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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

The concern for quality education has given rise to countless
innovative endeavors over the last half century. Many of these
endeavors, though noble in intent, have been shortlived and of
questionable value, Nevertheless, the search continues, The increas-
ing interest in teacher education centers reflects the continuing
concern for quality education programs.

In a monograph published jointly by The American Association of
Colleges for Teacher Education, Leadership Training Institute on
Educational Personnel Development and ERIC Clearinghouse on Teacher
Education, dated November 197L, Schmieder and Yarger make this
commitment:

Of all the new concepts in American education today,

the teaching center is probably the most widely accepted

as having significant promise for improving the quality of

instruction in our schools.t
At least two reasons exist for the quick acceptance of the teacher
education centers. This particular educational reform has been
initiated jointly by two educational components that historically have
had discordanbiconstituencies--the public schools and the university.
Secondly, being initiated jointly, "this is one movement in which the
accent is on the pgsitive-—a welcome and much needed thrust in
nl

American education,

Cooperation has long been considered a virtue, Further, in the



school setting cooperation is claimed as a professional goal of the
education process.3 Whether cooperation is a rational basis for
quality education, however, may be a critical question. When people
interrelate, especially in a joint endeavor, changes often occur.
Attitudinal changes, as well as knowledge changes may affect the
interpretation of both process and product. Teacher centering as a
repository for bringing together theory and practice, preservice
and inservice efforts and a general bridging of educational gaps,

offers opportunity for significant observation.
The Problem

The problem with which this study deals grew out of planning
in November 1973 to implement a teacher education center in Stillwater,
Oklahoma. Although several thousand centers are currently known to be
in existence, the very nature of centers defies exclusive or discrete
definition.h Each teacher center in America is unique to the extent
that it services a locally or territorially identified need. General-
izations regarding personnel and development therefore must be
extracted for evaluation and professional assistance in other
developmental programs.

The crucial issue concerning teacher education centers is whether
they accomplish what they set out to accomplish. At the onset of the
Stillwater experimental teacher center, it was noted by planners that
systematic observations and records would be invaluable to develop-
mental progress and the maximizing of program goals.5 This
descriptive study was primarily concerned with knowledge and attitudi-

nal changes that occur in personnel from the two institutions



currently responsible for professional training--the university and

the public schools--when they are brought together in a joint venture.
Background Material

In the spring of 1974 a steering committee was established to
study the possible involvement of the Stillwater public school system
and the Oklahoma State University College of Education in a cooperative
program to provide better training of prospective elementary teachers,
In the fall of 197L, after studying existing national programs with
preservice and inservice components, Phase I (preservice education) of
a teacher education center wés begun in Stillwater, Oklahoma. The
title selected by the steering committee for the program was ONSITE
(Oklahoma Nucleus for School Involvement in Teacher Education),

According to Schmieder and Yarger, it normally takes about twenty
years or more for a new innovation to work its way into the mainstream
of American education.6 However, this has not been true of teacher
centers, A rough extrapolation of data gathered in a 1973 National
Teaching Center Survey indicated that there could be as many as
L,500 sites perceived as beinglin some way associated with the teaching
center movement.7 One of the apparent reasons for its popularity is
because teacher centers lack a specific definition,8 Actually, a
teacher center is limited only by the restrictions those involved want
to place upon it. Often the words which frame the name indicate the
main focus of that particular center, Other names commonly used for
the teaching center are: teacher center, learning center; staff
development center, teacher education center, educational cooperative

and training complex. Besides these there are many unusual names such



as Master Inservice Plan, UNITE (United Neighborhoods in Teacher
Education), and MEIL (Movement to Encourage Improved Learning)., There
are more than 200 different titles for the 600 sites studied in the
1973 Survey alone,9 This pliant structure, of course, may eventuate
as a strength or a weakness. The program may be designed to meet the
needs of a particular community or situation. Therefore, teacher
centering has been found to be desirable as a tool of education for
teachers. The Stillwater, Oklahoma community, then is joining the
many communities in America as well as communities in other countries
such as England, Holland and Japan, in developing a teacher education

center concep'o.10

Need for the Study

Personnel in teacher education at Oklahoma State University and
in the Stillwater public schools recognized the need for field
experiences in preservice training that would provide earlier contact
with children in the classroom and extend the time in which university
students work with children prior to student teaching, Thus the
immediate research is significant to future planning in teacher
education at Oklahoma State University. Nationally, there is a very
heavy emphasis being placed on field education or on-site courses and
experiences where use of resources can be maximized., Open philosophi-
cal stances are encouraging more practical and meaningful curriculum
designs. Combs stresses that teacher education must be responsible
for developing people who can both acquire and act upon knowledge,

To effectively utilize learning theories, he says that we must involve

students personally, in and out of the classroom., If learning is

k)



mostly the responsibility of the student, then according to Combs,
direct experience should increase the extent and retention of
learning.11
For years complaints have filtered back and forth through
educational channels concerning unrealistic approaches to teacher
training, Public school administrators, classroom teachers, community
members and educational technologists have all voiced serious doubt

as to whether a single system can satisfactorily meet all the needs of

teacher preparation, The NDEA Task Force publication, Teachers for

the Real World, says that university personnel and facilities are not
1,12

adequate to carry on the necessary training for school personne
Perhaps the consortium element incorporated in the teacher center
concept will not only offer a means to bridge the gap between
theoretical and clinical training of both preservice and inservice
teachers, but might also offer a means to close the gap which has
existed for s0 long between the university and the school system,
Although many affirmations are to be found in professional
literature concerning the teacher center concept, many cautionary
voices are also being raised from within the center movement, as well
as from the outside, Judith Ruchkin, working at the University of
Maryland, as late as summer 1974 reiterates the plea of many program
designers for empirical findings rather than mere exhortations,
Concerning research she statess
While the efficacy of these efforts remains to be
demonstrated, and the context and/or process variables
responsible for differential outcomes remain largely
unidentified, these shared endeavors are worthy of systematic
inquiry. For those concerned with characteristics of educa-
tion enviromments; a focus on the development and

structure of a dual institutional venture is particularly
illuminating,13



In drawing implications from an investigation called the Teacher
Education Center for Urban Schools (TECUS), Ruchkin strongly urges:
Those currently contemplating the initiation of
interinstitutional professional training--or rebrainizz- -

efforts would do well to insist upon the inclusion of a

research and evaluation component in all phases of such

projects. Constant program monitoring would serve to

provide data for ongoing decision making as well as to

determine eventual worth.

Another pressure which has brought about positive action is the
favorable view given to the center concept by Federal grants supporting
innovative ideas in teacher preparation, A number of demonstration
centers were started by Task Force '72 of the United States Office
of Education.15 In the past decade there has been much increased
concern for and support of such ideas. Among those well publicized
is the Ford Foundation's Comprehensive School Improvement Program
which supported what have sometimes been referred to as “lighthouse
schools®,10 Although the Stillwater/0SU venture is not funded
federally, it is not beyond the hopes of those involved that

successful experimentation coupled with an enthusiastic imaginative

proposal might eventuate in some federal support.
Significance of the Investigation

Teacher centering as a well designed process for systemic
educational improvement is well under way in America. According to a
study by Emmitt D. Smith, coordinator of the Texas Center for Improve-
ment of Educational Systems, “approximately one-third of the states
have passed legislation and/or administrative regulations which . . .
relate to the teacher center movement in the U, S." (18 out of SO).17

He further states that the other two-thirds of the states consider



their involvement’to be at the study level, Oklahoma has not been
mandated to establish centers; but they have arisen from recognized
needs within the profession. At this point in time, the immediate
teacher education center, the Stillwater/OSU venture, is internally
motivated by those involved in order to improve the student teacher
program, to unite the preservice and inservice educational development
programs more successfully, to renew the vigor and vision of
: educationai personnel and to bring together local educational con-
stituencies such as teachers, students, administrators, supervisors,
university staff and interested community people for the purpose of
sharing experiences and resources.
This particular study should add knowledge in the following areas:

1, Alternatives for effective programs for teachers

2 Role clarification of center participants

3. Identification of immediate problems in

teacher education
lie Positive activities and experiences for
‘ preservice and inservice teachers
5S¢ Attitudinal changes among personnel involved
in a cqoperative venture in teacher preparation

and education,
Purpose of the Study .

The purpose of this study was to determine what changes occur in
the knowledge and attitudes of teachers, professors, associate
teachers and principals when they are involved in establishing and

maintaining a teacher education center., Specifically, the focus of



this study was on the following questions:

Regarding the teachers:

1)

2)

3)

L)

5)

What were the“expressed attitudes of classroom teachers toward
a teacher education center when the plan was first proposed?
What effect does the teacher education center have on teachers!
attitudes toward educational theory?

How do teachers involved in the teacher education center feel
about having professors in their immediate environment?

What are some of the advantages of the teacher education
center from the point of view of the teacher?

What are some of the disadvantages of the teacher education

center from the point of view of the teacher?

Regarding the professors:

1)

2)
3)

L)

What effect does the teacher education center have on the
professors! attitude toward classroom teachersg! ability to
relate theéry to practice?

What are some of the advantages of the teacher education
center from the point of view of the professors?

What are some of the disadvantages of the teachei education
center from the point of view of the professors?

How do methods taught in the regulér sessions on campus for
student teachers differ from methods taught at the teacher -

education center site for associate teachers?

Regarding the associate teachers:

1)

2)

In what activities do associate teachers engage in a teacher
education center?

Do associate teachers feel confident in the areas of



instruction and classroom management as a result of involvement
in the teacher education center? If so, how?

3) What are some of the advantages of the teacher education
center from the point of view of the associate teachers?

L) What are some of the disadvantages of the teacher education
center from the point of view of the associate teacher?

Regarding the principals:

1) To what degree do principals feel responsible for preservice
and inservice education of teachers?

2) What role do principals take in the teacher education
center?

3) What types of feedback do principals get from teachers
involved in the teacher education center?

L) What are some of the advantages of the teacher education
center from the point of view of the principals?

5) What are some of the disadvantages of the teacher education

center from the point of view of the principals?
Assumptions

For the purpose of this study the following assumptions were
posited:
l. That cqmmunication is one basis for attitude and knowledge
. change,
2. That the interview techniques used for data collection are
- valid for this particular study.
3o That personnel involved in the establishing of a teacher

education center will respond to the study accurately since
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they are volunteers.
L. That personnel interviewed will respond honestly to the
questions since the interviewer assured them of anonymity.

5. That this teacher center is a cooperative venture.
Definition of Terms

The following definitions are presented to provide the reader
a point of reference for terms used in this study.

Teacher center concept. The teacher center concept consists of

a place, in situ or in changing locations, which
develops programs for the training and improvement
of educational personnel (inservice teachers,
preservice teachers, administrators, para=-
professionals, college teachers, etc.) in which
the participating personnel have an opportunity
to share successes; to utilize a wide range of
education resources, and to receive training
specifically relateg to their most pressing
teaching problems.1

Teacher centerigg. This is another term which refers to the

process of establishing teacher centers.

Teacher education_center, ONSITE program. The local experimental
program in Stillwater, Oklahoma utilizing the teaching
center concept identified itself with the title, ONSITE
program. The letters stand for Oklahoma Nucleus for School
Involvement in Teacher Education., The teacher education
center is a local adaptation of the overall center concept;x/
The program is in Phase I with preservice in focus, This

teacher education center consists of three cooperating public

schools and one university.
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ONSITE classroom, A specific room set aside in one school for

use by center personnel (associate teachers, professors,
Eggchers). Methods cggr§9§? educational psychology and
audio-visual aids are Laﬁght in this room with easy access
to elementary children. Adjacent to this room is an
observation room so this room is also used for demonstration
lessons and feedback by professors and teachers,

Associate teacher, This term is applied specifically to the

university students involved in the ONSITE program.
They take methods courses in the ONSITE classroom and
are in a clinical setting in the classroom with the
teacher one and a half hours, four days weekly for the
entire year preceding their student teaching experience,

Student teacher., This is the student who is in the regular

student teaching program on campus. His/her methods and
student teaching experience are blocked into one semester,
usually during the senior year at college,

Inservice program, This term refers to the instructional and

professional development program designed to enrich teachers
already certified and employed.

Preservice program. This is the instructional program developed

for educational purposes to benefit future teachers or

teachers in training,
Limitations of the Study

Though descriptive techniques were used throughout the study, it

is necessary to describe the limitations which are inherent,
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1. Reliability of the study was affected by the difficulty of
recording and reporting responses to unstructured, non-
directive questions,.

2, A random sample of the population was not obtained, Because
of uncontrolled factors, it should be apparent that the
findings of this investigation can be generalized beyond the
population from which the sample was selected only if the

limitations are fully recognized,
Organization of the Study

This study is reported in five chapters., Chapter I is an
introductory chapter stating the problem which establishes validity for
the study. Theoretical foundations are asserted within the chapter
subdivisions,

Chapter II represents a review of selected literature and research.
A brief history of teacher centers is related and the typology and
characteristics of teacher centers is reviewed, Selected demonstrative
models are discussed,

Chapter III is a presentation of the research methodology utilized
in this study. Procedures for data collection and the instrument are
presented,

Chapter IV is a presentation of the analysis of the data and
Chapter V includes a summarization of the study and presents
conclusions and recommendations for further research, and further

considerations.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Much has been written about teaching centers in professional
literature but few statistical studies have been conducted which
provide data on the effectiveness of such programs, The publication
market is replete with documents stimulated by the U. S, Office of
Education and articles by program sponsors dealing with or related to
teacher centers in England, Holland, Russia and Japan as well as
America, According to Joyce and Weil, the majority of literature
which describes the potential operation of teacher centers comes from
centers in all parts of the country which, for the most part, have
been funded in some way by the U, S, Office of Education,l Although
the teacher center concept is not new, its tenets being identifiable
in this country as far back as the report of the Flowers Committee
in 19)48,2 the movement per se is relatively new beginning with a
few centers in 1960-61 to more than 4,500 in 1974.3 As is normal with
first stages in any movement, the literature is limited and somewhat
flawed. The majority of the literature deals with problems of
coordination and government rather than the more substantive focus

b

of training and the training process.,  Such emphasis is expected
since nearly all the teacher centers in the United States have
involved consortia of school districts, colleges, and community

organizations. The Stillwater/Oklahoma State University teacher
f

15
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center in its beginnings is no exception,

Consequently, the literature included in this review will be
representative of that which is available rather than a comprehensive
coverage., The review is organized by categories utilizing the
following subheadings: (1) History of Teacher Centers (2) Typology of
Teacher Centers (3) Characteristics of Teacher Centers and (L)

Assorted Models of Teacher Centers,
History of Teacher Centers

For more tangible origins of the teacher center movement we must
go outside the borders of this country. M. Vere DeVault says
"Although the first experiences (in England) related directly to the
curriculum project of the Nuffield Foundation, it soon became evident
that the teacher center concepi was an idea of wide utility,WS The
term, "teacher center® was first used in Great Britain to describe
a sort of teachers' club, the purpose of which was to make it easier
for teachers to get together and discuss education matters, watch
demonstrations and examine new materials and attend seminars on
educational improvement-~or just socializeo6 The Schools Council,
an independent curriculum development organization, made the use of
teacher centers a central part of their efforts and the movement in
England has grown from a few centers in 1960 to more than 600 in
197h.7 Vincent Rogers also points to the revolutionary action in

schooling and teacher training in England as a part of the contagious

movement.8 The Plowden Report in 1967 entitled, Children and Their

Primary Schools, called public attention to the educational

philosophies and approaches being exercised in the British Primary
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Schools,? Since then a Report by a Committee of Inquiry appointed by
the Secretary of State for Education and’Science focused on teacher
education and training in England.l0 The committee chaired by lord
James of Reisholm took an unusual approach to teacher education and
considered it in reverse order to what is usually the process,
Because general education has been the focus of undergraduate work,
many inadequacies have been blatently present at the preservice and
inservice levels of instructional programs. The James committee
decided to attend to this need and constructed a matrix of teacher
centers located within the schools which were to provide for the
inservice needs of teachers first; then they considered what should be
prerequisite or foundational to the teaching experience. The James
repert is explicit in spelling out the needs for teacher centers as
well as defining the entities necessary to the centers, Lillian
Weber further excited public interest with the publication of her

booky; The English Infant School and Informal Education in 1971,11

Harry Silberman brought to Americans an awareness of the

potential for change with such books as Crisis in the Classroom.12

B. O, Smith and others who prepared for the Task Force of the NDEA,

the publicationy; Teachers for the Real World, continued the clarion

cry for the establishment of centers for teacher education in the
setting where the teachers work.13 Hard on the heels of these and
other NDEA publlcatlons came the b1g movement toward competencyabased
teacher educatlon and c:ert:Lf’:Lca‘c.:.on.,1)'l This educational thrust has
been more than supportive of the teacher center concept and according
to the Final Report from the Ad Hoc National Advisory Committee on

Training Complexes, the people who were so active in earlier teacher
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education projects are now the ones who are giving their time and
talents to producing a variety of models for competency-based teacher

15

centers.,
Typology of Teacher Centers

A recent research project which attempted to identify organiza-
tion and function typology of teacher education centers was done by
Sam Yarger of the Syracuse Teacher Center Project.16 Although there
are other concerns which are prominent in the teacher center movement,
such as defining, Yarger felt that a prime concern had to be some
form of type identification by which educators could communicate and
through which comparative studies could be realized, With the
explanation that at best typologies are little more than synthetic
attempts to simplify rather complex phenomena, he gathered data and
attempted to focus on major characteristics, No claim was or is made
for coverage of all possible variables, Yarger surveyed over 200
teacher center sites in the United States and established several
identifiable types of teacher centers. The results of his efforts
have been distilled down to seven organizational types of teacher
centers, none of which, of courée, is pure., They are: (1) Independent
type teacher center, (2) Quasi-independent type teacher center, (3)
Professional organization type teacher center, (L) Single unit type
teacher center, (5) Free local par?nership type teacher center, (6)
Free local consortium type teacher center, and (7) Legislative/
political consortium type teacher center, These seven types were
rfirst published in 1973 and to date have had little refinement.,

In documents dated Spring 197417 and November 197h,18 Yarger's
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organizational types continue to contain the following identifying
essential and common elements. The center examples listed were
selected by Schmieder and Yarger as the best available to exemplify

each type.19

Organizational Types

(1) Independent Teaching Center, This model is perhaps most

closely related to its progenitor--the British model. The essential
characteristic is that it is legally independent from any formal
educational institution. The ﬁeacher is the center of the program

and the focus is on her needs. Since teachers become involved
voluntarily, this type of center generally has high teacher credibility.
Financial support is usually supplied by private foundations,.

Directors and implementers in the independent teaching center enjoy a
great deal of freedom and flexibility. Two excellent examples of

this type of center are Teachers, Inc. of New York and The Teacher
Works located in Portland, Oregon.

(2) Quasi~-independent Teaching Center. The major difference

between this type of'teacber center and the independent type is that
it is legally associated with a formal educational institution, This
talmost¥ independent type does enjoy a high degree of autonomy,
however, even though there is a formal institutional tie, The degree
of autonomy is affected by the charisma of the director and program
personnel, The major fogus of the program is on teacher needs rather
than institutional goals. Autonomy is the distinguishing element in
this type of center. Some of the finest examples of this organiza-

tional type are the Workshop Center for Open Education in New York
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under the guidance of Lillian Weber and the Teachers! Learning Center
operating in San Francisco, California.

(3) Professional Organization Teaching Center. This type of

center is somewhat rare but it is organized and operated exclusively
by a professional teacher organization. There are two ways to go
about having a professional organization teaching cenier. 1) A
"negotiated" center is the result of bargaining and usually focuses on
professional as well as educational problems, 2) "Subject area®
centers usually arise out of subject-focused orgénizations and tend
to emphasize a particulaf high priority classroom subject, Funds for
this type center come from many sources but governance is kept ex-
clusively in the hands of the prcfessional organization., Identified
examples of this type of teacher center include: Scarsdale Teaching
Institute in New York, and the Boise Public Schools Teacher Center

in Idaho.

(L4) Single Unit Teaching Center, This type teacher center is

probably an outgrowth of inservice programs, It is the most common
type of center in America and its essential characteristic is that it

' is legally associated with and administered by a single educational
institution, It often is difficult to distinguish between this type

of center and an inservice program. The center, however, is usually
more complex in both program and organizational structure. ‘A low

level of parity exists as this is a very authoritarian center in nature.
External resources and funds are often tapped but the major responsi-
bility lies with the institution and the program is usually slanted
toward institutional needs and goals, Exemplary centers of this

particular type are to be found in the Teacher Education Renewal
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Program in Maine and glso in the North Dallas Teacher Education Center.

(5) Free Partnership Teaching Gentér; This is the simplest form
of organizational type center based on the consortium concept.
Essentially‘it has a 1ega1,«fo;mal or informal relationship between
only two discrete institutions., The two institutions usually involved
in this partneréhip are a school system and a university or college,
There may be several systems and/or universities but only these two
types of institutions are involved in this type center: Another
prerequisité for this classification is that the partnership is

freely entered rather than a ?esponse to a legal mandate, Thig”part—
=nership of two partners has become quite popular because it is easier
to initiate apd maintain a relationship between two partners rather
fbhan three or more, Usually the program shows evidence of efforts

to incorporéte concerns of both partners. Eﬁamples of this type are
numerous., Outstanding centers that classify as free partnership
teaching centers are Syracuse University=--West Genessee Teaching
Center and Minqeapolis Teacher Center. It is also called to the
reader's attention that the ONSITE program, a Stillwater public schools/
Oklahoma State University teachéf education center (Phase I) would
most logigaiiy be identified withvthis pérticular organizational
structure,

(6) Free Consortium Teaching Center., The difference between the

designation partnership and consortium is the number of involved
institutions, An essential cﬁaracteristic for the free consortium

type is a legal, formal or informal relationship between three or more
discrete institutions who have willingly become involved. Of necessity,

all component parts of this consortium are more complex because of the
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number involved, Progress is usually slower in that more needs and
goals must be considered and the decision making process becomes more
involved, Program emphasis must be more general in order to cover
more territory., External support is often an underlying reason for
involvement in this type of teacher center, The future of this type
center may also rely on institutional ability to recognize personal
benefits, Positive long range goals are essential to overcome short
range inconveniences, Two urban centers are fine examples of this
free consortium type teaching center: Atlanta Area Teacher Education
Service and Houston Teacher Center,

(7) legislative/Political Consortium Teaching Center, This

type of center is highly visible because its organization and consti-
tuency are mandated by legislation or political criteria, Often
the State education agency is charged with overseeing the process,
In a way, partigipation is forced but participation by eligible members
may be optiopal. Financial incentives are often available for
participants., This type of center tends to involve larger numbers of
participants than other consortia. Often this type of center is
based on territorial boundaries, Many states are suggesting this type
should also be charged with certification responsibilities., Many
legislative/political consortium centers have become the standard
place for implementing inservice programs. Rhode Island and Texas
have mandated such centers. Their formal titles are Rhode Island
Teacher Center located in Providence and Texas Center for the
Improvement of Educational Systems operating out of Austin,

., In attempting to make teacher centers a more clearly understood

concept, Yarger also developed functional types. In synthesizing this
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part of the typology, he built upon previous works. The major portion
of a report by Joyce and Weil was dedicated to a description of three
styles of teacher center operation.2o They laid the groundwork for
what Yargér“iater expanded into his first functional type. Although
gentsrsxgre bard to classify, agd‘it is admitted that often more

than one style may be detected in a parpicular center, nevertheless
there are\epngh distinguishing ghsracteristics to make these divisions
fairly discrete. The following four functional types are the results
of Yarger's attempts to identify centers by function in addition to
organization, Again the author has made every effort to be inclusive

of all components identified by the original researcher,

Functional Types

(1) Facilitating Teaching Center, Originally Joyce and Weil

called this type of center the ihformal "English"* type. The thrust is
toward having a place where teachers can freely explore materials,
think out and share problems, and engage in generally colleagueal
activities, The atmosphere is conducive to positive interaction with
personnel, ideas and materials. Those who come to the center, do so
on a volunteer basis and there is no formal program. Providing for
the {eacher's psrsonal and professional growth and development are the
prime functions, Examples of this functionary type center are The
Greater Boston Teacher Center in Massachusetts and the Advisory and
Learning Exchange in Washington, D. C,

(2) Advocacy Teaching Center. This second type of center has a

highly visible thrust. It is characterized by a specific philosophical

stance that is incorporated into the center as the focus of the
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program. This type of center may advocate a concept such as humanism,
open education, team teaching, accountability, etc., It is usually
dedicated, however, to a single concept., Fine examples of this type
of programmatic commitment are to be found in Project Change working
out of SUNY in Cortland, New York and the College of Education Teacher
Center at the University of Toledo in Ohio,

(3) Responsive Teaching Center., This type of center is non-

directional in approach. Two kinds of responses are prevalent in this
type of center, The focus of one type of response is to the needs of
individual teachers and the other focus is on the needs of institutions.
These two functions usually coordinate with two different organiza-
tional types. Either kind of responsive type of center is geared to
help constituents identify needs and satisfy them. Programs are
naturally diverse and funding usually comes from outside sources. Two
American centers that conform to this particular functional design are
Kanawha County Teacher Center in Charleston, West Virginia and
Appalachian Training Complex in Boone, North Carclina.

(4) Functionally Unique Teaching Center., The fourth and last

functional type of center is unique in that it is designed to meet a
specific need that is nqt classifiable in any other category. It is
quite limited in thrust, Often this type of center grows out of an
experimental project or a single technique endeavor, This would be
the case if a teacher or a school were utilizing the visual literacy
approach to teaching lower socio=-economic children to read. Other
teachers might hear of the success and ask to observe, From that
might come a request for instruction in technique. This type of

center would be implemented to satisfy this identified need.
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Flexibility is inherent in this design, Good examples of centers
that function in this way are Appalachian Teacher Center located at
the University of West Virginia in Morgantown and Children's Museum in

Boston, Massachusetts,
Characteristics of Teacher Centers

Yarger and Schmieder say that if there is any one feature that
characterizes American teaching centers,; it is their diversity.21
However, within that diversity there are certain thrusts that seem
ever present regardless of shape or form., James Collins from Syracuse
University notes in his article, ®The Making of a Teaching Center",
that

seeregardless of the specific type of teaching center one

wishes to develop, the issues are much the same., The

questions of purpose, function, program, organigation,

financing, and governance have to be addressed.
David Selden from American Federation of Teachers and Dave Darland
from National Education Association concur with the above issues by
addressing themselves to such considerations in a recent report
entitled, "Teacher Centers: Who's in Charge?" This report bears a
1972 dateline and was prepared for the Leadership Training Institute
in Teaching of the U, S. Office of Education,23

Joyce and Weil identify three characteristics from the literature
as being unique to most teacher centers:

(1) Most teacher centers, if not all, are established by a

consortia to provide education for preservice and/or

- inservice teachers,

(2) The major focus of teacher centers is on clinical

training. The teacher center is usually located in the

schools where the teachers are,

(3) A major objective of teacher centers is to bring about
positive educational change by serving the felt needs of



the teacher. By the same token; the center serves a
school improvement thrust when it helps teachers acquire
the competency needed to implement new curricula or
improve existing ones.

Assorted Models of Teacher Centers

Because. of the lack of a common definition, American teacher/
teaching centers take a,vérieby of foci, It would be inaccurate to
offer samples as typical or representative; however, a selection of
models is offered to demonstrate the unigueness of direction and
implementatibn of centers while simultaneously sharing the common aim

of @foféssional development of educational personnel.

Kansas University Alternative Teacher

Education Program

This program deals almost exclusively with preservice teacher
education, It is offered as an alternative program to the regular
student teaching program with the intent of getting the student into
the school setting earlier and for a more extended period of pre- .
student teaching classroom experiences, The writer selected this
particular school for inclusion in the models because Phase I of the
Stillwater/0SU teacher education center is also specificélly designed
for preservice teachers.

According to the Director of the Kansas University Alternative
Teacher Education Program, Dr, Campbell, this program has several
unique features as compared to their regular program. 1) The
alternative program content includes a threg semesber course in

"Human Relations for Teachers", 2) It also includes a two semester
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sequence of learnings entitled "Generic Teaching Skills", and 3)
modularized coursework in educational psychology, measurement, social
and philosophical foundations and various subject level teaching
methods courses, The additional unique feature of this program is the
requirement that each student spend a minimum of one-half day per
week in aiding assignment in the field during each of the first three
semesters of the program., This Kansas University progrﬁm is designed
as competency/performance based experience for students who have
volunteered and made a commitment to the concept. The staff has
identified the competencies desired and the modular course where they
are to be acquired., This is a feature that is often found.in centers

designated as preservice oriented.

Appalachian Training Complex

The Appalachian Training Complex is a federal project sponsored
by Appalachian State University in Boone, North Carolina. It was
developedvin cooperation with Task Force '72 of the U, S, Office of
Educatién.  The Complex is inclusive of'séveral teaching centers
(training centers or clusters), The original idea of training centers
grew out of assessment of staff development needs. The first of
several training centers which now exist was called the "Lighthouse
Project" and was begun in 1970. The Triple T program at Appalachian
State was the forerunner of the Training Complex and gave evidence of
concern for "real world" involvement.,

The Training Complex works with school systems in eight mountain
counties serving fifty seven,schoolé.in the Appalachian region., This

area is basically rural in nature although several large cities are
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located within the project boundaries. The sponsoring institution is
Appalachian State University buf the Complex headquarters is located
in Wilkes Community College in Wilkes County., Financing is shared
cooperatively by a grant from the National Center for the Improvement
of Educational Systems of the United States Office of Education, by
the North Carolina State Department of Public Instruction, nine
school districts in the region, foundation grants, the regional junior
colleges, and by Appalachian State University. This complicated
consortia reinforces the belief that no longer does any one agency
have responsibility for training educational personnel; This is a
prime example of the cooperative thrust. All agencies are expected
to work together to develop and produce competent teachers and admini-
strators,

Beyond the federal project, Appalachian State University has made
a commitment to draw upon the real experiences of the public schools
for making their teacher preparation program more effective, They
already offer ten additional field based alternatives to their
standard student teaching program. Appalachian State University, like
Oklahoma State University, is concerned that students have the option
of an earlier and longer field experience., In an unpublished proposal
for Teacher Education Centers dated as recently as January 10, 1975,
Dr. Kenneth Jenkins, Assistant Dean; College of Education,
Appalachian State University tentatively defined a center as follows:

A Teaching Center is an organization that focuses its

attention and energies to creating a symbiotic collaboration

in teacher education between a sponsoring teacher preparation

institution and the public schools., It is somewhat

geographic in nature, but is primarily a coordinating,

programming and liason unit., Its efforts are directed to
the full range of delivery systems and services implicit
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in full teacher education, both preservice and inservice.25
Jenkins points out that the most important single aspect of
the definition implies a full collaborative thrust by both the school
systems and the university, The proposal identifies five major
center functions.

1) The Center will be a coordinating agency for more
extensive and intensive field experiences for the preservice
teacher,

2) The Center will become a coordinator of a better
integrated inservice or staff development program.

3) The Center will act as an information exchange bank

for promising and/or proven ideas, programs, strategies,
techniques and gimmicks.

L4) The Center will act as a follow-up and feedback

mechanism for the impact and effectiveness of all

aspects of the teacher preparation program.

5) The Center will act as a contracting agency for the
identification of skills and attitudes deemed
necessary by the profession and the subsequent
development of learning modules to help achieve them,

26

It is at the point of the first identified function relating. to
preservice responsibility that the aims and functions of the CNITTI
program align forcefully with those projected by Appalachian State.
If the center is the coordinating agency for an abundancy of
experiences this would indeed "permit earlier identification of those
students for whom education is not the best direction their lives can
take; and it would tend to make the existing professional more

responsible for the quality of the entering professional."27

Kanawha Valley Multi-Institutional Teacher

Education Center (MITEC)

Kanawha Valley MITEC has been in opefation since 1966, It is now
independent of federal funds but is an outgrowth of a seven-state

project known as M-STEP (Multi-State Teacher Education Project) and
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the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, Title V, MITEC
claims to be a concept rather than a place., This concept is one of
sharing resources--human, material, and financial--in a cooperative
effort to upgrade teacher education. MITEC consists of a consortium
of six colleges, four public school systems, state department, and
professional organizations that work as partners. West Virginia now
has teacher education centers established throughout the state, MITEC
is only one that currently exists. This has been made possible
through legislatiﬁe funding, In 1971, the spate legislature
appropriated $125,000 to establish seven centers in West Virginia to
serve each of the twenty-one teacher preparation institutions of
higher education.

Another center that got its initial start by federal funding is
the Dallas Teacher Education Center (DTEC), It was funded in 1970 by
the U, S, Office of Education under the Education Professions
Development Act. This center was established to effectively meet
educational preservice and inservice personnel needs in an urban
sebting, Centers have been mandated into existence in Texas, New York
has also responded to legislation requiring the implementation of
teacher centers, Other centers in the form of consortia relationships
have been legislatively prescribed in Florida,

Although the legislative involvement of these centers is one key
to their particular uniquenq§§, the optional experiences offered to
students of teaching is the attraction ﬁhat MITEC has for impact upon
the Stillwater/OSU consortia planning. Often even classroom
experiences do not reflect the realities of teaching and many

encounters in a variety of settings and under varying conditions, are
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encouraged for inclusion in optional enrichment experiences for pre-

service teachers at Oklahoma State University.

The Wednesday Program

This program is strictly an inservice program of the Princeton
Regional Schools in Princeton, New Jersey. The school system has
taken the responsibility for the professional development of the entire
staff., The Wednesday Program is a regular released-time program
designated to provide opportunities for personal competencies and the
responsibility and power to exercise bh§m. Every Wednesday, the
regular school schedule is suspended and from 1:30-3:30 participants
are free to create their own learning activities or select from a
variety of offerings. The uniqueness of this program is attitudinal
in nature. This school system is concerned enough about the
professionalrgrowth and development of all involved in the learning
procéss to invest salaried time, The task of the school, as they see
it, is to enhance the ability of the individual to play a responsible
~and creative role in his society. This stance clearly infers that
the learning process continues after‘gradpation from college and that
the role of the student is incorporated in the role of the teacher,
Although Phase I of the Sti;lwater/OSU center has focused on the
preservice growth and deve;opment, school personnel are voicing a

desire to incorporate an inservice component next.
Conclusion

An increasing concern for professional growth and development

within the ranks of educational circles is evidenced by the abundance
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and diversity.of efforts within the teacher/teaching center movement,
In presenting a rationale for a study of the movement in America,
Yarger and Leonard.called attention to the lack of a generic concept.28
Such a concept, inclusive of criteria by which a teacher center could
be distinguished from other programs, would indeed be helpful; but
none exists, Instead "it all too frequently elicits a very
personalized definition depending on who hears the term,"2?  The
reasons they offer for this loose nomenclature are first, the concept
is not unique to American education and second, the concept seemingly
has a plurality of historical antecedents within American education, 3
Even a surface scanning of available literatmre would tend to support
this conjecture,

The elusive nature of teacher centers may well be attacked as
another "fly-by-night educational bandwagon", Nonetheless, the two
year study by Yarger and Leonard highlighted several conclusions.
After enumerating many conclusions, they ended by saying, "Probably
the most important conclusion that can be drawn from this study is
that teacher centering is happening:"31 The uniqueness and individual-
ity of each program does make them difficult to identify but this is
also indicative of the localized focus on individual staff needs,

The freedom to design a program to improve the local teacher
preparation program and yet draw from the embryonic efforts of others
attending to identical needs, was the attraction the teacher center

movement had for the Stillwater/0OSU venture,
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY

The investigator, using descriptive study techniques, sought to
derive useful generalizations regarding the organization and
implementation of a teacher education center in Stillwater, Oklahoma.

The investigator examined research and available literature
relating to concepts of teacher education centers which had both
preservice and inservice functions. The researcher also served as a
member of a steering committee which was established to examine the
feasibility of initiating a preservice phase of a teacher education
center in Stillwater., .As a member of the steering committee, the
researcher attended weekly sessions, interacted, observed and
recorded committée actions and decisions. The researcher was also in
attendance at committee meetings of university personnel involved in
staffing the center, The developmental processes are listed

‘chronologically in Table I.

TABIE I

CHRONOLOGICAL LIST OF DEVELOPMENTAL STEPS

o Date
Initial meeting of university and public school
personnel Nov. 1973

35



TABLE I (Continued)
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Exploratory visit to 2 out of state centers by
2 committees (1 principal and 1 professor;
1 teacher and 1 professor)

Schools selected by school superintendent for
inclusion in experimental program

Acting director appointed by head of College of
Education at the university

Steering committee established

Portions of weekly elementary staff meeting devoted

to discussion of scheduling and staffing
potential for center program

Interview schedule developed for teachers

First administration of interview schedule to
cooperating teachers '

ONSITE program announced through public ‘hotices
Selection of students by acting program director

Phase I of ONSITE program implemented in center
classroom in public school

Interview schedule developed and administed to
professors teaching in the program

First unstructured written attitudinal report
gathered from teacher associates

Seéoha‘unsﬁrﬁctured written attitudinal report
gathered from teacher associates . . ..

Interviéﬁnééhedule developed and administered to
principals of schools involved in the program

Third unstructured written attitudinal report
gathered from teacher associates

Second administration of interview schedule to
cooperating teachers

Second administration of interview schedule to
professors

Date

Feb,

Feb,

Feb.

Mar,

Mar,

Apr.

May
May

May
Sept.
Sept.
Oct,
Dec,
Jan,
Feb,
Apr,

Apr.,

197L
1974
1974
197L
1974

197k

1974
197
197k

197h
1974
197k
lé?h
1§75
1975
1975

1975
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TABLE I (Continued)

Date
Fourth unstructured written attitudinal report
gathered from teacher associates Apr. 1975
Second administration of interview schedule to
principals May 1975

The interview schedule (see Appendix A) was administered to
cooperating teachers in participating schools before their entry into
the experimental program and subsequently, near the end of the
second semester in the program. Other interview schedules (see
Appendix B) were developed and administered to university professors
near the beginning of their active involvement in the program and
again near the end of the school year. School principals were
interviewed after one semester of involvement by their school in the
program and again at the end of the first year. An interview
schedule for principals is available in Appendix C, Teacher
associates were given opportunity at regular intervals to éxpresé
their feelings concerning the center concept. Excerpts from teacher
associates are cited in chapter V and directed questions are listed
in Appendix D, Theyfinal stage involved an analysis and reporting
of these data.

The investigation was basically giuided by these questions:

1) What were the expressed attitudes of classroom teachers

toward a teacher education center when the plan was first

proposed?



2)

3)

L)

5)

6)

7)

38

What effect does the teacher education center have on teachers!
attitudes toward educational theory?

How do teachers involved. in the center feel about having
professors in their immediate environment?

What are éome of the advantages of the teacher education
center from the point of view of the teacher?

What are some of the disadvantages of the teacher education
center from the point of view of the teacher?

What effect does the teacher education center have on the
professors' attitude toward classroom teachers' ability to
relate theory to practice?

What are some of the advantages of the teacher education

center from the point of view of the professors?

8) What are some of the disadvantages of the teacher education

9)

10)

1)

12)

13)

center from the point of view of the professors?

How do methods taught in the regular sessions on campus
for student teachers differ from methods taught at the
teacher education center site?

In what activities do teacher associates engage in a
teacher education center?

Do students feel confident in the areas of instruction and
classroom management as a result of involvement in the
teacher education center? If so, how?

What are some of the advantages of the teacher education
center from the point of view of the associate teachers?
What are some of the disadvantages of the teacher education

center from the point of view of associate teachers?



39

Selection of the Sample

Nineteen students who showed an expressed interest in teaching
as a career were selected for participation in this program. A
maximum limit of twenty was placed upon enrollment for the fall
semester, The selection was based on the following criteria: (1)
an academic standing of junior level or second semester sophomore;

(2) a grade;point‘éverage of at least 2.5; and (3) a commitment to the
center concept, It was also desirable, but not mandatory, that these
students not have had the educational psychology, history of education,
audio-visual aids or observation courses offered at the sophomore
level as these would be provided within the program. The selection
was made by the director of the program on a first come=first serve
basis. S@udents applied by written commitment and/or personal
interview,

The three schools in the' particular system under study were
designated by the superintendent of public schools to meet the
following criteria: a variety of‘different educational philosophies;,
organizatignal patterns, socio/eéonemic background and academic
approaches,

Teachers from each school were selected on a voluntary basis
for partiqipgtion. Thirty-one teachers were the initial volunteers to
accept associate teachers.

Professors regularly involvédrin teaching methods in the five
elementary curriculum areas: language arts, reading, science, math and
social studies agreed to involvement in this project. Other professors

selected for participation came from educational psychology, audio=-
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visual aids, measurement and histbry of education. Each subject area
included in the regular student teaching program on campus was in-
corporated into the experimental program. No effort was made to
diversify the sample beyond required curriculum, In essence; the
same curricula was incorporated into the experiméntal program that
exists in the regular student teaching program.

The director of the teacher education center was selected by the
dean of the College of Education within the university and was
mutually agreed upon by the university personnel and the public school

personnel,
Description of the Sample

The nineteen students selected for participation in the program
met the classification requirement., Seventeen of them were classified
as first semester juniors and two were second semester sophomores
planning to acceleraté their program through summer school enrolment.,
Certification requirement was necessary in order for the students to
be in the teacher educationvcenter for the entire year preceding
their actual student teaching experience. The average age of these
teacher>a550ciates was twenty-one., Only one student was weil in
excess‘of the average, a mother returning to school after raising her
family, Generally, their age and classification were below that of
the studentsvin the regular teaching program, most of the regular
student teachgrs being seniors,

All of the schools included in the center concept are located
within the city limits., One school has the more traditional Setting,

being semi-departmentalized and having self contained classrooms.
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The second school represents the lowest socio/economic position and
the third school offers the open space education concept. The schools,
of course, have many other foci, but these are fairly representative
of the overall coverage within this particular school system. The
center concept was inclusive of all schools participating; however,
only one school was designated as the location of the center teaching
site classroom, The school chosen was equipped with an observation
room which made it particularly well adapted to demonstration lessons,
Also being in an active elementary school, there was immediate access
and availability of children. The room adjacent to the observation
room was set aside for the teacher education center program.

The thirty-one classroom teachers who volunteered for this
program came from varying educational backgrounds but none with
actual experience in a teacher education center beyond a visit to one,
Each teacher agreed to an interview to establish baseline knowledge
and attitudes., Each of these teachers was a fulltime employee in one
of the selected schools teaching at a grade level from first to fifth
at the time of their initial involvement,

The professors entered the program with varying degrees of
familiarity with the concept of teacher education centers. Two of the
professors had been chosen for specific exploratory visits to centers
in other parts of the country with active preservice programs, Two
professors had visited centers outside this country, specifically
Canada and England. Others relied on reading and conversation for
baseline knowledge. The major thrust of their dedication to the
preservice phase was a stated desire to improve the student teaching

program,
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The director of the center had personal contact with other centers
and was deemed by both university and school sources to be particularly
well suited to the position because of frequent contact and close
acquaintance with public school personnel, There was no load adjuste
ment for this added responsibility which required a high degree of

commitment to the center concept.
Procedure for Gathering Data

After the sample schools were selected, a steering committee
was established to study needs and plan a pilot program. The steering
committee was composed of the principal and a teacher from each
school, two student teachers,.two university professors, a graduate
assistant and the elementary curriculum supervisor from the city.
Ex-officio members were the department head of Curriculum and
Instruction in the College of Education at the university and the
directer of student teaching from the university.

The plan was that the schools were to be kept informed of
progress by their representatives on the steering committee., It was
felt, however, that the_informatipﬁ flow was faulty and on two
occasions the director of the program was asked to attend the public
school faculty meeting and explain developments and answer questions
posed by the faculty., The breakdown in communications was due mainly
te irregular teacher attendance and failure to get apprised of interim
activity° The requests appeared to be in honest search for clarifica-
tion, The most problematic area for teachers in the beginning was
defining the difference between the current program and the projected

program,
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Two months after the steering committee was set up, each of the
participating schools was visited by this researcher and arrangements
were made for administering the first interview schedule to the
teachers, Before the end of the spring semester, 197L, the first
interview schedule was administered to the teachers and all responses
were recorded on tape,

In the fall, during the second month in the program, teacher
associates were asked to record their feelings concerning the program,
The request was unstructured and anonymity ﬁas assured in an attempt
to get uninhibited responses.

The interview schedule that was developed for the professors was
first administered near the beginning of their active involvement in
the program. The time interval of the interview varied in that three
professors were involved the first semester, three more were added
the second semester and two others were integrated on a non-structured
time schedule depending on the appropriateness of their subject to the
integrated concept; (i.e.; the audio-visual aids professor was
scheduled on severél occasions during the language arts sessions

because the students had a definite need for media skills),
The Individual Interview

The investigator reliea primarily on the personal interview as a
source for data, However, information of a vital nature to this
study was also gathered from steering committee reports, university
committee reports and nonstructured attitudinal responses.

The problem of the interview technique, as pointed out by

Thorndike and Hagan, "is to maintain the virtues of flexibility while
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at the same time achieving a reasonable degree of uniformity."™ In

Interviewing in Social Research, Hyman says:

Let it be noted that the demonstration of error marks
an advanced stage of a science, All scientific inquiry
is subject to error, and it is far better to be aware of
this, to study the sources in an attempt to reduce it,
and to estimate the magnitude of such errors in our
findings, than to 'be ignorant of the errors concealed in

the data,?

Hyman furthe; suggests, since wé;knesses and disadvantages do exist
in other scientific methods for the collection of déta, the use of
the interview "must be weighed in relation to the gains to be derived
through its gmployment."3

A study of the literature resulted in the investigator's decision
to use personal interviews. In discussing methods of research, Good
and Scates say:

The depth interview and certain other clinical

techniques, applied to selected individuals, provides a

depth of insight.and a picture of dynamic intgrre&ation«

ships that questionnaires alone could never give,

The semi-standardized or semistructured interview was developed
and demonstrated with teachers, professors and principals. A
completely structured interview was not deemed advisable in a descrip-
tive study whefe variables were being sought, rather than being
tested, On the other hand, as Myers points out, a totally non-
directive and unstructured interview would ignore pertinent data that
might be available and should be included in the descriptive
investigation.5

The interview schedule was inclusive of both open nondirective

and. closed directive questions., The questions were randomly applied

within the interview schedule depending on the situational factors
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present that made their use appropriate; i.e., a respondent often
would offe: extra information in the process of elaborating that
normally would be covered in a later question. There was no correla-
tion of the percentage of question types with status of respondents.
Generally speaking, closed or directive questions. were designed for
use where there were a limited number of responses available to the
respondent and where the data sought were factual and of a non-
threatening nature,

The open nondirective questions were the designated component
allowing for flexibility., The appropriateness of their use was based
on éituational factors. The injection of open ended questions
allowed the interviewer to go beyond the mere.classification of data,
The interviewer wished to establish the baseline knowledge of
respondents concerning the teacher education center movement and
identify the source of their information, Further it was possible
that many respondents had not formulated clear opinions at the time
of the beginning of the study and by use of open ended questions the
interviewer avoided biasing the direction of response. Open and
nondirective questions were further designed, as Myers suggests, with
the possibility of revealing to the interviewer variables not foreseen
and simultaneously developing a flexibility that would offer
opportunity for investigating inconsistencies and exploiting vague
remarks.6 Open and nondirective questions further made possible sub-
questions and probes where additional information was desirable and
available,

The cooperating teachers in the public schools were interviewed

because in every case they were involved in the regular student
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teaching program of the university. Their voluntary status with the
experimental program indicated a desire to have an active part in
improving both the program and the professional relationship between
local schools and university. It was felt that these teachers were
crucial to the program; they possessed reliable information concerning
the potential success of such a cooperative venture between the public
school personnel and the university personnel,

The principals of each of the three schools selected for the
program were interviewed because their positions placed them in an
advantageous position for observing and often influencing attitudes
concerning school/university personnel relationships. Simultaneously,
it was reasoned that the responses of principals might possibly be
more reliable and uninhibited than teachers because principals do not
believe that the success or failure of such a program is a reflection
of their competence., Since teachers and principals were asked many of
the same questions, their responses could be compared, thus strengthen=
ing the reliability of the results,

The university professors were interviewed because their involve-
ment within the preservicg phase of the ONSITE program was essential
to the certification process and their attitudinal stance might well
serve as an indicator of the extent to which the program might be
implemented, The interview was administered at the beginning of their
responsibility in the program and again near the completion of the
first year,

Before constructing the interview schedule, the investigator
examined the basic psychological and social principles of interviewing

as described by Labovitz and Hagedorn, Good and Scates, and Hyman,7
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Literature in the field and research studies utilizing interview
techniques and procedures were also examined, Preparation for the
interview was concentrated and try-out procedures were executed and
refined. Teachers in a school not selected for iniﬁial incorporation
into the program participated by responding for the expressed purpose
of interview refinement. Factors in the success or failure of the
interview, as set forth by Good and Scates (number and length of
interviews, rapport and sensitivity to the interviewee, physical
setting, interviewer's reputation and knowledge of problems under
consideration) were studied.8 The investigator arbitrarily decided
on two administrations of the interview because one administration at
the beginning of the program and one at,the completion of the first
year in the progrém would be adequate to obtain desired information,
Arrangements'for'the personal interviews were established andlheld

at a time and place convenient for the teachers., In all cases,
uninterrupted interviews were conducted during the school hours, some
extending a few minutes beyond. The iﬁterviews with professors were
conducted at the university during convenient office hours, Ipter—
viewing the pefsbnnel at their own place'of reponsibility was believed
to be most desirable since tﬁere was an a@tempt to sﬁit their
convenienceo The setting was congenial and friendly.

To keep interview bias as a constant, the investigator conducted
every interview. The time span extending from theifirst round of
interviews until the final round of interviews included in this study
was approximately a year,

The length of time of the interviews was highly irregular,

ranging from fifteen minutes to fifty-five minutes. The temporal
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element was not a decisive factor in any of the three test groups;
i.e.y the quality of answer was not directly related to the amount of
time consumed for any particular question by the respondent., In like
manner, no group was consistently‘involved in either long answers or
short answers. Responses to the interviews were tape recorded
verbatim. Subjects were identified by number and were assured that
the interviéw was confidential and that neither their name nor their

school would be identifiable in the final report.
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CHAPTER IV
ANALYSIS AND TREATMENT OF DATA
Introduction

In this chapter the presentation of data and their analysis is
reported as they pertain to research procedures described in Chapter
IITI. The data are reported in a descriptive mode. These data are
presented for each of the four personnel in categories involved in the
implementation of the teacher education center and represented in the
study: teachers, professors, principals and associate teachers. The
intent of the tabulation is to condense and clarify materials;
therefore whenever possible related information is reported together,
Where the item respondent percentage falls below twenty per cent, the
information is assigned to a special category and noted in the
descriptive comments., The tabulated information procured from
teachers, professofs and principals includes both pretest and posttest
frequencies. The tabulated information from associate teachers
includes the frequency responses of a pretest and three consecutive
posttestse

The data are presented with the intent of identifying any changes
in knowledge and attitude which might have occurred during the first
year of involvement and implementatiéh of the alternate teacher
preparation program entitled ONSITE., Descriptive techniques are used

to describe the numerical data the researcher has gathered,

{e)
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Teacher Responses

Thirtyhone teachers were interviewed initially. There was an
attrition rate of sixteen per cent (five) between the first and second
interview. Five people were dropped from the program because four
were transferred to schools not active in the experimental program
and one retifed. The total numbgr_of teachers represented in Tables
IT through XI is twenty-six., The column listed as "other" refers to
any‘resépnge;using a single category or cpmbination of categories not
otherwise iqciuded in the discrete cﬁdices.

Table II indigates that before actual entrance into the program,
the majority of the respondents repbrted that their baseline knowledge

of the teacher education center concept could only be traced back to

conversation,
~TABLE. IT
BASIS OF TEACHERS'! KNOWLEDGE CONCERNING
TEACHER EDUCATION CENTERS
) B C D E
Hearsay Reading Participation From Other
as a steering
cooperating committee
teacher member
pre= 25 10 2 13
best e oo
post-
test 21 16 13 16 10

As shown in category B, 38% of the teachers had done some reading
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and those who had, indicated that the reading material was extremely
limited. Category C shows a 109% increase in teachers who said they
gained knowledge by involvement as a cooperatinglteacher in the
program. At the onset of the proposed program, very little information
was dispensed by the steering committee representatives as shown in
category D. The reason for the increase from 7.7% to 62% between
pretest and posttest scores in category D is that before the program
could be implemented, the steering committee was inv01Ved with the
development of beliefs, assumptions and goals, In Table II, "other"
includes three teachers who learned about teacher centers by visiting
one in ahothér location, six teachers who said they had gained
knowledge by participating as steering committee members, and four
who listed single sources such as handouts and workshops.

The pos%test in category A indicates that many teachers still
consider conversation a major source of their knowledge concerning
centers, although there was an increase in those who had done some
reading‘on tpe subject. It_shogld‘also be noted that one teacher had
devéloped aAfile on centers, | |

Within the realm of components to be included in the gstablishment
of a teacher education center, data elicited from teathers fall into
six categories as shown in Table III.

Staff, according to teachers, was expanded to include not only
methods instructors but also a program director, a librarian, and
resource persons from the community who have unique expertise to offer,
This item was mentioned noticeably in the pretest and enlarged in the
posttest, More materials and equipment with easy access was a fairly

consistent notation as shown in category B, Table III,
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TABLE III

TEACHERS' OPINIONS OF WHAT A TEACHER
EDUCATION CENTER SHOULD INCLUDE

A B C D B F
Staff Materials Instruc- Lab for Joint Other
and tional experi- effort
equipment methods mentation between
schools
and
univer-
sity
pre-
best AT _ 13 _2 3 ____8____6&6__
post=-
test 25 11 16 33 26 3

After a year in the program, teachers increased their requests
for inclusion of instructional methods for both student teacher and
inservice teacher from a response rate of 3L.6% to 61,5%. Several
categories of responses were combined to form category D, (i.e. variety
of schools available to associate teachers, and exposure to all levels
of children). The area of most significant change within the temporal
limits (an increase from 30,7% to 100%) was in the area of human
relations identified as cooperative effort between the two organiza-
tional units, the public schools and the university. Included with
the "other" were such items as academic rank for the cooperating
teacher, specific guidelines for expectations, and those who had no
idea concerning essential or desirable elements..

The ONSITE program was introduced as Phase I of a teacher education
center, Teachers were invited to express their opinions as to whether

the main focus should be on preservice training for student teachers or
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on inservice training for teachers already employed or possibly both.

Table IV displays their responses in four categories,

TABIE IV

TEACHERS' OPINIONS CONCERNING THE MAIN
FOCUS OF THE TEACHER EDUCATION

CENTER
A B C D
Preservice Both Add inservice More inservice
component on school time
pretest _ _ _ _6 _ _ _ _ _ 22 _ __ (DNA)_ _ _ _ ___ Ny _ ____
posttest 11 )7 9 9

DNA= Does not apply

Category A of Table IV indicates an increase from 23% to L2% of
the teachers who envision the main focus of a teacher center as limited
to just a preservice focus. A majority expressed the desire for a
dual focus in both pretest and posttest. Categories C and D were
included in the Table because teachers were very appreciative of the
one inservice course offered to cooperating teachers and were outspoken
in their desire to have more inservice components offered. They were
specific in stating the inservice should be implemented on school time,
However, inservice was never mentioned by teachers as the main focus
of the center, Rather inservice was mentioned mainly as a secondary
or at most, part of a dual focus.

Table V is a condensation into four categories of the opinions of

teachers concerning the nature and degree of cooperation in the teacher
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education process.

TABLE V

TEACHERS' OPINIONS CONCERNING THE
DEGREE OF COOPERATION IN
 TEACHER EDUCATION

i ’ B G 5

Should be Is Cooperation More clearly
cooperative cooperative is defined
venture venture conditional responsibilities
needed
pre-
test 26 16 _ 12 5
post- -~~~ ~~ T~~~ TTToToToToToToTmTTTTTT
test 26 23 8 20

A unisonal response was given to the concept that teacher education
should be a cooperétive venture by the public schools and the
university and 61.5% in the pretest and 88.L% in the posttest indicated
that the teacher education is a cooperative venture. Considerable
hesitancy entered into the understanding of "“cooperative", Only two
teachers specifically stated that cooperative should be interpreted as
having equal responsibilities. All remaining responses in categories
C and D indicate that teachers consider cooperative to include "more
cleérly defined responsibilities" or "conditional®™ involvement,

Another aspect of the ONSITE program is that of role perception,.
What role do teachers expect to take in the program and what ro