortium Models and Single District Models of Administration
for Teacher Education Centers in Florida." Southwest Florida -
Teacher Education Center, Fort Myers, Florida. ‘

10. A Collaborative Study of Teachers' Center Individualization."
Workshop Center for Open Education, New York City.

¢

Round IV: Successfu] Proposals : . :

'f; "Analysis of Ind1v1duallzed Teacher Center Serv1ces Northwest
Staff Development (enter, L1von1a, Michigan.

2. "A Study of the Active Staff1ng Process of a Teachers' Center."

. Chicago Teachers' Center. » :

N ‘ s .

\\\\ o . 3. "Exploring a Teachers' Center's Support of Schoo] Based Coordina-
e ting Teachers." - Teaching Learning Center, Charlotte- Mecklenburg

AN : Schoals, Char]otte, North Carolina.’

- Round IV: Unsuccessfu] Proposa]s

i

1. "Impact of the Teachers Center at Fa1rf1e1d s Work with Children
on ‘the Participating Teacher's Professional growth." Teachers
Center at Fairfield, Fa1rf1e1d Connecticut. '

K 'v_’ C 2 "Impact of Teacher lse of B1b11oqraph1c Information on C]assroom/
S . School Pract1ce " Mid- Coast .Teachers' Center, Camden, Maine.

3. A Study of the Problems and Decision-Making of Experienced
: ‘Teacher Center D1rectors. New York City Teacher Centers Con-
sort1um. “

i . 5
I © 4. "The VaT1d1fy nf Needs Assessment Strateq1es. fittsford
) Teachers‘ Conter, Pittwford, New. York .

e

o

'-
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5. "Developing a Participant Typology and Examining Teacher Center
. Effects on the Classroom Environment of Differing Type Partici-
pants." - UPDATE Teacher Center, Stillwater Public Schools,
Stillwater, Oklahoma. .
L
6. "Study of State Teacher Center Netwo#king Processes.” University *
of Tennessee, Knoxville, Tennessee.

7. "The Effects of Teacher Center.Invo]vement'upoh'Leadership Attri-
butes of Participants." Western Montana Teacher Center, Missoula,
\\ Montana. ' ' '

8. "The Effects of Long Term Teacher Réassignment_on the Success of
,<—f—-_;_,,—~a Teacher Center."” Wood County Office of Education, Bowling Green,

7

Ven ' a ' ‘ ’ o
J. | '
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List of Proposal Reviewers

1. Anne Bussis,'Educational Testing Service, Princetonz New Jersey.
2; Cathy Caro Bruce, The Teachers' Workshop, Madison, Wisconsin.

Roy Edelfelt, National Education Assoc1at1on wash1ngton D. .J

(98]
.
S

4. CaroTyn Fay, 1nd1anapo]1s Teacher Center, Ind1anapo]1s,»Ind1ana.

5. .Sharon Fe1man, Michigan State Un1vers1ty, East Lans1ng, Michigan
- 6. Ros]yn Herman, New York State Unlteq Teachers, Albany, New York.
o 7.. Celia Houghton, Goddard Co]1e§e Teachers: Center, Plainfield, Vermont.
8. Kenneth Howey , Universitj of Minnesota, Minngapolis, Minnegota.

9, Merrita Hruska, Amherst Area Teachers Center, Amherst, Massdchusetts.

10. Karen Kent Mar1n Teacher Learn1ng Cooperative, San Rafae] Ca11forn1a.

11, Howard Knopf ‘Atlanta Area Center for Teachers, ! ‘Atlanta, Georg1a. : )
12. D1ane Lassman, The Excﬁgnge at the Teacher Center, M1nneapo]1s, M1nnesota.
,13. Robert Ma1, KTEC St Lou1s, M1ssour1.

14, Nancy;Mayeda, San Francisco Unified Schoo] D1str1ct San Franc1sco Ca11forn1a
15, Vwayne Mosher, St. Louis Metropo]itan Teachers' Center, St. Louis, M1ssou._.
16. Paul Nacht1qa1 CEMREL, Denver, Goﬂorado
17. Loanne N1cholson Teachers Center at Fa1rf1e1d Fa1rf1e1d Connect1cut
18. A]eene'NieTson, Moab Teacher Centery Moab, Utah

19, derry OTson, Ch1cago Téachers' Center, Chicago, Illinois. <
20. //1to Perrone, Un1vers1ty of North Dakota, Grand Forks, North Dakota

a

21. Fm11y Richard, The Learning Center, St Louis, Missouri.

W

22. querta Riley, Un1vers1ty of North Carolina, Char]otte, “North Caro]1na.

23(_ Christine San Jose, Syracuse Un1vers1ty, Syracuse New York.

*

24, Marianne Schenker, Educat1on Resource Center, Chicago, I11inois

o

25. Patr1c1a Zigarmi, Nat1ona1 Staff Deve]opment Council/,Oxford Ohio ' :

o L -
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_ : { 'RESEARCH ON EXPERTENCED TEACHERS' CENTERS ' ’
ORGANTZATION/INDIVIDUAL SUBMITfING'RROPOSAL: - = B i
\ | ( | |
i“%—;— ) - . : . * .'i' A. ' . .& ’ '
b .+ After. you have written your comments for the four cr1ter1a and
- : {on. page 6)/ have written your<general impressions of the pro-
posal, please check ane of the five categor1es as 11sted below
: _‘and sign jour name. .
7 v * | } - | - o /’//
T '.‘. ‘ f ‘ v ) ‘. ‘. N - ‘ -
This is an outstand1ng proposal and shou]d be supported above
) almost’ apl others. - v . .
"_ ' : ‘This 1s§a stronq propoSal and should be supported if minor re-
o o rev1s1o%s are. mﬁde. - : : .
S j" ~This pro’posa1 is. of average qua11ty but may be supported as it
T 1nvest1gates an 1mportant topic. )
_ ] Thls_proposal is of poor qua11ty andushould not be supported
o w1thout _changes. .
,This proposaj should not be funded under any,coddition. L . , .
, - \ : ; st
S : : N A . A o /
Y | [
) ' 73 ‘ i
- ‘ , {’ “’IA
_ . Lo I
— ‘ ‘ | g
- . . o oo i P
il . . . - ) ) . L ) . ’ N ‘ ? A_“
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CRITERION 2:

Comments:

I g | ‘

Quality of the;Rroﬁbsed Study.

In eva]dating’this proposal on this criterion, look for:

e evidence of collaboration between researchers and
practiticners in preparing the project application,
and the strength of plans for continuing collaboration
in ca.vying out the study. -

e evidence of the adequacy and appropriatehess of the
. design, research meéthods, and instruments (if any).

e evidence of the likelihood of the success of the
project.

e evidence of the likelihood that results will be
available in a form accessible and usable by
teachers' centers practitioners.




CRITERION 3:

Comments:

93-

Adequacy of the Site(s) in which Research will be Conducted.

n evaluating th1s proposal on th1s cr1ter1on look for:

o

e evidence of the richness of program and depth of
exper1ence of center(s) to be ‘studied.

e evidence of access to necessary organizations,
groups, and 1nd1v1dua1s for study purposes.

e evidence that teachers are 1nterested in part1c1-

pation, if appropriate.
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CRITERION 4: Qualifications of the Proposed Staff.

L]

In evaluating this proposa] for this criterion, look for
the qualifications of the proposed principal 1nvest1gator
and other staff as ev1denced

) by exper1ence and previous research activity.

e by the quality of the discussion and ana]ys1s of
the topic and,methodo]ogy.

; s .

.Comments:




i o - GENERAL IMPRESSYONS:

N

. Please provide your general impressions of the proposal and any
. additional comments you may wish to make:

Ly
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. TEACHER CENTER BROOKLINE

85 HARVARD STREET BROOKLINE MASS 02146  734-111 X319

IMPACT OF PARTICIPATION. IN TEACHER CENTER ACTIVITIES
ON TEACHERS' PERSONAL AND PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT
o _Research Summary
- . This research project involved twelve Brookline public school
teathers K-12 with the project staff in an interview study of 28 Teacher ,
Center Brookline users and a matched sample of 12 non-users, to assess the
impact of the Teacher Center on- their growth and development. The goals of.
the project were both to carry out collaborative research with teachers and
to obtain data on'the research question. The project consisted of a research
seminar for all participants which jntroduced them to research, developed an
interview instrument and 2 coding and data-analysis scheme as well -as
interviews carried out by all participants. Data analysis was continued in -
the summer after the close of school and included only a fraction of the
participating teachers. _ : .

- ‘The study showed that Teacher Center users are a cross section of the

“Brookline K-8 elementary school teachers in regard to age, gender, years.
of teaching in Brookline, & school in vhich they teach. Since it is often
‘assumed that teacher center participants are a certain kind of teacher, it
i$ surprising to find that users and non-users describe their professionzl
i¥ves in similar terms, with several minor exceptions. The results also
indicate that male and female teachers speak about children,and their
relationship with children,in strikingly different terms. i - '

~ Although our study shows no major differences between users and non-
users in their discussions of their educational philosophy or development,
. this does not mean that everyone vwho uses the center shares the same beliefs
e . or practices. Interviews indicate users percieve a diversity among par-
* ‘ticipants in approaches, beliefs and ideas. Teachers discuss the impact o
of the educational,philosophy of the teacher Center and it's setting on
their own ideas. They make observations about the community of learners viho
participate, and describe the range of activities they find important. New -
teachers describe the particular ways the center has formed their initial
- teaching experience in Brookline. Further, teachers describe the contribu-
tions to their growth made by the centers'materials;.the resource teacher,
and the network of teachers who stimulate and support one another. Finally,
" they emphasize the role of reflection, teacher designed programs, and:inte-
grated cyrriculum on their development. o

The collaborative research process was interesting and useful for
--al11 participants. Teachers reported that they gained knowledge of, practical
research skills.and. that interviewing other teachers in the system con-

tributed to their persona] and professional development.

Project Director: Jeanne M. Paradise, Teacher Center'Brookline
Principal Investigator: George E. Hein, Co-Director, Program Evaluatioh and
Research Group, Lesley College, Cambridge, MA.

This research study was funded by National Institute of Education through
the Far West Laboratory for Educational Research and Development.
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RESEARCH REPORT;

A RESEARCH SYSTEM AﬂD VALIDATION OF THE
~ EFFECTIVENESS OF TEACHER CENTER PRODUCTS

e

_BUMMARY AND CCNCLUSIONS

The Philadelphia Teacher Parent Center project.

. was deveIOped to address specific questions

about products made in ‘the Center by teachers,
parents and aides, to deévelop a prototypical
research modél, and to publish a handbook of
“the ‘most successful products. Questions per-
'taznzng to the products included (a) did
visitors make what they planned during the
visit to the center (b) how did visitors to
the PTPC decide to make an item, (c) what was
the source of the design for an.item (d) how.
3id the staff help in the creation of the item
(e) how was the item used, (f) was the item
' :effectzve and (g) was the item durable. .~
The handbook, "A Teacher Ccntcr's Gtcatost
Hits," is a direct product of the combined
efforts Of the PTPC staff and the research
team. A compilation of all the forms and
instruments developed for the research model
follaws the rcport - i

There were three ma:or interrclated sources
of rescarch data for this study:
Register, ‘A Teacher Center Survey Part I and
" A Teacher Center Survey part II.
register, used in combination with the Teacher
Center Survey Part I, provided a profile of
maker characteristics. The Part I survey
examined staff involvement and the selection
and design process. The results were used to
determine which items created in the Center
would be evaluated further using the Part II
curvey. ' Approximately half the people who
nade the selected items were sent A Teacher
Center Survey part II. This final survey
(Part II) provided information on the use,
eifect;vnness, nnd durah&lity of the items.

Q

Phlladelphia Teacher: Parent Center
and
Office of Research, Planning & Evaluation

the Visitors'.

The visitors'

- gesponses were collected.

It was found that visitors to the PTPC, on the
average, "¢reated more items than they had ‘.
planned. Although many of the items created
were the partzcngnt's own idea, most people

‘ had staff assistancc in their decision-makin,

process. Design decisions were chiefly ‘made
with. PTPC staff input. Participants reported
a very high level of PTPC staff hclp in the
creation of thezr items.

Both furniture items and learning aids were
found to be very effective by a majority of .
respondents in helping teachers to better orgln-
ize, prepare, and present their instructional
actzvzty. learning aids weére rated as very
effective in helping students learn what was
taught, and a majority of teachers felt that

the furniture they created did, indeed, con-
tribute to the students' learning process.

Products made in the Philadelphia Teacher Par-
ent Conter were also found to be very durable.
Most products required no repairs- -and showed
only normal wear even though they received

‘heavy to cont;nuous use in the classroom.

This research cffort gave concrete answers to
many questions.the PTPC staff could previously
only surmise. The staff thought teachers were
using the items in their classrooms, but they
never realized how many creatzve uses teachers
had developed-.for the items untzl the survey
The PTPC staff was
also qratified that the responses acknowledged
the vuriety of ways help is offered to visitors.

It is the opinion of the research team that
this projact exemplified .the ideal relation-
ship that can exist between a project staff and:
a research tcam. The expertise of both groups
mclded to produce a practical product bascd on
scicntifically resecarched information.

1y,




c . © =99-

TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF THE ROLES A TEACHERS' CENTER
PLAYS IN THEIR PROFESS|ONAL DEVELOPMENT
Amity P. Buxton, Investigator e
TALC/Teacher Shelter :
Oakland Public Schools
Dakland, California

a

The purpose of the study was to identify the perceptions by teachers!'
_center participants of the role{s) the teachers’ center (Teacher Shelter/
Teachers' Active Learring Center) plays in their professional deve lopment.
-These perceptions were to be analyzed as clues to future changes the center
. would make in order to remain responsive to participants' development. To
elicit informat ion about perceptions, the reflective interview was selected
as the most appropriate method of investigation. A team of three center
staff members, four teacher participants (included three advisory group
members), and a research consultant formulated the interview questions
around four -aspects of the study question: What the teachers did in the
center, what center experiences they implemented in their classrooms, how
they perceived their own professional development, and how they viewed the
center and its development. ' &

‘A sample of 21 participants, preschool through secondary were selected
from among the most frequent users of the center over the three years prior
to the study. (Some of the sample had participated seven of the ten years
the center. had been operating.) The sample closely matched the mix of all
center users in grade .level and schools and the pattern of the district
teachers in ethnicity and sex. Interviews averaged one hour in length,
taking place after school. The interviewers and their subjects were paid
a modest stipend. The interviews were tape-recorded and not transcribed.

‘ Analysis included periodic oral summaries during the interview period
and formal analysis of the tapes. Formal analysis consisted of first, in-

.dividual listening to each tape for general impression, individual themes,
and particular points around the four aspects of the study and, second, ‘group
listening to each tape with each member of the group listening for informa-
tion about only one of the four aspects: "Center activity, classroom (and
school sktting), professional growth, of view of center. An external eval-
vator listened to seven of the most informative tapes for the general im-

© pression and two aspects only: View of center and professional growth.

. ‘ ]
The findings clarified several key terms of the study. 'Professional

development'' seems to be a function of personal style; the -way of organi=-
zing information; the view of teaching and learning; the concept of cur-
riculum; the view of self as change. agent; the view of student needs, in-
terests, levels; interpersonal relations; participation in continuing ed-
ucation. The ''support role'' which the center pldys seems.to encompass
.material help, substantive learning experience in response to expressed
need; conceptual framework and process for curriculum development; empa
thetic listening, active learning, individualized staff development,
teacher-decision-making, space and tools to work, philosophical rein-
" forcement, classroom assistance, informative environment.
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These meanings of professional development and supportive role of the
center underscore the major finding of the center: the 21 teachers repre-
‘sented a range of views of teaching and learning and of their own profes-

- Bsional growth; yet each viewed the center as .supporting them in their de-
elopment regardless of type..

A1l teachers had an individual theme which permeates their described
/ used of the center, classroom teaching, and views of the -center, their own °
Ps growth, and teaching and learning. The themes had to-do with their personal
Ny approach to teaching or to students or their pedagogical methodology.

e , The only close match amoﬁg‘the teachers' responses to the four categofies
of questions appeared in their view of teaching and learning and their view:
of their own professional development. : '

The perceived roles of the center. were inferred~from the aspects of
. the center which the teachers mentioned most often, mostaclearly, and most
authentically. .The aspects .of the center which played a major role in the
¢ . teachers' use of the center included free materials donated by industry .
(mostly for curriculum projects) - 75%; workshops and responsiveness to
teacher§: needs - 60%; curriculum development, ideas,. interaction with
other teachers, personal support - 50%; individual help, learning process
teaching methods - 40%; professional affirmation, support for individual’
view of learning and teaching, construction space and tools, learning en-
vironment, district related activity, browsing, classroom advisory work -
20-25%. ) ’

The findings‘suggest'that the center has to keep sensitive and respon<
'sive to the growing needs of the participants who have a variety of needs--
no -single view of teaching and learning. | o

o

The interview methodology and the collaborative research of staff and o
i teachers which elicited the perceptions of teachers .can, become a part of a
. teachers' center program. The collaboration strengthens the findings and
provides staff developmentsto both teachers and staff the teachers in the
. study developed objectivity in their viewing other ways of teachers and they
oo learned to-articulate the rationale for their own teaching, therefore. pro-
" viding a clearer direction for thejr own teaching. The staff members gained
a classroom perspective from the teacher researchers, thereby becoming more
aware of practical teaching and learning issues as they affect students.
Both teachers and staff developed skills in questioning and listening.
Both developed an awareness of individual di fferences 'among center parti-.
cipants. “ :
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AN EXPLORATION: OF RELATION§HIPS BETWEEN USE AND SETTING IN A TEACHERS' CENTER

Beth Alberty, Jim Neujahr, Lillian Weber'
C1;y College Workshop Center'fon Open Education, NYC

For the Workshop Center, as for many teachers' centers, the pfovisidn of a wbrk/
resource space is a fundamental service and is the basis and setting for many pro-

-gram activities. Such-a space centralizes and gives continuity to activities like

workshops and to resources and staff that otherwise would usually be scattered or
temporary. The present study examined how the setting created in this space at the
WCOE affected participants' use of the Center and how, in turn, participants'.use
shaped the development of the setting. (We defined setting as comprising but trans-
cending particular materials, arrangéments, programs, participants, uses, and ‘'staff.)
Our purpose was to explore the dynamics of relationship between use and setting and

~to illuminate how'these dynaﬁics contributed to participant and Center growth.

The study topic was determined in a meeting of Center staff and teacher participants.
Information was collected by questionnaire from a broad selection of all WCOE parti-
cipants and by interview from a smaller-number. Observations. at the Center over the
period of the study were backed by the three authors® observations and by documenta-
tion of thel WCOE over a period of years. Analysis of all information occurred.
through perjodic discussions-among the authors and through various discursive ex-
plorations ¢of the information. . :

The first ldvel of dynamic discussed in the final report of the study was be;wé?ﬁ/

what we ¢alled interpenetration of use and density of setting. We foquﬁfﬁﬁt what-

ever discretle need or use.brought participants to the Center initially, the setting.
was such that it led to other uses within a single visit and over time. The' mingling,
mutual inf]ience, and interweaving of uses occurred within a single participants'<use
over time' (His or her "personal configuration of use™) and across groups of users.: .
Interpenetrating use revealed underlying connections between different aspects of the

_setting and between uses, connections that were then made more visible and integrated

into the setting by staff so that they could be used by others. Through continuing
use by défferent participants in different ways,.the setting thus became dense with

possibilities for use that had not been previsaged by participants or staff.
A second level of dynamic between use and setting was between participants' sense of

_themselves in the setting as-real, whole, adult people and their sense of the Center's

authenticity and reality. Standing a bit apart from participants and-staff, the”
setting relied‘on participants’ capacities to assess the resources and.their needs

and to formulate uses of the resources that would respond to their needs. Participants’

described the setting as "home-like:" It had coherence and presence, a content as
well as a style. It offered something real to graw from and was in turn permeable to

- participants' real interests and concerns.

A third level of dynamic was between the Center's rationale,;expressed-concrete]y in
all the arrangements of the setting and in ‘the interactions of staff with participants,
and participants' professionalism. "The setting invited participants' active use
according to their self-defined needs and interests, but it also drew them into new
uses that brought to the surface other needs and interests. It gave participants’
time and a context in which to recognize in the pattern of their use their longer-
range purposes, interests, needs. The ideas and commitments they encountered in the
setting helped them to uncover the relationship between immediate needs, their prac-
tice more generally, and their deeper interest in helping children learn. The setting
thereby confirmed their professional seriousness. Participants’ use of.the setting‘in
their own ways and for their own purposes was also an influence on tiie setting and
hence on the rationale inherent in it. Their use stretched staff awareness of possi-
bilities and provided material for staff reflection on further implications of the
underlying rationale and how to develop these implications concretely 'in %he setting.

\

\




) THE EFFECTS OF CHAhCE IN GOVERNANCE STRUCTURE ON THE
PRACTICES AND OUTCOMES OF AN EXPERIENCED TEACHERS' CENTER:
The Detroit. Center for Professional Growth and Development .

~

' The Detroit Center was established through the cooperation of five major eduga-.
tional organizations. Top level personnel from each of these organizations--Detroit
- Federation of Teachers, Detroit Public Schools, Organization of School Administrators
and Supervisors, Wayne County Intermediate School District, and Wayne State University--
made up the original five member Governance Board that served from December, 1975 to
" September, 1980. In 1980, six new members were added to fulfill the rgquirements of
state legislation for a majority of teacher members. .
The purpdse of out»reséatcb was to ekam%ne the effect of this change from the.
original five member board to the new, eleven member Policy. Board in terms of:
~a. how the Bard operates and L .
" b. the services provided by The Center. . . : -
D . -

A longitudinal design was used. Board records, in the fofm of meeting agendas;

handouts, and minutes, ,provided the data on Board operation. Workshop records, in .

‘the form of planning, participation, and evaluation information on 926 activities.
~from a five year period, .provided the data on Center services. Time, which can be
equated with experience, provided the link in studying the relationship between

governance/policy board operation and Center service. ' . .

1)
B

The predominant change in Board operation was in meeting'efficiency. Scheduling
caused problems after the change in Board composition. Several meetings needed to
be cancelled because of attendance difficulties. Release time for teachers to serve.
on the board became a new issue for Board consideration. -While agendas became less/
complék, minutes and, handouts remained thorough:  During the first four years, the
one teacher member made the majority of motions; in the fifth year after the.change,
teacher members still made the majority of motions but also became the most prevalent
"geconders." ‘"Teacher members,always were and continue to be active members of the
Board. That the Board worked in harmony can be .inferred from the absence of .use: of
veto power in making decisions. The original Board had a common goal from the very
outset: to provide relevant, planned staff development activities for and with
Detroit educators. The new Board maintains this goal.

Fiscal problems, in terms of lobbying, obtaining funds, and budgeting, were the
prime issues before the Board in all years. It is through budget decisions that
Center program was most affected. Budget decreases led, for example, to fewer summer
offerings and an increased use of Center personnel as workshop consultants, with a
concomitant decrease in the hiring of outside consultants. No changes in participant
evaluations of activity quality and usefulness were observed that could be related ’
* : to changes in the Board. :

e

o

The essential role of the Governance/Policy Board has been -to kéep The Center
alive through seeking and maintaining financial support for Center operation. While-
taking full responsibilityifor funding.issues, the Board delegated authority for
program development and delivery to Center staff. We can infeér.a mutual trust and

¢ dependency between staff and board. This symbiosis 1is tle key to a successful teachers’
center. The one group works hard to offer highly valued staff development programs,
while the other group works hard to maintain the fiscal and political support neces-
sary for the-center's life.

Elaine M. Hockman
*_Evaluation Specialist
The. Detroit Centet

January 29, 1982 . . _l{j

&
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. PRINCIPALS' RELATIONSHIP TO TEACHER CENTERS -

- . Researtch Conducted by: Mark Montgomery, University of North Carolina, Charlotte

tn Collaboration With: Howard Knopf,kAtlanta Area Center -for Teachers
v - +Jean Owen, Albemarle Teacher Center,

L 4
) . " Albemarle, North-Carolina =~

)

13 " . . .
Purpose of Study: ‘ ' X ) T )

I

- This study was conducted to examine the relationship between building
principals and teacher centers. 0f particular interest were $he principals’
__perceptions of the centers, their attempts to support them, and the effect
. .. .-of this support on center fise by teachers. : ‘
Source of Data: & : ’ )

) . . .
— . s \ et
4 *

Fifty'g]ementary school principa}s in-the Atlanta Area Center for Teach-
- ers and A[pemar\e Teacher Centers areas\ were interviewed by trained teacher-
interviewers. Also interviewed were the center staff persons in the two areas.

Teachers in the fifty schools completed questionnaires about the center. BN e
Finally, records were kept of the contacts made between principals and center N
staff . persons. _ . : ' : .
. ' i 2 ¢ e
Results: -
’ Most principals expressed support of teacher center activities, consider- ¢

ing them to be an important service to their teachers. The form of support
most often mentioned by principals and staff persons was the passing on of
information concqrn?ng_center activities. Also mentioned were verbal en-
couragement and administrative provisions to make center use more feasible
for teachers. ’ oE .
The effect of principal support on center use appears to be small.

Teachers seem to be more affected by other -teachers' opinions than by ad- -
ministrators. ol . : ’

~

Conclusions: .

The most effective strategy fof déaling.wiih princiba\s is: (1) keep
them informed, (2) do ncthingjyto undermine their authority, and (3) rely on
"'word of mouth'' among teachens themselves in order to build center use.

~
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Education
Resource |
| 312/935-1151

Cenfer___ _
v 735 w. sheridan rd. (2nd floor)  chicago, illinois 60613

Most teachers' centers are run by teachers for teachers. We studied
ERC which is orfanized in accordance with a different model emphasizing
community/teacher pattnership. We sought to understand the costs and
benefits of this unusual model and how specific organizational arrange-
ments brought about these benefits and costs. - ' c

Qur study involved two professional researchers and three practitioner/
researchers (people whose main social roles were the same as some segment

~of ERC's clientele). We used both qualitative and quantitative research

" methods, both as participants and as-observers, to study\the events .
and daily proccsses of theé organization. We also studied many of the
organization's documents. In addition, we conducted structured inter-
views of the staff and Board, and informally interviewed teachers at -
a local school and representatives of community organizations. We also
did a telephone survey of a 99 person random sample of those who visited
the Center over a year and a half period. Finally we analyzed all
available information on the workshops scheduled to be held from the
founding of the Center to the end of the study (a five year period).

Our final report consists of four napers. The first is a summary of
our findings, intended to be used as a resource by people who work
with teachers' centers. In it we outline the costs and benefits of the -
=30 model. The costs include an unstable organizational identity,
financial uncertainty, necessity to adapt to changing programs and
staff, and ambiguity between grassroots_and professional identity. v
The bergfits include serving the unserved, an ability to draw on a wide . .- *
range of human and material resources, organizational flexibility and :
survival, and insulation from environmental forces such as the demoral-
ization among Chicago public school teachers. -

The second paper takes a closer look at how ERC has survived and
continued to work toward the same goal, "to serve anyone who imparts

* ¥nowledge to others." The paper explores the history of ERC and how
specific mechanisms have been developed to cope with a changing and
uncertain environment. . s

The third paper studies how practitioners might be special in their
aporoach to research. Several tendencies of practitioners =are analyzed
including a preference for action rather than reflection, a trust.in
feeling and intuition in .addition to thinking, and an ability to use
personal life as a source of information and data. The report also
considers possible pitfalls in practitioner involvement and issues in
organizing this kind of collaborative research. :

The fourth paper studies in detail the pattern of cancellation of
workshops at ERC, with.attention to the type of workshop cancelled, . .
the type of workshop leader, and the time schedulinz of the workshops
cancelled. This paper was done at the regquest of the staff and Board.
of ER? and will be on file at Far ‘est Labs. _

Steve 'Jilson
Rebecca Adams
Roberto Rey '’
~Ann aldeck
liarlene ‘exler

' : : ' | | 1981
Q T
ERIC e
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EFFICACY OF FORMAL AND INFORMAL NEEDS ASSESSMENT
PROCEDURES FOR PROGRAM PLANNING N STAFF DEVELOPMENT

* . - -

L4

Jon C. Marshall . ' Sarah DeJernette Caldwell
University of Missouri=-St. Louis Donna McKee
' . Ferguson Teacher Center
Ferguson-Florissant
School District
Ferguson, MO

An overall program model for staff development can be summarized by
the reoccuring cycle of needs assessment, planning, implementation (and
participation), and evaluation. Within this model, needs assessment is
of primary importance since it establishes the focus for program planning.
Yet, there ic little consensus as to the best method(s) for assessment.
Generally, the procedures availableccan be classified on a continuun from
informal to formal, with the informal process being characterized by per- -
 son-to-person information gathering and the formal process being system-
atically gathered data that can be statistically analyzed. This study
addressed two concerns: (1) The determination of the level of consistency
. of information between an informal inferview and formal computerized ques-
tionnaire; and, (2) The determination of the comparative validity of these
two types of needs assessments. '

The data producing sample consisted of 21 teachers that were inter=
Gﬁgwed, 43 teachers responding to tha questionnaire and 24 teachers re-
sponding to both the  interview and questionnaire. These 88 teachers were
invited to participate in inservice programs according to their.identified
needs and any other appropriate project ot school specific requests. |Invi-
tation and.participation records were kept on these teachers.for the school
year.

. The data for the study were analyzed by correlating the need and in-
vitation.profiles, need and participation. profiles, and invitation and par-
ticipation profiles for the BB teachers. The mean correlations (z-score
conversions) were analyzed using the analysis of variance. From these
analyses, it was determined that the overlap in information between these
two types of assessments is near zero; that both types of assessments are
‘equally valid, with an about 40 percent overlap between teacher identified
inservice needs and participation; and, that there is no advantage to using
both types of assessments, even though this process results in two to three
times the number of identified needs then when using either one of the two
types of assessments by itself.

-
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A PHENOMENOLOGICAL STUDY OF USER AND NON USER
PERCEPTIONS OF A TEACHER CENTER AND INSERVICE

Chris Stevenson, University of Vermont
RISE Teacher Center

The current trend toward the use of teacher centers as an avenue for
" teacher growth and development has created substantial professional inter- :
est. Relevant literature has been primarily descriptive and theorectical,
however. Until very recently no research had been found which addresses
teachers' perceptions as outcomes. . Neither had any study been identified
" that characterizes user$ and non users of a rural teacher center. '

At the time of the investigation RISE Teacher Center had completed its
fourth year of service to approximately 500 teachefs in mine towns in east-
central Connecticut. A pemographIEvsurvey of these teachers revealed three

‘ categories of their usage of this center: Non users (NU), Occasiona! Users
(0U), and Frequent Users (FU). The major purpose of this study was to iden-
tify and explore pérceptions of teacherskrepresentative of these categories
with regard to their beliefs about the effects of inservice and other teach-
er center services upon themselves. '

A research team was formed and trained to collect the data by conducting
in-depth oral history interviews with 36 teachers representative of the three
categories of center usage. The sample was further stratified according to
years of teaching experience. Interviews were transcribed and analyzed ac-
cordance with the phenomenological attitude of reduction in order to identify
essences of these teachers' perceptions. Analyses were conducted independent-
ly by two researchers experienced in such investigations; their findings were
then. examined for agreement with regard to essence and major and minor themes.

Major themes identified in this investigptibn are briefly.summarized.

e The rationale/purpose of inservice was generally perceived by NU's as
an attempt to resolve deficiencies in the schools; OU's understood it
as a mechanism for keeping professionals up-to-date on current .trends;
FUs tended to perceive it as a vehicle for improving the quality of
their personal and professional lives; facilitating growth.

e Curriculum development in inservice was equated with selection of
materials and textbooks. OU and FU teachers perceives that function
as accomplished best by exposure to exemplary work done by other teachers.

e In relation to administrators' involvement with inservice, ali. subjects
expressed clear beliefs that principals either facilitated the process
or inhibited it. No one was indifferent about the principal's role.
OUs were the most outspoken in characterizing principals negatively.

_o'Opportunity to exertise personal choice from a variety of options was
- perceived as extremely important to all subjects. ''Choice'' constitutes
a degree of ''controi'' in their professional lives.

® The majority of the subjects accepted that teachers should be respon-
sible for their professional development, but a substantial minority
of NUs and OUs believed that ‘their local system and/or the state was
ultimately responsible. ' o

s -

11
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| ® Most preferred inservice was generally described as programs which

| ) provided concrete things/experiences which (1) could be seen first-

bhand, (2) could be applied in one's classroom, (3) were presented by
credible presenters, i.e., practicing teachers. FU teachers were a-
gain preoccupied with choice, indicating that "'preferred Inservice
was whatever one chose to attend.'

i : o : S
e Physical resources of RISE Teacher Center were enthusiastically praised
by OUs and FUs; NUs had not visited the Center. ‘

e Advisor/consultants working in RISE schools were characterized by OUs
and FUs as ''professionally and personally supportive.' FUs used par-
ticularly sentient_language in recounting incidents/anecdotes illus-
trating emotional support that had been received. -

@ RISE was -variously described by OUs, FUs, and two NUs as the personi-
fication of good educational practice. |t became evident that for the

"majority of the subjects, RISE stands for, cultivates, and supports
exemplary quality in schooling practices. ‘

e All subjects clearly endorsed the concept of a Teacher Center Policy
Board as the governing body of RISE. Even the several 'NUs who were
unaware of.the TCPB.articulated support in principle.

e Several themes emerged from the subjects' discourse concerning career
- satisfaction and life plans. :

(1) Knowing by being able to see that one is effective and
successf l=ﬁ§th students is essential for one to feel career
satisfaction. '

(2) According to the samplying process teachers who were most
inactive .in professional development activities revealed the
least dissatisfaction in their careers. ' ’

(3) OUs and.FUs frequently referred to.the importance of external
public approval and respect as influencing their perceptions of

‘ ¢

career satisfaction.
(4) NUs appeared to be generally content with teaching as a career.

(5) All but one-of the FUs were actively exploring possibilities for
. ' a cdreer change.

In keeping with the phenomenological nature of this investigation.it is
. important to keep in mind that these subjects were speaking foremost about
o themselves, secondarily about the ''objects'' of their perceptions such as in-
service, principals, advisor/consultants, and so on. While useful insight about
these ''objects'' was obtained, the most profound themes are those which concern
these teachers' perceptions of themselves. In spite of numerous differences in..

‘ " essences among the thirty-six subjects, there are some noteworthy similarities.

~ @ The need to believe that one is in control of his/her professional life
" constituted a major essence of this study for OUs and FUs. NU§ were
minimally concerned with power/control issues -in their professional lives.

e All but three teachers in the sample can be characterized as manifesting
internal locus of control in regard to assessing their professional per-
formance. They looked inwardly for judgments of quality in their pro-
fessional lives, but this interal focusing was augmented by expressions
of need for ongoing support from significant others.

" @ lssues involving trust constituted a continuous thread in the fabric of
dialogue concerning professional relationships. Each interview could be

., _ analyzed in terms of .a trust=-distrust dichotomy, and individuals most
_ \j readily trusted in an inservice context were fellow practiCIng teachers.
[ERJ!:( . "Believing' was closely tied to 'seeing'' with the majority of respondents.

' -‘ | .. . -l 1 1.)
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| . . INDIVIDUAL AND SYSTEMIC CHANGES MEDIATED
BY A SMALL EDUCATIONAL GRANT PROGRAM

SUMMARY .
Prepared by =~ .

G. Wayne Mosher, Director
St. Louis Metropolitan Teacher Center
) 9137 01d Bonhomme Road
: St. Louis, Missouri 63132

The St. Louis. Metropolitan Teacher Center is one of several centers funded
by the United States Department of Education Teacher Center Program. The major
thrust of the Center is to provide opportunities for inservice education that -are
based upon teacher identified needs. The program has two main components: inservice
workshops/courses and minigrants. : ' )

This study focused on the Minigrant Program which-provides small amounts of
funds (up to $750) for individuals to use in developing specific educational projects.
The impetus for the study originated with the Policy Board and the author's curiosity
-Tegarding teacher involvement in projects they themselves design. A proposal
entitled The St. Louis Metropolitan Teacher Center Minigrant Program: A "ase Study
was submitted and subsequently funded by the Teachers' Center Exchange M.r1 Award
Program for Research On Experienced Teachers' Centers in September, 1980.

_ ‘The -initial -problem posed for the study was what impact have minigrant projects .
R had on project developers and the educational systems they represent? The research

' had three major objectives: 1) .to determine the impact of participation in the
program on project developers, 2) to determine the impact of participation in the
Minigrant Program on systemic innovation and change, and 3) to dévelop a more basic
understanding regarding what happens'to projects after the conclusion of funding’
These objectives prompted several "foreshadowed problems" (Malinowski, 1922) which
were initially helpful in guiding ‘the research.

Ethnographic methods were employed. Data was collected through participant
observation, recorded interviews and examination of documents. 'The "triangulation"
(Denzin, 1970) that results from multiple methods supported the research objectives
outline earlier. - All participants gave their informed consent and the researcher
gave assurances that their anonymity would be protected. ' -

The findiﬁgs_are portrayed through a descriptive narrative which takes the form
of extended case studies and discussions of data across the forty-nine (49) projects
in the study. The following implications are noted at this time:

1. Teachers in the study developed projects which were based upon needs
expressed at several levels: classroom, building and school district;

2. Teachers not only designed useful materials and workshop programs, théy-
experienced a good deal of learning about curriculum, instruction, working
with others, implementing projects with students and developed confidence
in themselves as professionals; T ' T

3. For many project developers, completed projects provided a high level of
satisfaction and a sense of accomplishment which in turn served as a platform
for formulating future goals and actualizing new activities.

el
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4. Teachers who were .involved in curriculum development projects exhibited
the strong tendency to design materials that were grounded in the realities
of classroom instruction(i.e., needs and ‘interests of students, classroom
organization that facilitates small group study and individualized attention,
student responsibility for learning);

5. Many teachers behaved as "researcher” of their own curriculum practices
which in turn set the stage for curriculum development within their projects.

6. The Teacher Center and its, Minigrant Program served as a catalyst for
teacher involvement in projects that lead to knowledge of teaching and
learning on the.part of participants; and

7. Projects demonstrated positive impact at classroom, building; and. school
- distr%ct levels which suggests the hypothesis that teachers can influence
systemic innovation and change through their involvement in educational
projects they, themselves, design. ) ~ . \
‘The researcher considers this study to be an initial step toward a thebry of
school improvement based upon the involvement of teachers and other professionals
in self-initiated educational projects. '

“f
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HELP ING SCHOOLS PLAN STAFF DEVELOPMENT:
A STUDY OF AN APPROACH TO INSERVICE EDUCATION

‘Willis D. Copeland and Robert B. Everhart
University of California, Santa Barbara

Steve Kingsford .
School Resource Network, Ventura, CA

Research Goals

%

l.. Describe a-sglectéd approach to,inQService staff development with
special emphasis on identifying the operating ‘assumptions on which
that approach is based. B

2. Describe the impleméntation of. that approéch, atteridihg. to the =
extent. to which that implementation conforms to the assumptions.

3. Describe the;outcomes of that approach.

4. ‘Relate the approach, its assumptions,. and their extent of imple-
mentation to its outcome. ‘

The Approach to In-service Staff Development

The approach spudied here involved four steps: 1) assessment of
faculty needs; 2) planning staff .development activities targeted at the
identified needs; 3) conducting the staff development activities; L) eval-
. uating the staff development activities. These four steps were to be fol-

i _ ' ‘lowed by a school's faculty, working together, benefiting from and taking ,
responsibility for the entire effort. To assist the faculty, three volun-
teers--teachers and/or administrators from other schools--acted as a Facili- ‘
tation Team, meeting with the faculty when needed and guiding them. through
the process. Facilitation-Teams were trained and provided to the schools by
the Local Teacher Center. ' ’ '

]

a
I

Methodology of the Study

A.research team was constituted to include two university faculty mem-
bers and three teachers currently on leave from instructional responsibilities
to pursue advanced training. That the -majority of team:members were teachers
was an intentional effort to-ground the perspective ‘of the project in .the mul- '
L tiple realities of the public schools. To6 capture these realities a variety
of data gathering techniques were used including semifocused observations,
structured interviews and questionnaires. The period of data gathering lasted
from June of 1980 to May of 1981. :

¢

Selected Findings - o

"

3 Teachers Involvement. Two project assumptions were ‘'teachers must be

involved in the entire process of planning, implementing, evaluating and
following-up staff development activities," and ''teachers must volunteer
and willinglyfparticippte in the needs assessment process.'' : Though these
were very strongly held by the teacher center staff, they were not always
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met. Often school administrators ignored teacher involvement, especially

in early stages of the project. Results of such lack of involvement were
weakened outcomes. ’

"Role of Facilitation Team. Two assumptions concerning ‘the conduct of
the outside facilitation team were "the facilitator's function is to assist
_the group in defining its own needs,' and ''the facilitator should not be con-
cerned with content.' Facilitators felt that these assumptions did not allow
them to offer advice as a consultant to the group. Because facilitators norm-
ally adhered to these assumptions, the result was a lack of needed guidance
from them. The faculty groups, in the absence of suggestions and encourage-
-ment-to proceed, often dropped the entire process after the inital needs S
< assessment. S ' : - ' :

» !

\ o ' ~
Time and the Process. Assumptions about the time required for the pro-
cess -to be successful were apparently justified but violated often in-prac-. .
tice. Without allocation of ,enough time, the process floundered.

- Effectiveness of the Facilitation Team. With a few exceptions the teams
“~~.._were perceived by teachers as being successful in helping needs to be identi-
fied and opening up communication ‘among the faculty. The teams' training

appeared-to work. ‘ T

Needs That Emérge from Group Meetings. Two of the project's assumptions
were ''teachers are more Tikely to change if the changes are perceived to meet
their felt needs,'' and ''a schoBF-wigg;faculty>group is the appropriate unit
with which to work when involving teachers_in needs assessment.'' Observations,
interviews and questionnaires suggest that, for most_teachers, the needs that
emerged during the needs assessment meetings were grouﬁ\ﬁéeds\ggg\fherefore
substantially different from their individually held professional needs related

to the classroom, ‘their students and themsel'ves.as teachers. Further, for ~———_

most of them, though the needs of the faculty group--e.g., curricular artic-
ulation, parent/school involvement, school-wide discipline--were important,
‘they were secondary to individual needs that.did not emerge in the meeting.
This contributed to the feeling of those who saw no valuable outcome of the
staff development effort. -
Other Findings. -, In addition to the above, the data collected provide

] interesting perspectives on the timing of inservice activities, the role of

. ‘these.activities in overcoming the isolation felt by many classroom teachers,
and forces outside of a teacher centers control which, nevertheless, impact
the center's‘effgrts. ' '
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;}PLGR!NG,A TEACHERS' CENTEB?S<SUPPORT OF SCHOOL~BASED ADViSbRS

Carol Newman R : : . George Noblitt s
Teaching Learning Center Organizational Development -
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Schools and Institutional Studies
Charlotte, North Carolina . i School of Education ;
S  University of North Carolina
i ' Chapel Hill, North Carolina

Research Consultant: Phillip Schlechty . - . . : |
d ~ " Assistant Dean-
School of Education
University of North Carolina

Chapel Hill, North Carolina

. . The Charlotte-Mecklenburg School System and the University of North Carolina-
Chapel Hill collaborated on a study of how the Teaching Learning Center (TLC) sup-
ports and links with Coordinating Teachers (CTs) based in each school. In general,

the purpose of the study was to look at the linkage between the TLC and Coordina-
ting Teachers as a way to ''magnify'' the usage and effectiveness of the TLC. The.
study was collaborative in design and used three research methodologies. A study
of TLC usage using sign-in cards, intensive interviewing with 26 Coordinating
Teachers from two of Charlotte-Mecklenburg's eight attendance areas, and a survey
of all 85 Coordinating Teachers in CMS. The study became more complex than we

" originally anticipated due to varying degrees of confusion over the Coordinating
Teacher's vole, the TLC's target population, and what the study results meant.

The preliminary findings can be organized into three areas: the nature of the
Coordinating Teacher role, the nature of the TLC resource, and the nature of the:
linkage between them. The. findings about the CT role indicate that the CTs are
influenced by their principals, their staffs, other personnel, and the type of
schoo! served (elementary/secondary). The CT's, role is legitimatec by the prin-
cipal, the staff, and to some degree the curriculum specialists. The definition
of the role is.the result of many influences, but primarily those of the Area
- Coordinating Teacher and other school CTs.  Finally, the CT's role is in part
> _defined by the nature of the resources available.in CMS. These various influ-
B ences lead to at least two orientations to the role. One orientation is that
e ~  of an advising teacher who works with teachers in the areas of curriculum and
. ‘instruction with an emphasis on the teacher's self-defined needs and interests.
B The other orientation is that of a managerial CT who tends to have some author-
. ity vested in the rolé€ and as such works with school committees and department
“heads, for example, with the intention that this will lead to instructional im-
,pfbvcments.- In general, it appears that fole orientation is affected by whether
. the §ch901 served is elementary or secondary. The elementary schools tend to
have more advising CTs while the departmentally structured secondary schools

e - tend to hévg\jfrg managerial CTs.

The TLC is perceived as a vital resoufce to CTs, ranking just below support -
offered by the Area CTs and other school CTs. The TLC provides CTs with.a broad -
. range of resources in the areas of ideas, materials, and professional deyelopment.
Emotional support, however, is often. role-related when provided by the TLC and
appears to be of less sig i ficancé as an independent resource category. Also,
it is important to keep in ind that the TLC is but one resource in CMS which
has many other specialized an eneral resources. :

The linkage between the CTs and the TLC is influenced. by several factors.
On one hand, the TLC i's.a resource that CTs use to satisfy teacher requests;
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on the other .hand, the TLC is also a resburce CTs use in defining and fulfil-
ling other aspects of their role. in understanding the dimensions of CT use
of the TLC, the CTs may be viewed as potentially having one of three levels of
knowledge. In this case, however, knowledge is not directly an information
problem; it is a problem of role definition and school context. The first level
is knowledge of the TLC material resources used to respond to their teachers'
" needs and requests. - The second level includes the first, but adds knowledge
of the TLC's other resources such as techniques and strategies of teaching,
problem solving or discussion of classroom management. The third level includes
" the first two levels in most cases, but adds the knowledge that the TLC can alcso
be a resource to the CT's own professional development through workshop planning
and design, study groups, etc. in general, the advising CT usually has all three
levels of knowledge. It'is also possible that managerial CTs may only seek the
third level, and that new CTs may be forced to limit their usage to the first-
level in order to build sufficient credibility to enable them to take on the
aqVising role. Thus, only. when the role is an advising one and when the prin-
~cipal legitimates it and the teachers agree (as is oftén the case in the ele-
mentary school) can a lack of knowledge be overcome by information only. This
view of levels of knowledge and role orientation leading to varying CT use of
the TLC can be applied to other resource roles that function as supports to the -
classroom teacher. ’ ' - o
CT usage and assessment of the TLC is directly affected by role percep-
tions. Advising CTs are high users, as are their teachers; the reverse seems
to be the case with the managerial CTs. This is of special importance given
that advising CTs tend to be elementary and managerial CTs tend to be second-
ary. Thus, role orientation and schoo!l context seem to affect TLC usage and
relative favorable and/or useful assessments of the TLC. Nevertheless, di-
rect usage of the TLC is the TLC's best advertisement. That is, favorable
use by CTs and teachers results in repeated use by those CTs and teachers
and also generates influences for initial use by other CTs and teachers.

The majn issue of this research is how the results of this study may be
of use to the TLC and other teachers' centers. The obvious issues have to do
with strengthening existing linkages and developing new linkages. Given the
effects of role orientation, it seems that the TLC coul- strengthen the link-
age with school CTs through efforts focused on the CT's .instructional role
with an attempt to foster a more widely accepted advising orientation. How-
ever, since school context (especially elementary/secondary) is important, it
would seem the TLC couid also focus more specifically on secomdary schools.
‘To do so, however, would not be easy--for to change either the CT's (and the
principal's) perceptions of 'the CT's role to a more advisory approach or to ‘
change theosecondafy school's orientation would be beyond the TLC's purview. -

The TLC's philosophy of volunteerism and self-identification of needs is
a significant departure from normal organizational arrangements based upon
hierarchical authority. The TLC fosters authentici£1>(whatNpeople decide they
want to do) while ordanizations like school systems most often foster legitimacy
(what someone should do, regardless of whether they want to or not). To un-
critically use the results of this study would imply that the TLC should be
used- by everyone regardless of whether they wish to or not. Thus, if linkage
and support are developed so that CTs and, their teachers believe their role
" requires the usage of the TLC, the TLC will have compromised their own approach.
Thus the TLC must face the issue of the uniqueness of their resource and decide
whether. increased usage and the legitimacy it may bring is a significant threat
to that uniqueness. As the study clearly indicates, the TLC is but one of the
resources, albeit a highly valued one, upon which a CT can draw. The other re-
sources may provide sufficiently for the managerially-oriented CTs and their

»
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schools, suggesting that given the context the TLC should maintain its pre
sent dirgction while continuing to promote volunteer usage. ’ -

The dilemma is whether the TLC should alter i)s orientation in order tq'
gain new users, or maintain its uniqueness and work more informally to alter
CT role definition and school contexts. What 'would be gained or jeopardized
by each aRproach? _And .more broadly, to what degree can teachers' centers

“maintain their ideology within the traditional organizational structure of
public schools systems? :




* - CHICAGO TEACHERS' CENTER
' Northeastern I11inois University
A STUDY OF THE ACTIVE STAFFING PROCESS OF A TEACHERS' CENTER

Principal Investigator: * Dr. Margaret A. Richek - Research Associate: Inez H. Wilson

o

" RESEARCH PROBLEM S S | | - <

Teacher centers have the potential to be settings where teacher concerns can become
starting points for reflective thought and professional growth. In order to provide
this kind of support, a center would need a staff of experienced teachers who could
actively and emphathically engage center users in discussions about their work. Such
conversations would involve raising questions, suggesting options, or examining un-

stated-assumptions.

In this study we researched how center staff and teachers actively interact with one
another in order to reflect on issues about the teaching/learning process as it
relates to curricular concerns. It was assumed that if teachers in a drop-in facility
'were approached by active staffers, more meaningful involvement would take place.
Since a definition of active staffing is crucial to an understanding of these inter-
actions, we focused on two questions: (1) what are the defining elements of active '
staffing from both the staff member's and the teacher's perspective, and (2) what

is the role of an active staffing program within the context of a teacher center.

METHODOLOGY . - Co

The concept of active staffing was documented  through the collaboration of an exper-
jenced teacher-center staffer and a university researcher. This staff member employed
the active staffing process in the center two days per week for four months and wrote

- detailed logs of encounters with nine subjects, which served as the data base for the.
study. Other staff members at the Center paqticipated in the active staffing process
and its documentation. ‘Written logs, reflections, and conversations were analyzed by
the research team. To obtain preliminary estimates of teacher growth, baseline data
of center users were gathered through a questionnaire and telephone interviews. At
the end of the active staffing phase of research, teacher participants were also inter-
viewed- by telephone. : - . ,

a

RESEARCH FINDINGS
~Defining Elements of Active Staffing

Our analysis of the data revealed that the active staffing process can be divided into
four stages. First, when a staffer responds to an initial request, emphasis is placed -
on establishing rapport and mutual respect. Second, in the process of assisting a
teacher the staffer explores latent or underlying reasons for the manifest request or
gives a broader perspective to:the concern. This dialogue provides focus to the in-
quiry. Third, a variety of strategies are used to jointly solve the problems posed.
These include: brainstorming, discussing possible instructional activities and prin-
ciples, diagnosing childrens' needs and individual differences, and considering
- appropriate resources. Fourth, contact with teachers is maintained by jnviting.,the ,
teacher back to share classroom outcomes, offering to visit the teacher's classroom,
and being available for further consultation. ‘ : o

Guiding Principles

. Several principIeé guided the active staffing. process: First, active staffing was seen
X as a process that the staff and teachers create together, which means there must be-
{~penness on the teacher's part and an ability to foster dialogue on the staff person's
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part. Second, the act1ve staff1ng process focuses primarily on ways of th1nk1ng about
learning and teaching and the meaning of classroom activities for the teacher. Third,
teachers bring a wealth of knowledge from past and current classroom experiences to

active staff1ng encounters and these can serve as building- blocks for professional
growth , -

Active Staffing in Context

2 .

' Fina11y, the active staffingrprocess in this study was bounded by certain constraints.

First, teachers who visited the center came from a variety of school situations and
settirlgs, and these contributed to the complexity of the interactions between staff
and teacher. In some cases participants were under severe stress. Second, in order

. for a teacher to function effectively as a staffer, he/she must be able to draw upon-

a rich base of knowledge about human development as well as theories of learning and_. -

how they apply to Spec1f1c classroom practices.

1z,
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- long term effect of these services on the requesters and/or their students.
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ANALYS!S OF INDIVIDUALIZED TEACHER CENTER SERVICES . '
“Donna Wanous, ‘ SN Dennis Sparks = T~
“Instityte for Researchon Teaching ' Northwest Staff
Michigan State University ~ ‘Development Cooperative

Livonia, M]qhigan

t

While teacher centers are usually designed to neet ;he'unique needs

"of individual educators, little is known about the.process and impact of

individualized teachgrs'1cent¢r;sefvice§. During the past two years hun-
dreds of teachers and administrators have individually requested assistance

. from the Northwest Staff Development Center (NSDC) to address. the pressing

concerns of their workT Akthough these individualized services are popular
with practitioners, NSDC has had litt)e opportunity to assess the short and

&

The -purpose of this study was to describe the characterisitcs of in-

‘dividualized- services and the practitioners who used those services. ‘For e

the purpose of this study individualized services are defined as those forms

-of assistance §hét may be requested directly by teacberé'aﬁd administrators
through the use of a ''Request for Services' form. The following research

questions were addressed in the study:

1. What aféitheuchgracteristicsﬁof\%n individualized delivery 2
- system? T~ ‘ ’ :
! \ N \\ ) ‘ o
2. How is it different from other types of teacher center delivery
. ner ,
systems (e.g., workshops, Mini-Awards, etc.)?

3. |Is there a,rglagigpship%between tHé‘type qf réquest for services
" and 'certain demdbraﬁhjc‘%nd other characteristics of the teacher
making the request? )

~. .. 4, Are teachers who' make frequent'redUéstadefgrent\from teachers

who make few or no requests?

5. s thgre a “networking”'effq;t among the teachers who use these
centers' services? :

- 6. What iéfthe role of the school principal in the process?

7.' What is the impact on educators' job-related behaviors and‘v
their perception of student achievement?

The research design of thi%fsfﬂdy consisted of several phases. . The major
foci were the analyses of the documents associated with a sample of 562 re-
quests. (out of 2,218) made by 277 (out of 1,109) practitioners, and the ana-
lyses of 51 interviews conducted by 10 teachers. o

The p}elihihary results of these analyseés indicate that a description of

‘the characteristics of an individualized service would include . the. following:

(1) it was a workshop attended within the state; (2) the focus of the work-
shop was on either new teaching-techniques.or new information; and (3) the

" center provided reimbursement for a substitute and conference fees. Indi-
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vidualized services differ from other teacher center services “in that they
are |n|t|ated by - the_teacher alone and. that they provide ''something for
everyone Sa st e :

| : T :
‘ The person making the request was usually a female elementary school
teacher with a master's degree and about 17 years of teaching experience.
If she/he made frequent requests (more than-seven) for services, she was
: even more likely to be female and to attend the a;tlvuty alonea

tf a networkcng‘effect existed, it appeared to be dependent:upon the

~ presence of an advocate in the school building. The advocate could be either
an adm|n|strator, specialist, frequent requester or member of the center's
policy board. The role of the principal ranged from providing no support to
being support;ve but dldn t make suggestions to supportive and made sugges-
tions.

The majority of the participants reported that the experience had had
a positive impact on their job-related behaviors and attitudes. They also
stated that they belleved student achievement, self confidence and motlva-
tion had increased. .

The overwhelming tone of all the data collected was extremely positive.
Eighty-three per cent of the participants .reported being very satisfied with
the individualized service. It was clear that the teachers believed that the
experience ''"made a big difference'' and that they were extremely unhappy to
" see the center close.
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