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I. ANALYSIS

What This’Analysié Is Not

- This paper 1s neither an evaluation report nor an endorsement rfor one
' aﬁproach to_integrating technolbgy into thelschoollenvironment. Staff within
the Prbgrah Evaluation and Research Division of the California State
Department of‘Educatibn_ggzg completed an evaluation of the state's Teacher
Educatipn and Computer Centers (TECC) program, and their final report is
cgrrently'available.* Excerpts of this report are presented here in
Appendices A-D. Because of the relative youth of the TECC program, much of
the focus of the state evaluation was on processes and on immediate outcomes
(e.g., extent of involvement of various constituencies ia TECC planning at the
vregional_and local levels, number of training hodrs provided by type of
» Sijectlérea). The recommendations that are made reflect this formative
- apprqach fo-program assessment, and most suggestions have to do with 1mproviné
progtam_performanée given a "commendable beginning” and increased funding for
the current fiscal year (approximately $5 million over the $6.6 million
~allocation fbr FY-1983-84). Clearly, it is premature to recommend the TECC

program "model” to other states for adoption.

The extent of need for states to plan and carry out programs to increase
the uses of technology in elementary and secondary schools cannot be ignored,
however. Moréover, the organizationel strategies of California's TECC program
hbld‘considerable promise for Building the state-regional—local partneirships

necessary for the success of such statewlde initiatives. This analysis of the

TECC program examines these strategies and, hased on evaluation findings,

raises 1ssués.for'éonéideration by program planners in other states. The views

expressed, while based on findings presented by the California State Department

of Educatioﬁ; Program Evaluation and Research Division, are entirely our own.

'* Brandes, B., & Padia, W. Report on the 1983-84 evaluation of the teacher

education and computer centers. Sacramento: California Department of
. Education, 1985.




Dbmin&nt-TECC Themes

Five themes_have influenced organization and operation of the TECC
program in Californis: '

Stafvaevelopment
Teacher,Inéentives

°
¢
o Local Policymaking Authority
® Regional Networking

°

Cooperative Planniug

The overarching aim df the program is to increase capabilities of teachers,
instructional aides, and administrators; the use of microcomputer technologies
1s one area of focus for staff development efforts, and has been the area most
in demand.  Making cogputér-related training part of a more inclusive staff
"development thrust may (1) highlight a wider variety of applications for com-
putersiin the clgésroom, (2)'reduce initial anxieties associated with intro- -
duétory combuter-use ciasses,’and (3) stimulate interest in a wider variety of

capacity-bullding activities.

Staff development. The TECC program encompasses 'staff development

efforts formerly conducted by the Federal Teacher Centers, the Profeqaional'
Defelopment and Program Improvement Centers, and the School Resource Centers.
Although many other staff development programs for school personnel operate in
California at the state and local levels (e.g., the Special Fducation Resource

Network, the Bilingual Teacher Training Programs), TECC is the only statewide

~ system providing staff development opportunities on a regioal bagis. The

TECC mgndéte is broad, due both tc the diverse objectives of its "parent”
programs and to specific concerns in the state for upgrading the mathematics,
science; and computér—use skills of teachers. Teaching teachers about com—-
puters has so far included awareness-level and beginning programming courses,
~ with more Advanced topice planned for future sessions. The use of computers
in instruction is also a topic of interest, and the effective use of software

for instruction is supported by a central software library and clearinghouse.



" The inclusion of technology training within such a broad-based

-[,.development program makes it possible to explore the full range of ways in

::which computers mav gerve the educational;process. In addition to learning

v";about hoW'computers work and how software may be used to teach, teachers may

learn about. computer-based tools that can assist with classroom management and .
associated,paperwork tasks.  The collection and analysis by computer of needs

| assessment data may also be covered in course offerings, and the branching

‘ structures and response formats of- educational software products may lead to
‘greater awareness - and discussion of differences in student learning styles.
'Reduced anxiety among first-time computer users 1s also likely to be a benefit
of learning about technology in a staff/personal development context. In this
'contert, it is easier'to feel that "people come first,".and ‘that learning how
to use. computers is a way ‘of extending one's abilities (e.g., by reducing the
'time required for performance of routine tasks). Finally, computer training,
as. part of staff development, may lead to greater interest in courses that do ‘
not involve direct use of computers, ‘Science teachers, for example, may be
motivated to learn more about test construction once they have understood the

principles and procedures associated with computer-based testing.

Motivating interest in computer training, or in staff development
generally, usually requires more than indirect encouragement, however. For
the TECC program, teacher incentives ranging from educational credits to small
project grants have been used with mixed-to-positive results. Notably, the
'awarding of project grants is closely tied to the capacity-building function
‘of the TECC program.

Teacher incentives. Evaluators have suggested that the TECC program

would be improved if a wider variety of incentives were made available to
teachers on an individual basis. Educational credits, which teachers may use
to qualify for higher salary classifications within their districts, have been
tried, but their effect has been questionable. Many teachers earn these
credits while working on advanced degrees, and others have already attained
higher salary classifications through years of tenured service. With local
budgets for teacher salaries as restricted as they usually are, the possibil-
ity of adding salary bonuses for computer-use skills to existing wage classi-
ficatioas seems doubtful at best. Clearly, other alternatives must be sought.



‘Forfexample,'releaae time with pay for etaff development in arcas relating to

| computer“skilla might stimulate greater interest among some teachers; for
.others, the promise of free software or of monetary rewards for ideas or pro- °
. totypes for new educational software products might encourage greater develop-

‘ment efforts. These and_other ideas for individual incentives will be impor-

tant elementauin future planning for staff development activities. For the
'TECC°program, they would effectively complement the ambitious school-based

incentives plan placed under program control ¥ the State Department of
Edueation in tne~1982-83 school year.

. As described more fully in Appendix B, 1983-84 TECC funding for local-
school project graats was $3.3 million, with more than 600 schools receiving
- an average award of $5,273. Seventy—seven‘percent of these grants were in the
comnuter‘skills area, and TECC program staff and evaluators report enthusiastic
'local-level snppprt.for the grants cbmpetition. Beyond the material support
theyiprovide for specific projecte, these grants are tangible investments in
ataff.development at the school level. ‘Grantees receive recognition, they are
‘enconraged'to share the plans and findings of their prbjeete, and their schonls
become demonstration sites for neighboring districts. Through the operation

of this echool—level grants competition, the TECC program has beg;n develop-

ment of a training-of-trainers strategy for increasing computer-use skills

among teachers.. In a somewhat similar sense, State Department of Education

investment of TECC program control in local-school authorities might have been
aimed at developing a stronger, school-based constituency for improving school

* uses of technology.

Local pclicymaking authority. TECC program sites are located within

general attendance areas of California State University campuses, thereby
esrablisning the potential for close communication between teacher education
programs within these colleges and the staff development activities of TECC,
This was By‘design, and in addition to nearby location, TECC policy boards
were mandated. to include at least one representative from these colleges.
More important frOm the policymaking perspective, however, location of TECC
sites in areas not necessarily contiguous with existing LEA designations has
provided‘eounty school superintendents with considerable discretion in locat-

ing administrative responsibilities for the TECC program. Where more than a

" 4



single county holds jurisdictional authority over the geographical area to be

: berved by a TECC site, the superintendents have even greater flexibility, they

~.’may establish multicounty executive boards to review and resolve TECC program

isBuer. Obviously, the administrative decisions made by these local school

vofficials have profound impacts on the composition and functioning of the TECC
'Hpolicy boards, on the selection of the person to be designated as TECC

"director at a site, on the relative amounts of funds to be used in support of

various development‘activities, and on the types of programs a site will

~offer;"Because TECC programs are new, policy-boards and LEA and county
'adninistrative units have only begun to clarify thelr respective governance

roles (see the discussion in Appendix D).

Whatever. the administrative location of the TECC policy board within a
service area, teachers constitute the majority of board representation. This
too 1s by design, since it is assumed that teachers are in, perhaps, the best
positions to understand (1) the nature of staff development needs at their
schools and (2) the:practical‘constraints (e.g., required travel time, con- )
flicting demands of classroom responsibilities) that may militate'against
active participation in staff development activities. The involvement of
teachers from schools throughout the service area, together with ‘the mandated
policy board participation of higher education and private sector representa-
tives, makes for an interesting counterweight to the decisionmaking authori-
ties and review responsibilities of school and couaty administrators. This
"built-in tension” makes the planning, management, and political skills of

TECC site directors especlally important, for local policymaking authority to

be perceived as bothgpositive and efficient by the State Department of Educa-

tion and byithe legislature, TECC directors must be able to resolve disputes

locally and]p;esent the clearest possible signs that local constituent¢s in the

program are all pulling' together. Ineffective TECC direction at the local
level, which might be the result of too close an identification with one or

" another localaccngtituent group (e.g., teachers versus administrators), could

lead to internal.bickering and the perception that mandated changes in program

structure are necessary.

Regional networking. With effective direction, provided locally by the

TECC-director and the TECC policy board, and supportive administration, pro-

5 g




L videdlby local, county, and state-level officials, all participants in the

A TECC program stand to benefit. TECC directors may learn from one another,

sharing 1deas for- _programs and strategies for increasing participation.
Already there have been formal meetings of these directors, and program
: evaluators suggest that they continue (see Appendix D) -.Policy board members
‘may also 1earn from their counterparts in other regions, finding constructive
“ways to work with the private sector and improving their planning and program
: “management abilities. Local and county administrators will be able to cite
| "one more successful program” operating under their jurisdiction, and their
| direct support may assist in but 1ding closer working relationships with 1oca1
‘school staffs. Finally, state-level administrators will have'devel*ped an

', effective regional network for educational staff development, one that allows

' 7,the best;pr;gram elements to be shared and one that bears accountability to a

broader jurisdictional frame of reference than the local or individual county

school district. Clearly, the~"regionalization" of the TECC program is an

importantjpart of its sustenance and value statewide.

The establishment of such a regional network for staff development is
' particularly ‘important in the areas of computer awareness and computer skills
training. In these technical areas, "go-it-alone approaches” are likely to

encounter problems due to shortages of qualified trainers, shortages of equip

ment, and inexperience in preparing for the anxieties, lack of knowledge, and

skepticism of'programgparticipants, most of whom have no idea how computers

.work or how they might provide'classroom agssistance. Sharing informaticn wit

program Btaff,,advisors, and administrators in other regions can go far in
reducing the incidence of these problems. Skilled personnel and equipment

' might be shared, for example, and course outlines and evaluation reports of
course effectiveness would aid greatly in local TECC program planning.
Regionalization is also one step toward broadening the talent base; resource
teachers in areas related to computers may be linked to staff development
courses in other locations and to computer needs at individual schools by
statewlde conferences or by electronic mail systems serving more than one TEC

site.

The success of regional networking, however, depends on how well the

TECC program remalns free of perceived State Department of Education control.

6
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The;possible“reticence of local and county school adminigtratois to share

o tauthority with teachers would hardly be comparable to the more active protests

'~ that might be associated with perceived state efforts to usurp traditional

: local staff development initiatives. The key to preserving this delicate

‘ balance between local ‘and state authority may well be to engage in a more
expansive Version of what has been termed in other contexts 'cooperative

e.*planning.v”

'Cooperative planning; Typically, cooperative planning refers to a mode

v of joint program deaign and operation that involves several different agencies
. at one. administrative level. ~The efforcs of TECC policy boards, for example,
‘tonstitute one form of cooperative planning; teachers from different schools
and grade levels, professors from institutions of higher education, and repre-
sentatives from businesses and industries meet on a regular basis, discuss,
"and formulate ‘unified plans for providing staff development. "Vertical” -
cooperation in planning, ‘involving local and state-level jurisdictions, 1is
more. often referred to as top—down or "bottomup” planning, to indicate the
. direction from which plans or planning requirements are expected to flow. In
these cases, a state-level authority may either provide the plan according to
which local jurisdictions will operate, or expect that the plans submitted by
various local-level Jurisdictions will be integrated into a statewide plan for
serwice delivery. For the TECC program, it is unlikely that top-down planning

"‘would work, and bottom-up planning, without strong program regionalization

‘already in place, might produce more di;parity and inefficient redundancy than

can be tolerated. The solution may call for a vertical form of cooperative

planning.

In its initial years of operation, TECC sites had the benefit of con-
sultation provided within their service areas by state-level staff. More
recently, however, these consultants have curtailed their visits so as to
avoid being caught in the middle between local program_operators and the State
Department of Education. The State Department of Education has also been
reluctant to become heavily involved in TECC operations due to possible
‘misperceptions regarding program control. The issue of what the state

department might do for local TECC sites to support constructive working




% the local policy board. From the state perspective, the admission of these

- relatiOns,‘however, is onlyione-half of the issue to be spelled out. How the
state department will provide these services, that is, in what organizational
'3 capacity, nust also be clarified. Re-sending of state consultants, even with
new designated functions, will not make them feel any more welcome nor
'strengthen .the. organi- zational relationship between the State Department of
vUJEducation and the local policy boards. What might be more successful is an

:,rarrangement ‘where selected state department consultants, in mathematics,

science and computer skills, are allowed to serve on the TECC policy boards,

either as voting or .as. non- voting members. Much like the representatives of

,privatevindustry”and higher education, these state policy board members would
‘hayeftheir‘board rolesmdefined'ﬁithin the group process--there would be no
top—doﬁn’prononncement,or imposed uncertainty.as to what thelr proper roles
.,should>be. Instead, these state board membaers would take on responsibilities
they best can- meet (e. 8> coordinating'information resources with the state
department to. meet local information needs), with the assurance that their

: taking on of these responsibilities meets with the consent and expectation of
'pconsultants to the local boards would effectively underscore the regional
nature.of the TECC program and serve to reinforce the cooperative authority

over TECC: program operations.

Role(s) of Technology in TECC

' Staff development is the central focus of TECC program operations, and
technology enters importantly into the staff development plans of the local
TECC policy boards in two ways——as a high~demand area for staff development

and as a "hook"” for staff development in other areas.

Bigh—demand area for staff development. There is no doubt that the

explosion'in uses of microcomputer technologies in schools, homes, and busi-
| nesses has created a vacuum in the numbers of qualified computer users.
Teachers with well-developed computer skills may find job offers from private
industry too attractive to pass up; the teachers who are left to teach chil-
dren'and.youth these skills will need to know how to use and maintain differ-
ent types of equipment, to select and possibly write programs to enhance

12




software with educational promise, and to integrate the use of this software

into existing course curricula, For many teachers, these abilities will have
to be learned for the first time, and for others, these abilities will stretch
to the 1limits what they already know. With these obvious needs for a continu~

_ ing'progiam of staff development, TECC sites have offered more courses and

training sessions in computer skills areas than in any other areas to date.

The present and future challenges for TECC sites are to advance beyond compu-
ter awvareness and elementary programming classes to topics concerned with the

selection and use of hardware and software products.

A "hook” for staff development in other arews. As TECC policy boards

look to the future and to the steady demands for introductory and intermediate
computgr-skills courses, fhey are not losing sight of the needs for staff
dévelopment training in other, more traditional areas (e.g., student needs
assessments). Iﬁ fact, the availability of technology courses 1s one of the
motivational devices (i;e., "hooks") these boards can count on to increase
enrollmentérin TECC-sponsored mathematics, science, and student management

programs. Technology courses are hooks in two ways: (1) they bring TECC

offerings generally to the attention of a greater number of teachers, and

(2) they introduce teachers to new and more powerful ways of teaching tradi-

tional subjects and managing routine classroom chores. Brochures and TECC

course bulletins are likely to turn up in a greater number of teacher lounges

" because of the featured availability of computer-related courses; teachers
enrolling in.courseé to learn what computers can do may be shown excerpts of
-sclence-related courseware, promoting increased interest in learning about
such products and 1g how they might be used to more effectively teach specific
science topics. Similarly, teachers may see new hardware configurations (e.g.,
interactive videodisc systems) in TECC awareness clisses, be motivated to
explore ways in which such systems might be used to teach other subjects, and
then enroll in a class covering one of these subjects to carry the exploration

further.

The fact that computer-skills offerings are likely to encourage interest
in more traditional staff development areas should not be overrated, however.
" In truth, it may be only a temporary phenomenon, resulting from th: present

' 1éck”ofiexperience of professional educators with computers and software

9




products, It is more 1ike1y that, as experience with new technologies grows,

the dividing liunes between computer—skills training and subject matter or

classroom management training will dissolve. Science classes for teachers

will, as a macter of course, include a review of the latest software products
avai;abié te bolster classroom presentations. And courses on student needs
aaseésments will teview how computer-based testing can reduce the time require-~
ment for data collection while incressing the diagnostic power of the data
rthgt are gathered.

Implications for School Use of Computers’

California's Teacher Education and Computer Centers (TECC) program
offers a model for technology training to other states that has considerable
ptomise. Within the state, the TECC program has several implications for the

uses of computers in schools.

Helping to overcome anxieties. By incorporating computer-skills

training within the broader context of staff development, the TECC program
enphasizes that its primary conmitment is to help teachers be more effective.
Computers are thereby defined as one more set of powerful tools to assist the

educational process. We believe that this approach, in conégpt and in prac—
tice from a policy point of view, 18 most promising for overcoming individual

fears of new technologies, fears that might otherwise slow the use of these

technologies in classroom settings. As a result of this orientation of the

TECC program and of its use of a training-trainers strategy for local capacity-
building, we think that the lessening of anxiety concerning computers in class-
"rooms will extend to the building level, promoting easier acquisition of hard-

ware and gsoftware praducts for use in instruction.

What about math and science? By using computer-related courses as

"hooks” to promote greater teacher involvement in staff development activi-

| ties, the TECC pfogram makes it easier for teachers to see the promise of new
technologies for traditional subject areas. As experience with fhese tech-
nol¢giea grows, this approaéh will lead teachers to fegard computer hardware

" and software products from the staudpoiut of their instructional potential.

We believe that this is the way such products must be evaluated if they are to

_ ,-, 10 | 14




truly serve educational needs. Moreover, we feel that the integration of

computef-related topics into classes covering traditional subject areas, such

as mathematics and science, is the best way for TECC to meet its mandated

requirements in these areas.

Getting parents involved. The formation of local policy boards, the

enéouragement‘of_regional networking, and the concern for strengthening state
department, county office, and local school working relations, are perhaps the

most exciting aspects of the TECC program. We find it difficult to under-

stand, however, why parents were not designated as important candidates for

the local policy boards. Computer technologies are as commonplace in the home

as in the schcol, and many parents have computer-related skills that would
meaningfully assist'schooi-oriented deliberations. There are many precedants
for mandating the participation of parents on local school advisory boards,
and we feel that TECC program supervisors shouid move speedily to review

- current policies in this area.
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APPENDIX A: Title Page and Jatroduction to the California
Teacher Educatlion and Computer Centers

(Brandes, B., & Padia, W. Report on the
.1983-84 evaluation of the teacher educa-
tion and computer centers. Sacramento:
California Department of Education, 1985,
pp. 1-12.) .
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~ Barbara Brandes
William Padia
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This legislative report, which was prepared by the Program
Evaluation and Research Division, California State Depart-
ment of Education, was published by the Department, 721
Capitol Mall, Sacramento, CA 95814-4785. Any questions
regarding the report should be addressed to Barbara
Brandes or William Padia in the Program Evaluation and
Research Division (phone: {316] 445-0297). The report was
distributed under the provisions of the Library Distribution
Ac\ and Government Code Section 11098.

1985

Education Code Section Requiring This Report

44680.07. The Superintender.t of Public Instruction shall do all of the following:
-(a) Designate the regions within the state to be served by teacher education
and computer centers with the advice of the county superintendents of schools.

(b) Approve the plans of each center for staff development. .

(c) Coordinate and facilitate communication among the centers by, among
other things, making exemplary program models available to all centers.

(d) Authorize the allocation of funds to centers based on the approved plans.
Funds appropriated or apportioned for purposes of this article in any fiscal year,
may be expended in subsequent fiscal years.

(e) Report, by April 15 of each year, to the State Board of Education, the
Legislature, and the Governor as to the effectiveness of the centers in providing,
and assisting in, staff development. . ,

(f) Provide for an educational software library and clearinghouse to assist the
centers with software evaluation.

(g) Authorize centers to receive federal funding for any of their functions.

(Added by Stats. 1983, Ch. 498. Effective July 28, 1983, See note following Section 1296.)
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I. INTRODUCTION

Authotization §f 15 Téacher Education and Computer Centers1 (TEC Centers,
or TECCs)Hto provide staff development services to teachefs and adﬁinistrators
on a regional basis was codified in the Hug;es-ﬂart Educational Reform and
ginahce Act of 1983 (SB 813, Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983). The TEC Centers
7, afe charged witﬁ providing staff development resources in all areas of the
curriculum; in instructional use of computerg, and in instructional methodology

and with providing technical assistance to support school-based staff

" development programs. (See Appendix A for the statutory language.)

“ The Mission of the TEC Centers -

The TEC Centers weré created as part of former Governor Jerry Brown's
[nvestment in People Program apd were originally established and funded in the
_Budge: Act of 1982-83. Reflecting the focus of the Investment in People éro—
gram, the Budget Act required that two-thirds of local TECC funding support
improved méthematics and science education. The codified authorization of the
TEC Centers in S8 813 removed the stipulation of a specific amount or portion of
“ECC funds for mathematics and science staff development but retained an
emphasis on staff development.resources in "mathematics, science, technology,
and other curriculum areas for which there are significant shortages of quali-
fied, certificated teacﬁers." In addition to math, science,_and computer
education,~the TEC Center§ are charged with providing staff development for
téachers'and administrators acr&ss the curriculum, including reading, writing,

'humanities, and the £-°33,.

lsp 813 authorized *17% «r more” TEC Centers to be established so as “to provide

staff development iszaureas to all parts of the state.” An initial decision
was made to establisi .9 zenters. However, the original 19 TEC Centers were
-~ consolidated into 15 by the“incorporation of 4 L.A. County TEC Centers into l.
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The emphasis on compﬁter education is integral to the TECC mission. The
Investmont in Pe&pie initiative made a strong case for upgrading the computer
use skills of California students since future life-styles will be heavily
influenced by th; computer. Computer literacy trainiﬁg for both teachers and
student; was identified as a way to meet this need.

The reference to the problem of teacher shortages in certain areas of
the curriculum conyefs a legislative intent that, in addition to providing
resources for professional development, the TEC Centers shonld also bé engaged
in retraining of teachers to help solve the problem of teacher shortages in
areas such as math and science. This retraining component of the TECC mission
requires staff development resources that are muéh more intensive than those
needed to promcte professional development of teachers in areas in which they"

are already qualified. .

Each TEC Center was made responsible for the staff development functions
formerly addressed by the Professional Development and Program Improvement
Centers and the School Resource Centers. These functions include training in
elements of effective instruction and provision of resources to build school
site capacities for self-sustaining staff development.

The teaching methodology TEC Center function is a major carry-over service
from activities of the Professional Development and Program Improvement Centers.
Research on instructional scrategies associated with improved student achieve-
ment is used to desigp'training for teachers in motivation and learning theory,
specific strategies for diagnosing student learning needs, p;escription of
appropriate learning basics, and reihforcing, monitoring, and adjusting of
studenc progress. Central to the TEC Centers' delivery of instructional

methodology training is the training~of-trainers concept, whereby trainees later

. become trainers themselves and provide classroom follow—=up to other teachers.
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Another aspect of the TECC mission is the integration of the direcct
training function with a capacity-building function. The TEC Centers must be
reSponsive not only to short-term staff development needs by making appropriate
training resources available. but also to the long-term need to empower local.
staff to plan and conduct their own staff development programs. During the past
year, the TEC Centers assumed responsibility for the administration of AB 551
programs, the major goal of which is to provide small grants to schools for
their own staff development activities. The capacity-building functions of the
TEC Centers as set forth in SB 813 include the following:

° Assessment of school staff development needs;

e Development of school staff developnent plans;

e Cost-effective use of existing resources;

e Evaluation of local programs;

¢« Awarding of staff development program grants pursuant to Article 1 of
l AB 551 and evaluation of their use.

The goal of creating partnearships between the TEC Centers and other staff
development providers, institutions of higher education (IHEs), and with the
orivate sector is another important part of the TECC mission. SB 813 stipu-
lates that local TEC Center governing boards (policy boards) have at least one
representative from IHEs and from business and industry.

In-service training for elementary and secondary teachers has historically
been‘proyided.though individual enrollment in postsecondary courses in IHEs.
Connections to the teaching process and sustained relationships for improved

"instruction were presumed but rarely played out. The TEC Centers were encour-
,agen.from their inception to develop closer cooperative relationships with IHEs.
The TEC Centers were located to reflect the general attendance areas of The

California State University system (see Figure 1.1).
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The TEC Centers were also encouraged to identify and procure resources--
both finanecial and instructional-—-from business and industry. Because the
private seétor is considerably more sophisticated in computer technology and
richer in resources than the educational community, the TEC Centers were
encouraged to identify and pursue private séctor resources,

While the TECC mission is broad and complex, the overall intent is to
prqvide‘some coherence in the cdntent and delivery of staff develbpment while
at the same time allowing for cdnsiderablg regional flexibility. Decision-
mékidg authority over each TEC Center is shared by regional policy boards and
executive hoards, but the legislation #lso gives the State Department of Educa-
tion (SDE) a strong overall leadersﬁip role in the TECC program; Each TEC

Center is given the charge of coordinating a major portion of all staff devel-
opment activities within each region and particularly to mobilize and coordinate
scaff development resources and activities in colleges and universities and in

business and industry.

HistoricalAand Current Context of the TEC Centers

A variety of staff development programs have operated concurfently in
California over the past 10 to 15 years. Falling under the general rubric of
teacher assistance centers, Federal Teacher Centers, School Resource Centers,
and Professional Devglopment and Program Improvement Centers have provided a
setting and context foriteachers and schools to have access to resources,
receive training, and build school sité capacity for their staff development
activities.

Federal Teacher Centers were originally funded under federal legislation
~ (PL 94—842/1976) and sﬁbsequently folded into the block grant (Chapter 2 of
the Education Consolidation and Improvemént Act). In California, sevén centers

‘were fpnded for the 1983-84 school yeaf. The starting point of Federal Teacher




Center staff‘developﬁent activities is teacher needs, rather than training
packages or curriédlum implementation efforts. Teachers are both clients and
‘providers of training, and the agencles broker other staff development services
which thg} cannot pfovide themselves.

School Resource Centers, fuﬁded under state legislation (Article 2 of
AB 551/1977), assisted school personnel with staff development‘activities
designed to improve the instructional process, human development, and counseling
skills. Like the Federal Teacher Centers, a collaborative governance structure
was adopted to meet general center objectives to assist schools in planning,
implementing, and evaluating local staff development programs (iﬁitially in
Article 1 schools). School Resource Centers helped schools with needs assess-
ment, curriculum, and training of trainers and leadership training in an effort

to promote and improve school site staff development activities.

Professional Development and Program Improvement Centers (pDPICs), also
funded under state legislation (AB 4151/1968 and AB 920/1974), were designed
sﬁecifically to strengthen thg instructional techniques of classroom teachers.
Initially, they served grades K-8 and were later extended to K-12. Operating
with the assistance of advisory boards, these centers served teachers, aides,
and administrators with teaching and instructional improvement programs in
reading and mathematics. Diagnostic and prescriptive instruction, clinical
supe;vision; follow-up, and administrative involvement were key features of the
approach.

The TECC initiative was intended to incorporate these earlier programs
into a single statewide system for rroviding staff development on a regional
basis. The dominant focus of each épproach was folded into the new initiative,
aqd new agencies were built in areas where none existed before. The character

of each TEC Center builds on and reflects the staff development legacy within
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the region. While most regions historically had been served by some form of
staff development center, several regions had not had such agencies; thus,
Ehetr conf;éuration represents a wholly new organization.

Although‘the TEC Ceunters now have a great deal of visibility as well as
a very significant role in providing staff development to school personnél.
there are a variety of other major statewide staff development programs and
many iocal programs operated at the county, district, and school levels., To
keep the TECC effort in perspective, it is instructive to note that TECC staff
hdused in county offices of .education are often greatly outnumbered within
their own county offices by other staff development providers with other
responsibilities. Major statewide staff development programs'other than the _
. TEC Cegte;s include the Sbecial Education Resource Nétwork (SERN), the Bilingual :
Teacher Training Programs, and the Centers for Educational Improvement Network.

Each of these agencies has responsibilities that are relatively distinet from

those of the TECC program.

Organization and Governance of the TEC Centers

The TEC Centeré are located to reflect the general attendance areas of The
California State University cambuses, which results in a geographically diverse
network spanning county lines. Profiles of the 15 TEC Centers portraying their
diversity are shown in Table 1;1. Figure 1.2 depicts the approximate number of
teachers-within each TEEC region. County superintendents in each designated
TECC région select one of their county offices as the local education agency
(LEA)vto house tﬁe TECC operations. In regions where there are multiple county
‘offices, the sUberintendents have the option of establishing an executive board
to serve as'a'forumkfor resolving;ﬁroblems and reviewing policy issues.

TEC Centers are governed by policy boards, composed of a majority of

. teachers. Policy boards quﬁ‘with TECC staff to set service priorities and




Table 1.1

ProriLes ofF THE 15 TEC CeNTERS

Number of

" General fund Number of
TECC county professional support Number of teachers
region/LEAs staff (in FTE) | for 1983-84 counties (approximate)
1. Humboldt ~ 2.80 $ 227,845 2 1,025
2. Tehama 4.10 331,325 9 3,824
3. Mafin 3.00 315,576 6 7,465
4, Sacramento 3.80 332,544 11 10,565
Se Sén Fréncisco 2.50 228,046 1 2,580
6. Alameda 3.05 323,279 2 12,257
7. Stanislaus 2,00 312,770 7 8,173
8. Santa Clara 3.00 378,833 5 16,985
9. Ventura 5.58 298,497 3 7,260
10. Kings 4,40 313,475 3 8,019
11. Kern 4,00 | 308,068 3 4,046
12. Los Angeles 14,40 1,516,642 1 50,925
13. Riverside 4,00 413,578 2 12,769
l4. Orange 4,50 352,186 1 13,721
15. San Diego 4,00 390,968 2 14,144
\
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Figure 1.2

APPROXIMATE NUMBER OF TEACHERS IN EACH TECC REGION, 1983-84

This map shows the approximate
number of teachers within each of
the TECC regions for 1983-84
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coordinate with LEAs* to oversee TECC functions. Policy boards also have the
re3ponsibiliry, wirh the concurrence of the county office of education acting
as the LEA, to adopt a center budget and plan and to select center staff.

The Superintendent of Public Instruction has final aurhority for the TEC
Center prdgram. vRe3ponsibilities of the Superintendent and the SDE include
deeignation of the TECC regions, with the advice of county superintendents;
approning center plans and authorizing allocation of funds to the centers;
facilitating communication among the centers; and evaluating the effectiveness
~ of the centers. The SDE has assigned consultants to assist TEC Center personnel
and members of policy boards and executive boards. The Superintendent also
has the authority to set aside money from the total TECC allocation to fund
exemplary projects and support-services.

TEC Center funding is based on an average daily attendance (a.d.a.)
formuia and for 1983-84 included a basic operating budget ($205,000) and
‘regional.geographic adjustments based on the percent of total state water and
land mase within each region; The purpose of the geographic adjustments is to
give consideration to variation in travel costs. The 1983-84 statewide budget
forAthe TECC program was $6.68 million. Of this total, $6.04 million was
allocated to the centers. The remainder was reserved to support a software

clearinghouse and a maﬁh retraining nroject.
Staff Development Services of the TEC Centers

Staff development services of the TEC Centers cover three major areas:
o Training for classroom teachers and school staff
® Technical assistance to support school-based staff development programs

° Instructional use of computers

28

10



The training function of the TEC Centers includes both content (i.e.,

‘curriculum) and methodology (i.e., pedagogy). SB 813 stipulates that TECC

training should include:

@

Activities to promote the principal's ability to support instructional
improvement and the teacher's ability to diagnose learning needs

The dgvelopment of program content

The use of multiple instructicwrzl approaches

The uce of student assessment data

In the area of assistance to support local staff development programs,

the TEC Centers are responsible for awarding and overseeing AR 551 grants

to schools’within their regions. Technical assistance ig also provided for -

other site-based staff development programs, including school improvement, =~ -

categorical programs, and district-developed activities. A central goal of

these activities is to empower local staff to provide their own training and

renewal programs on an ongoing basis. This objective is pursued through

direct and referral services to other agencies and consulting services to

assist individual school staffs to plan, implement, and evaluate their own

rrograms.of staff development,

Each TEC Center was charged with providing a computer demonstration center

to support the acquisition of computing skills by teachers and administrators.

School staff are trained in:

Use of computers as teaching aids

Criteria for school acquisition and use of computer equipment and

software

The evaluation of computer~related materials

Methods of integrating the use of computers into the routine activities

of the classroom i
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To support TECC-computer demonstration center activities, $127,200 was
set aslde fr;m the total TECC budget for 1983-84 for the San Mateo Software
Library and Clearinghouse to provide support to the TEC Centers. TECC staffs'
are trained in sof;ware evaluation, establishment of software evaluation train-
ing prog?gms, and meﬁhods of integrating software into classroom instruction.
An additional $508,800 was set aside ffom the TECC budget for 1983-84 to
support a math and science teacher retraining project to be coordinated out
" of Los Angeles County. This project coordinates college and universit&
conteht.training wich TECC instructional methodglogy to facilitate retraining

of math and sclence teachers.

Contents of the Report
This report presents the evaluation of the effectiveness of the TEC -
Centers, as required in SB 813, for 1983-84., Chapter II presents the methodol-
‘ogy of the study, including evaluation issues and questions, the study design,
and the instruments and procedures used. Chapter III summarizes the major
findings and implications, including suggestions for support and resources

needed to meet challenges.
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APPENDIX B: Executive Summary, Evaluation of the
Teacher Education and . Computer Centers 1983-84

(Brandes, B. & Padia, W. Report on the
1983-84 evaluation of the teacher educa-
tion and computer centers. Sacramento:
California Department of Education, 1985,
pP. v-xiv.)
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

AuthorizaCion for 15 Teacher Education and Computer Centers (TEC Centers,

v

or TECCs) to provide staff-develgpmenc services to teachers and administrators
on a regienal basis was codified in the Hughes-Hart Educational Reform and
-Finance Act of 1983 (SB 813, Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983). The TEC Centers
were‘previously established and funded in the Budget Act of 1982, They are .
charged with providing staff developwent resources in all areas of the curricu-
lum, but especially in mathematics, science, technology, and other curriculum
areaé for which there are significant shortages of qualified, certificated
teachers,

The TEC Centers ineorporated the staff development functions formerly -
addressed by the Professional Development and Program Improvement Centers and
the School Resource Centers to provide training in elements of effective in-
scfuction and to provide resources to build school site capacities for self-
suécain;ng staff development. In addition; each TEC Center was charged with
design and implementation of a computer demonstration center to support the
acquisition of computing skills by teachers and stu&ents.' A Software Clearing-
house and a teacher retraining project were also established to provide support

for TEC Center activities.
Purpose of the Report

Education Code Section 44680.07 requires an annual evaluation of “the
~effectiveness of the centers in providing, and assisting in, staff development,”
This report describes the majer éccomplishmenCS and challenges of the TEC
‘CenCers at this time and suggests the types of additional support and resources

'7that are needed for the centers to meet the challenges. Primary audiences for




the evaluation are the State Board of Education, the Legislature, the Governor,
the Superintendent'of Public Instruction and the State Department of Education
(SDE), and the TEC Centers. SB 813 assigns responsibility for the ann;al
evaluation of the'TEC Centers to the Superintendent. This evaluation was
conductea b} a team from the Special Studies and Evaluation Reports unit in the

Program Evaluation and Research bivision.

Méjor Findings and Implications

Total TEC Center Training, 1983-84

1 During the year, thg TEC Centers offered a total of 2,466 courses, repre-
senting a total of 28,711 training hours. There were 68,726 participants in
this training; The greatest portion of TECC training activity (neafly two-

.thirds) was devoted to computer use. The area of imstruction, or teaching_
methodology, accounted for the next largest portion (about 18 percent) of total
. TECC training activity in terms of number of training hours. In contrast,

the curriculum area accounted for approximately 10 percent of total training
time._

| There was considerable variation among the 15 TEC Centers in the level

of effort devoted to each training area. For example, one center provided all
of its training in the computer area, stating that curriculum and instruction
were adequately‘§0véred by other staff development providers, especially in the
county offices. Two other centers provided more training in instruction thén in
‘anyvéther area.. And'one center divided its training activity approximately

evenly among the areas of curriculum, instruction, and computer use.

Comguter-Traihing

_The TEC Centers provide instruction in computer technology, including
training invgomputér awareness, use of hardware and software, classroom
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applications, and programming. During 1983-84 the TEC Centers statewide con-
ducted 1,612 computer training sessions representing a total of 18,100 training
hours. There were 43,918 participants in these training activities. Of the
computes training workshops offered, 87 percent were at an introductory, or
awafénnss, level; 11 percent were at a comprehensive, or advanced level; and 2
'percen“ were training of trainers courses.

There is no doubt that the TEC Centers have scored a major accomplishment
in that they have made great progress toward bringing computer awareness and
skills to California teachers. As the showcase for computer activity in Cali-
fornia education, the TEC Centers should continue to be state of the art in
hardware, sbftware, and training; In order to remain at the forefront in ;
: technology training, the TEC Centers should no longer conduct awareness trainiﬂg

~as ;heir”predominant offering in the computer area. The deQelopment of a
strategic plan for TEC Center involvement in technology would be the beginning.
of a process to siff out the priorities in the computer area and to balance
these with other staff development priorities.

Instruction, or Teaching Methodology, Training

Training in instruction, or teaching methodology, includes pedagogy,
instructional techniques, learning styles, and classroom management. The TEC
Centers reported offering a total of 295 courses in instructional methodology

- during the year. These'coursés included 5,111 training hours for 8,712

participants.

Training in instruction tends to be more intensive in terms of training
time than training offered in other areas. The average number of hours per

- course was 17.3 for instruction, ll.2 for computer use, and 9.7 for curriculum.
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Math and Science

One of the most striking findings is the relatively low level of activity
in math and science training, not only from TEC Centers but from other education
agencies.es well.

Between February 1983 and February 1984, the TEC Centers conducted an
average of 8.5 math training workshops representing an average of 130 total
hours of math training. The median number of individuals participating in math
ttaininglat each center was 140. .During the same period of time, the TEC
Cencers conduceed an average of six science workshops representing an average
of 27 total hours of scieqce training. The median number of individuals
participeting in science training at each center was 84.

These numbers are in contrast to the large number of sessions in the
computer area. Center directors' estimates of math training as a percentage éf
tptal trainipgs hovered around 5 percent to 10 percent; in science, the figu;e
was closer to 5 percent; or less. TEC Center directors feel that more staff
deQelqphent in both math and science is needed. In response to a mail survey,
11 out of 14 directors-said that there is a need for their centers to provide
more math staff development than is currently offered. All 14 directors

esponding to the survey said that there is a need ‘for their centers to prov1de
more science staff development.

The ;eesons‘why the TEC Centers are providing less math and science staff
development than is qeeded include lack of client demand, higher priority in
. other ereas (especially c0mputers); lack of qualified trainers, lack of re=
sources, and insefficient.time to develop a plan for math and science staff
developmene. While it is understandable that the TEC'Centers have not done

- more, there is an expectation that they will begin to make a significant

. yiii 35




contribution to the overwhelming staff development needs in curriculum,
especially math and science.

AB 551 School Staff Development Programs

During 1982-83 the TEC Centers assumed responsibility for administering
AB 551 programs, inéluding providing training and assistance 1n‘proposal
writing, selecting grant recipients, and coordinating lqcal projects. Manage-—
ment.of AB 551 prograﬁs was previously the responsibility of the SDE. The total
allocation for AB 551 during 1983-84 was $3,353,902. The average grant amount
was $5,273. Grants ﬁere received by a total of 636 schools, of which 179 were
elementary and 457 were secondary schools. Most (77.5 percent) AB 551 programs
are‘durrently devoted to cémputer staff development.

In ouriin;erviews with TECC staff, we found overwhelming acclamation for '—
the AB 551 program. This expression of support for AB 551 was especially
noteworthy from those TECC directors who conceded that they devote relatively
lit’le staff time to AB 55l1. It is currently one of the few incentive programs
fnr staff development at the site level, and it is structured to capture much 6f
the essence of good staff development. Several TEC Centers have established

sther :rant programs modeled in part after AB 551,

Staff Dév010pment Strategies and Delivery Models
Staff.development'services pgévided by ﬁhe TEC Centers include direct
training and capacity;building serviées in support of site-based staff develop-
ment programs.',Atbghe present time, a majority (79 percént) of TECC training
" is offefed ét an introductory, or awareness, level. Approximately one~half (51
v percent)"of all TECC training consists of a single session. TECC staff are
‘_‘caught between Ehe.pressure to do many things at a relatively superficial level,
‘lén;tﬁe Qnefhan&, and a recognitiqn that the only way they can have a major

ﬁf,impé¢f'is by leveraging their ‘influence in various ways, on the other. Most
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centers have'alreadi conducted (or plan to conduct in the near future) some type
of training-of-tfainers activity; and there seems to be a consensus among the
directors that th}s will be a major thrust of future TECC activity. In the long
term, tbé centers will have to rely 6n trainer cadres and other leveraging
activities ru meet tha needs within their regions.

'While a few centers are exemplary in attempting to direct a large portion
of their resources toward empowering schools and districts to conduct their own
staff development programs, capacity-building is the type of service most in
need of augmentation by the TEC Centers overall. From the perspective of a
regional staff developmen;'network, such as the TEC Centers, the optimal
strateéy--both in terms of impact and of resource management--is to assist
schools and districts in developing staff development plans and linking them to
the resources needed to carry out those plans, with the major impetus for staff
development coming from the local.agencies;m“qumgbe_TEQ Centers ;ngxgrt.an
optimal influence on school personnel, there must be a corresponding local
commitment to staff development.

Organizational Relationships Involving the TEC Centers

The TEC Centers have a complex organizational and governance structure,
with various leédership roles and lines of authority shared by regional policy

boards and executive boards, local education agencies (i.e., county offices of

‘education designated to administer TEC Center budgets), and the Superintendent

of Public Instruction. SB 813 also conveys a legislative intent that the TEC
Centers will constitute a statewide staff development network and that within

their own fegions individual TEC Centers will take an active role in developing

partnerships with other staff development providers, institutions of higher

“education (IHEs), and business and industry.
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Most 6f the oréanizational relationships involving the TEC Centers were not
explored in depth during this evaluation. However, considerable attention was
devoted to examining relationships between the TEC Centers and the SDE because
this seems to be an especially critical time in the development of their respec-
tive roles in the TECC program. To a lesser egtent the evaluation included an
examination of relatioﬁships among the 15 TEC Centers and partnerships with
business and industry and with IHEs. The report includes a description and

~analysis of these relationships.

Formal links between the TEC Centers and both IHEs and business and
industry occur as the result of étatucory 1anguage~regarding coﬁposition of
TEC Center policy boards. A few centers have also launched imaginative efforts;

, to establish relationships with IHEs and with business and industry. The best;
example of such a partnership with IHEs is that with the Califprnia Math Project.
However, in general, the link between the TEC Centers and these other sectors is
not yet strong.

The SDE has not vet designed a systematic approach to linking the various
developmental and policy units Qf the SDE with the TEC Centers. In general,
there 1s a need for the SﬁE to provide more organizational leadership of the
TECC program. The SDE is uniquely positioned to influence state-level educa-
tional policy, and the TEC Centers currently have a stronger opportunity thaﬁ
any other local agency to effect partnerships among all of the regional and
“local agencies that can contribute to solutions of our staff development needs.

Major Accomplishments and Challenges of the TEC Centers

Tﬁo:purpOSes of this evaluation were to summarize the major accomplishments
| of';he TEC Centers to date and to identify the challenges that the TEC Centers

' must meet. 'These‘jgdgments by the evaluators are based on a synthesis of all

l'”ﬁhe 1h£o;ma£i6n'gathered for the. study.
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Major accompliShments. In less than two years the TRC Cinfnrr havay

e Become ;n-effective regional staff developmenl uotennw
e Adapted to a complex governance structure
° .:Begun to implement delivery models that use the uust ecifective staff
development practices
° Made great progress toward bringing computer awareness and skills to
California teachers
@ Successfully assumed responsibility for administering AB 551 programs
e Provided training to school staffs in instructional methodology, math,
sclence, and other areas of the curriculum
e Begun to create partnerships with IHEs, business, and industry
Challengg;, The major challenges that the TEC Centers must meet are as _
follows: ' .
° Prdvide compreheqsiye g;aff dgyelopment seryiges with limited resources.
© - Respond to regional and statewide staff development needs over time.
e Provide training that is more intensive and includes follow-up.
e Provide more services in support of site-~based staff development
programs;
° Remain state of the art in instructional uses of the computer and
educational software.
. ® Provide more computer training that is integrated with curriculum.
° Increase services in math, science, and other areas of the curriculum.
° Increase partnerships with IHEs and with business and industry.
Not surprisingly, some of the significant accomplishments of the TEC
Centers are‘closely_related to the challenges that they must now meet. As
relatively new agenéies the TEC Centers have made a commendable beginning in

becoming an effective regional network and in providing many of the staff
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development resources and services that are needed to accomplish their broad
mission. They are already a high-payoff investment in educational reform.
Their chalienges for the future are to increase the breadth and depth of thelr
servicés, to the extent that resources and the state of the art permit, and to
strengtheu their role as major std4ff development providers in California.

The educational reform hovemenc in California is currently placing great
emphasis on strengthening the curriculum. Through SB 813 and current priorities
of Superintendent Honig and the SDE, the TEC Centers are being pressed to become
part of this curriculum improvement effort by providing more staff development
resources comSining content and instructional methodology in all areas of the
curriculum. Given the relatively minor role théc the TEC Centers have had in ;

, curriculum so far, accomplishing this will require a significant change of N
direction. The recent effort by many TEC Centers to offer more computer
training that is integrated with content is a natural bridge to more staff

.development in curriculum.
" Support and Resources Needed to Meet Challenges

In order to meet their challenges, the TEC Centers should consider in-
creésing their efforts in certain areas by redirecting a portion of their total
allocation to such activities, éspecially curriculum and capacity-building ser-
vices, It was evident during 1983-84 that the TEC Centers needed additional
funds to accomplish their mission. The Legislature résponded to this need and
apprOpriated an additional $5.1 million for 1984-85, giving the TEC Center pro-
gram a ‘total allocation of §ll. 78 million. While the mission is so large that

it will always stretch resources to provide comprehensive staff development
h'sgtvices‘to Califo:nia schoqlg,;the new allocation will enable the young TEC
ﬁi“Céhtef,progr#m to grow substantially. In the judgment of the evaluators, the

40

xiii‘




‘following additional” support and resoqrées are now needed to enable the TEC
Center program to deet current challenges:
] Strengthening of the TEC Center network through:
J‘; AAcomprehensive planning process for the network linked to
assessment of needs and priorities in each region
- A closer cooperative relationship between the SDE and the TEC
Centers
- An improved data base to document services and training
e A,ReﬁogqitionABy the Legislature and others of the danger of
overburdening the TEC Centers
° Actién By thé Legislature and others to increase incentives for staff

de#elopment

41

xiv




APPENDIX C: Teacher Education and Computer Center
Statutory Authorization: Chapter 498, Article 2
(SB813, Statutes of 1983)

(Brandes, B., & Padia, W. Report on the"
1983-84 evaluation of the teacher educa-
tion and computer centers. Sacramento:

California Department of Education, 1985,
pp. 83-86.)




44680. As used in this article, "teacher education and computer centers”
means those centers.established by the Superintendent cf Public Instruction
to provide those functions previously provided by the state school resource
centers and the professional development and program improvement centerts.

44680.02. The Superintendent cf Public Instruction, with the advice of
the county superintendents of schools, shall establish 15 or more teacher
education and computer centers in the state in such a manner as to provide staff
development resources to all parts of the state.

44680.03. The purpose of the teacher education and computer centers 1is to
provide staff development resources to teachers, administrators, other school
personnel, and other persons providing services to schools. These staff
development resources shall be provided in all areas of the curriculum, but
especially in mathematics, sclence, technology, and otner curriculum areas
for which there ar= significant shortages of qualified, certificated teachers.
The centers shall provide these resources in cooperation with institutions of
higher education, business, and industry.

"44%5%0.04. The teacher education and computer centers shall serve the
follow: "y functions::

(a) Provide trajning for classroom teachers and school staffs, including:
(1) activities to promote the principal's ability to support instructional
improvement and the teacher's ability to diagnese learning needs, (2) the
development of program content, (3) the use of multiple instructional approaches,
and (4) asssessment of student outcomes,

(b) Provide assistance to school personnel developing site-based staff
development programs including: (1) assessment of school staff development
needs, (2) development of school staff development plans, (3) training school
personnel to train other school personnel, (4) cost-effective use of existing
resources, (5) evaluation of local programs, znd (6) the awarding of staff
development program grants pursuant to Article 1 (commencing with Section 44670)
of this chapter, and evaluation of their use.

(¢) Provide computer demonstration and training sites where teachers are
_trained in: (1) the use of computers as teachings aids, (2) the criteria for
school acquisition and use of computer equipment and software, and (3) the
evaluation of computer-related materials.

44680.05. (a) The county superintendents of schools in each of the 15
regions which serve more than one county designated by the Superintendent of
Public Instruction shall jointly designate a single county office of education
- to act as the local education agency for purposes of administering the regional
teacher education and computer center's budget.

(b) The designated local education agency shall:

_ (1) Approve the center's budget for purposes of receiving and disbursing
funds.




(2) Employ staff by contract for purposes of carrying out the center's
functions. ..

44680.06. (a) The county superintendents of schools in each of the 15
regions which serve more than one county designated by the Superintendent of
Public Instruction may jointly establish regional executive boards to serve
as a forum for resolving problems and reviewing policy issues.

(b) Executive boards shall be composed of all county superintendents of
schools within each region which chooses to establish a regional executive
board.

(c) Executive boards may change the designation of the county office of
education to act as the local education agency for the teacher education and
computer center,

44680.07. The Superintendent of Public Instruction shall do all of the
following:

(a) Designate the regions within the state to be served by teacher
education and computer centers with the advice of the county superintendents
of schools.

(b) Approve the plans of each center for staff development.

(¢) Coordinate and facilitate communication among the centers by, among
other things, making exemplary program models available to all centers.

(d) Authorize the allocation of funds to centers based on the approved
plans. Funds appropriated or apportioned for purposes of this article in any
fiscal year, may be expended in subsequent fiscal years.

(e) Report, by April 15 of each year, to the State Board of Education,
the Legislature, and the Governor as to the effectiveness of the centers in
providing, and assisting in, staff development.

(£) Provide for an educational software library and clearinghouse to
assist the centers with software evaluation.

(g8) Authorize centers to receive federal funding for any of their
functions, :

44680.08. The State Board of Education, in conjunction with the Superin-
tendent of Public Instruction, shall adopt rules and regulations necessary to
implement this article.

44680.09. Each teacher education and computer center shall be governed by
~a policy board of at least 12 members composed of the following:

(a) A majority of the board shall be composed of classroom teachers

selected by teachers. Teacher representatives shall reflect the makeup of
‘elementary and secondary teachers to be served by the center.
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(b) Persons designated by the school districts served by the center,
including at least one parent of an elementary or secondary pupil and at
least one principal.

~ (e) At least one representative of institutions of higher education which
maintain a department of education and which are located in, or adjacent to,
the area served by the center selected by these institutions. In the event
that more than one representative is selected, the additional representative
. or representatives shall not represent the same segment of postsecondary
_.education. . ’

(d) At least one representative of a husiness or industry, who, if
feasible, shall be from a business or industry which utilizes, produces, or is
otherwise involved with computer equipment and software.

44680.10. (a) Each policy board shall cperate pursuant to guidelines
established by the local education agency of the region which the teacher
' . education and computer center Serves and shall meet as necessary.

(b) Policy boards shall do all of the following:

(1) Determine program emphasis and direct and guide center staff to ensure-
, that staff development services are generally available within the region.

» (2) Select center staff, with the concurrence of the superintendent
representing the center's local education agency, and contract for other
needed services through the county office of education serving as the local
education agency -for the center.

(3) Offer opportunities for agencies and other parties to be heard at
-board meetings.

(4) Adopt bylaws to guide board meetings.

(5) Adopt a center budget and plan with the concurrence of the county
office of education acting as the local education agency.

(c) Any actions taken by the colicy boards shall be subject to all of the
limitations imposed by law upon county offices of education.

' 44680.11. The Superintendent of Public Instruction, pursuant to the
purposes set forth in Section 44680.03, may set aside money to fund exemplary
_projects in teacher education and computer centers which may include any of
the following.

T (a) Teacher training institutes in math and science, including but not
. limited to, retraining programs and summer institutes.

(b) Programs to encourage industry and business to exchange personnel and

el ;other resources with schools.

o (c) Teacher training and parental involvement programs designed to
maximize‘school and home use of educational technology for instructional
purposes. :




(d) Assistance to school districts located within the region in the
development of educational technology plans, computer education plans, or
proposals for reading, math, or science projects.

(e) Advice for poétsecondary educational institutions located within the
tregion which have received grants for the purpose of meeting the training
needs of the region's teachers.

44680.12. Teacher education and computer centers may apply for exemplary
project funding through the regular planning and budgeting cycle.
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APPENDIX D: Organizational Relationships Involving
the Teacher Education and Computer Centers

(Brandes, B., & Padia, W. Report on the
1983-84 evaluation of the teacher educa-
tion and computer centers. Sacramento:
California Department of Education, 1985,
pp. 66-75.)
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Organizatiunal Relationships Involving the TEC Centers

The TEC Centers have a complex organizational and governance structure,
. with varlous leaAership roles and lines of authority shared by regional policy
Soards ;nd executive boards; local education agencies (i.e., cdunty offices of
‘education designated to administer TEC Center budgets); and the Superintendent
of‘Public Iastruction., SB 813 also conveys a legislative intent that the TEC
Centers will constitute a statewide staff development network and that within
Cheir own regions individual TEC Centers will take an active role in developing
partnerships with ather staff development providers, IHEs, and business and
1ndus£ry. |

In addition to having a complex governance structure and a very ambitious
- mandate for creacidg regional staff development networks, the TEC Cencers‘ayé:'.
still quite young. Consistgnc paccérns in their organizational relationships
will.be more clearly discernible in the next two to three years. It was parﬁly
'for this reason, asvwell as the sheer difficulty of the task, that we did not
explore most of these rél#cionships in depth during this evaluation. We did,
however, devoﬁe considerable attention to examining relationships between the
TEC Centers and the SDE because this seems to be an especially critical time in
ﬁhe development of their respective roles in the TECC program. To a lesser
exceﬁc we also studied relanionships among the 15 TEC Centers and partnerships
-_wich.business and 1hduscry and with IHEs. This section includes a description
and anﬁlysis of chgsé“relacionships.

Several TECC directors and- policy board members commented on difficulties
in'clagifyihg 16ca1 governance roles. These difficulties appear to reflect
o émﬁigui;ies or digsagreements in che'respeCC1ve authority and responsibiilcies of

'_f'poligy‘boards, executive boards, and host LEAs. A few interviewees said that it

"~;;?bq1§:5e‘hglpful_cQ have regulations to clarify roles, responsibilities, and




authority of cge various groups. To some extent the potential for conflict

- seems co ;e built into the system, which represents a compromise between a
teacher-dominated and an administrator~dominated governance structure. At this
" time individual TEC Centers seem to be dealing with this complexity with varying
degrees of success. 1In a few regions, we developed the strong impression that
the TEC Center is operating as a unit within the host LEA, with a relatively
weak role for the local policy board and relatively little identification with
the TEC Center network as a whole or a statewide mission. In some other
regions.ﬁhe TEC Center has a definite regional orientation and receives most of
its direction from the policy board. Clearly, the issue of relationships
between TEC CeﬁCers and county offices of education is a delicate one. Sincézz
the TEC Center network is still relatively new and generally well regarded, some
county office staff may fear that the TEC Centers could be the harbinger of some-
larger regionalization move. Certainly it would be regrettable for the TEC
Centers to carty the baggage for this much larger debite.

Relationships with Business and Industry

SB 813 stipulates that TEC Center pnlicy boards have at least one repre-
seatacive froﬁ business and industrv. The TEC Centers arz also encouraged to
identify and procure resources--both financial and instcructional--from business
;nd Lﬁdustry.  %ecause.che private sector is conéiderably more sophiSCicaCed in
computer technology and more resource-rich than the educational community, che
TEC'CenCefs are encouraged %o 1dgncify and pursue private sector resources. We
d£d noc studflin depth the TEC CénCer efforts to develop thegse partnerships, but
' odr ob§efvat£ons:cqrroboraCed the findings OEIChe'gvaluacion for 1982-83: TEC

.f'béncéré'werézéhe most successful in building partnerships with the computer

- innduSCry, while Cheir relacionships with other businesses and industries were

v wo of the 15 TECC direccors described a subscancial amount of
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activity around_de;eloping these partnerships. The most successful of these ig
housed in a count; office which has made partnerships a major officewide
tonmitnent. Several TECC directors expressedlfrustration'in this area and are
unsure both about the incentives for business and industry to get involved and
about how to maintain equality in the partnerships. For the most part, the TEC
Centers have not yet devoted a major effort toward forging connections with
business and industry. One director commented, “There is something there to be
tapped, but it i1s a low priority.,”

Relationships with IHEs

Ihefformal link hethen the TEC Centers and IHEs occurs as the result of
SB 813 1angoage regarding composition of the TEC Center policy board: . . .
at least one representative of institutions of higher education which maintain
a department of education and which are located in, or adjacent to, the area
served by the center selected by these institutions. In the event that more
than one representative is selected, the additional representative or represen-
tatives shall not represent the same segment of postsecondary education.” This
linkage, connecting a major staff development delivery system with the teacher
‘training system, was'designed to encourage cooperation, to Ffoster sharing of
resources, and to tie in oniversity credit for TEC Center trainings.

The best example of toordinated effort between the centers and IHEs
occurs with the California Hath Project. There is an additional incentive
for,cooperation, howener,.in.that IHEa are under mandate (SB 424, Chapter
196/1952) to‘involve the TEC Centers. In a typical project the TEC Centers
provide the’advertisement. the oomputer equipment 1f needed, the physical

space if required, and the resources for the teaching methodology component of

"~»the training. The IHEs. for their part, provide the curriculum content and

v_iinstruction for the training. Notwithstanding the above example, we found




that, in general, the link between the TEC “enters and IHEs is crather weak, not
so @uéh the result'of disinterest but of disjcintedness of mission. The TEC
Cénﬁer tf;ihing is generally designed for "re-tooling" and not retraining,:
with the eiception of the Los Angeles Math and Science Retrailning program (see
also the sgctioh on retraining). Some other factors which relate to the weak
l;nk are:’ |

e The TEC Centers are overwhelmed and cverburdenad in their primary
mission and have I;ttle time to nurture IHE relationships beyond
where they are now.

e Most TEC Centers offer uﬁiversicy credit for jointly planned THE/TECC
training; however, university credit, in itself, is not a 14 S -
incentivg»for teacher participation.

o The most suécessful TECC/IHE activities occur where there is a specific
mandate for joiht olanning and inplemencation'of a nrogram,

While we devoted limited time studyinz this issue and did not intevview

[HE representatives, it is clear from our conversations with fEC Center direc-
cor§ that the linkAwith'iHEs is limited, A few directors mantioned, and we
conenr, that wqore formal incentives along the lines of the Talifornia Math

Projéct are needed if additional cooperative effort is desired.

Relationships Among the 15 TEC Centers

Alth§ugh‘the 15 TﬁC Cencefs vary widely in geographic and other character-
istics, théy do cdnstitute a regional staff development network. Building a
network‘thac is responsive td both regional and statewide. staff development
‘ neéd§-wi1L require substantial communication and sharing 6f strategies among the
.IQArioﬁéfqeﬁtgrs; . | |
:A?ﬂ;fxv;f;bgﬁﬂkinds:of,infqrmal and formal communication currently go on among

LSevgt;l_éentergQ;tectors told us that chey have frequent




’ telephone‘contacp_éith other directors and rely on this network for advice
and sharing of ia;;s. Indeed a number of the TECC directors were previously
'associaced with School Resource Centers or PDPICS and have long-standing
collegial relationships that predate TECC. Since these informal contacts are
based on familiarity and trust, it is natural that not all directors are
equally tied into the network.

During’l983-84.the center directors met as a group approximately once every
two monchs. On the whole the directors seem to feel that these meetings are ex-
tremely useful in stimulating the sharing of ideas and strategies as well as in
‘ptomoging the develophent of the statewide network. Superintendent Bill Honig
met with the directors at their September meeting and urged them to develop a
consengual definition of m#po issues and approaches in staff development. n;
Tﬁis seséion scimulated.a major effort by the directors to develop a set of
concept papers as their statement on the "state of the art" of staff develop-
ment. Subsequent meetings during the year were devoted in large part to
ptesentationvand discussion of the substance and implications of the concept
papets, includiﬁg an open session at the annual Staff Developﬁent Conference at
Asilomar. The concept papers address the following areas: (1) Strategis
Planning; (2) State of the Art of Staff Development; (3) Training of Trainers.

The consensus among those directors involved in developing the concept
papers ig that the process they have engaged in is at least as important as
the products. Given the absolutely overwhelming staff development needs in
“the state, there is a general expectation that the TEC Centers mgst be much
rdﬁre than a dissemination network for existing ttaining programs. Indeed the
expectation is that the TEC Centers; as part of the larger educational reform

:;@bvgmgﬁc, will‘he;p devise staff dg?elopmentAsttategigs that are substantially

7  ffmof¢_éf§egc1vé than previous strategies. By developing statements on staff

\)
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development as they envision it at its best, the directors have set some goals
to strive-for as well as determining staff development needs for their own

gstaffs.

Overall, the meetings of the TEC Center directors (and occasionally some
of their staffs) have been successful in building the effectiveness of the
TEC Centers as a regional staff development network. The meetings have promoted
group cohesion and identification of the directors with a significant leader-
ship role in staff development for the state. They are a forum for exchanging
ideas and practices and airing concerns and ‘are the principal point of contact
betweenlthe TEC Centers and the SDE at this time.

One'implicit purpose served by the directors' meetinys 1is .that of qualityqz
control. By focusing many of their discussions on the elements of effective
. staff development the directors are challenged to improve their training and
service strategies. It is hoped that this activity will'be cf particular
benefit tobthose centers that are functioning below the “state of the art.” As
one director ont it, "Within the TECCs we have the same conatinuum of quality as
in the field. Some TECCs say they are different and us: this to hide behind--
this is the fear reaction to change. Tha system need: .2 police itsalf.
vaentnally merit becomes an issue. The meetings are belping to bring alonyg
those centers which are not doing their job."

Since the.meetings7of tne directors serve such an important function, we
believe that the TECd network would benefit from a more comprehensive and sys~
;tematicfapproacb rto the issues addressed as well as attention to the interests
andfconcerns of the centers whose participation has been minimal, Even from
’%those directors who have accended regularly we hear that there is a need for

_‘more meetings covering ‘more’ issues ag well as a need for more careful planning

“fof the meetings and advance notice. Although the meetings have gone rather-well( B



this year with.an ad hoc leadershipfand planning effort, we feel that the
group should conéider formalizing the process, including, perhaps, leadership
roles and'fesponsibilities.a Clarification of the range of purposes and
issueslthat could be covered by such meetings would also be helpful as well as a
process for assessing the needs of directors who may not have "bought in"™ to the
current meeting format and topics.

OQur Qiew is that such problems as there may be in the directors' network
are more a'refleetion‘of the extent of thair needs than any deficiencies
in the meetings that have been held. 1In addition to collegial support and
discussion of theoretical staff development.isenes,'the directors need to be
able to look to the network for ideas or resources that relate to their spectrum
of opetations;‘”Sone of these.needs are at the level of sharing approaches to ™
such practical matters as budgets, staffing pattetns, and contracted services:‘
Othet needs pertéin to'deve10pingvor adapting strategies fer accomplishing
, aspectstef.their mission that may be especially problematic--training strategies
in seienee, development of partnerships with business and industry, and prcfo-
tien ef site-level staff development plans are a few examples. Clearly these
needs go wey beyond'anything that can be met by occasional meetings ef thx
"directors. Perhaps a starting point for the directors would be to discuss or
assess their needs from the network, including needs which might require addi-
‘ tional state-leeel resources, such as training resource centers devoted to major
portions of the TECC mission.

Role of the'Stnte'DeQartment of Education in Relation to the TEC Centers

The Superintendent of Public Instruction (and the SDE) had the major role
-in designating the number. and location of TECC regions and has final authority

“'ffoFJthe‘TECC_program. Education Code Section 44680.08 directs the State Board

."aln May the directors voted to have a steering committee to act as liaison
with the SDE. s o ; . ‘




of Education, in conjunction with the Superintendent, to adopt any rules and
regulations that mighc be necessary to implemenclthe TECC program. As of this
dace; no'euch'regulacions.have been proposed. The SDE also approves plans,
ellocaces,scaCe funds to the centers, and evaluates the effectiveness of the
centers. In addition to these admini.strative respongibilities, the SDE has a
‘major‘staCucory role in coordinating and'facilitating communication among
the cencers making exemplary program models available to all centers, and
providing for an educaLional sofcware library.

The major contact becween the SDE and the TEC Centers is through the

VScaff Developmenc Unit (SDU) (formerly the Office of Staff Develcpment).

'chonsulcancs within the SDU are assigned tn each of the 15 centers and are -
avaiiable to assist TEC Center personnel, executive board members, and policy
' ooard meobere, The 3DU also plays a role in convening and facilitating meetings
of che~fECC'direccors and providing other information and rescurces to TECC
ecaffe

Other units within the SDE‘whose activities relate to the TEC& mission
" and services include the following: (1) Educacional Techaclogy; (2) the
.varLous currizulum units (especially those for math and sciance); (3) School
_ Leadership‘Unic; (4) School Improvement Program; (S) the Program Evaluation and
‘»Research piﬁision; and (6) the Office of Regional Services. At the beginning of

.‘Che-l983?84 school year, Superincendenc Bill Honig and representatives of the

' ,_various SDE unics Spoke to Cha TECC direccors presumably in order to set the

"scage for gore active coo.eratfle accivities between the SDE and the centers.
';,'fhe fECC orogram‘wes originally seen as a vehicle for bringing California
.ljeducacors inco che "informacion age. The Honig administration srd SB 813,
o}cwich an emphasis on reform of curriculum and instruction, have recast the

mission so chat computers become one ‘tool for improving curriculum and
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ihinstruction.v Le. understandably takes time for new leadership to put its imprint
on a major program and to gain commitment to the new mission in the field. More
specifically, it has taken time for the SDE to translate the new mission iiito
strateéies for staff development.

At the time that the TEC Centers were planned and estabiished, there was
intense involvement in their implementation at the highest levels within the
SDE as well as in the Governor's office and the Legislature. There is less
prec:ical need for the 3DE to be closely involved in procedural matters now
tﬁat the TECC Centers have been in operation for uearly two years. Some TECC
directors interpreted the decreased involvement of the SDE as a lcss of inter-
est. As one director put it, "We have gone from being a blood child to a
stepchild.™ The disangagement has teken place on both the SDE and the TECC
sides of the relationship and seems to have arisen, at least in part, from.the
complexities and ambiguities in.the governance of the TECC program. In particu-
lar, it is unclear how the melding of statewide staff development needs and
regional needs is to be accomplished and how the SDE can facilitate linkage
between the TEC Centers and other staff development resources. Given this
ambiguity and the value which the SDE places on local autonomy, the SDU kept a
low profile partly to avoid any hint of interfering with the regional governance
structure. The SDU adopted the stance that the TEC Centers are relatively
self-gufficient and will ask for help when they need it. Concern about the
disengagement was exﬁressed to ug by TEC Center directors, policy board chair-
persons, and SDE staff. Because interest in and expectations for the TEC
Ceeters remain extremely high, a strong relationship between the centers and the
SDE seems important to maximize success of the TECC effort.

The TEC Centers are still quite new, and their relationships to other

s

- staff development providers, local educational agencies, and the SDE are still
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evolving. There is no doubt thac they are already playing a significant role

in prqfeqsional development of school staff, especially in introducing micro-
computers into the instructional process. The extent to which the TEC Centers
can contribute to addressing the massive professional development and retraining
needs iﬁ California depends on numerous factors, one of which 18 a strong coop-
erative relationship with the SDE. The SDE is, after all, uniquely positioned |
to infiuence state-level educational policy§ and the TEC cen:érs currently have
a stronget opportunity than any other local agency to effect partnerships among
alL of the fegional and local agencies which can concribgte to solutions of our
staff development needs.

In general, there is a need for the SDE to provide mareAdirection to the
TECC program. We understand the reluctance on bnth sides to enter into a
relationship in which the SDE usurps control or imposes d;rection in a "top-
down"” manner. However, this impasse can be sidestepped if the SDE leadership
role is construed noc~1n terms of control but in terms of linkage, facilitation,
and invoivemenc in cooperative endeavors.

Late in the spring of 1984 the SDE initiated meetings with the TEEC
directocs as a whole and with a smaller steering commmittee to develop a closer
and more cooperative working relationship. Both the SbE and rhe directors
seemed to recégnize ghe importance and timeliness of this endeavor. Both
parties now seem more cpmmICted to developing stronger ties and to clafifying

their respective roles in the TECC program,

)
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