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AN ANALYSIS OF FINANCIAL SUPPORT PATTERNS, STAFF RELATIONSHIPS 

AND PROBLEMS WHICH LED TO THE CLOSING OF LABORATORY SCHOOLS 

AT PUBLIC-SUPPORTED TEACHER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS 

IN THE UNITED STATES BETWEEN 1964-72

CHAPTER I 

THE PROBLEM 

In tro d u c tio n

Hundreds of co lleg es  and u n iv e r s i t i e s  a l l  over the 

n a tio n  are engaged in  the p ro fe ss io n a l  p re p a ra t io n  of teachers  

and o ther educa tiona l personnel fo r  pub lic  schools and other 

educational i n s t i t u t i o n s .  Many of these  teach e r  education 

in s t i tu t i o n s  have been deeply concerned w ith  developing the 

most challenging programs fo r  the education  of educational 

p r a c t i t io n e r s  in  our schools while, w ithout doubt, many are 

probably producing teache rs  in  programs which have changed 

but l i t t l e  over the  p a s t  two or th ree  decades.

There are  many c h a ra c te r i s t i c s  which are in d ic a t iv e  

of q u a l i ty  in  teach e r  education programs. One of the  e l e ­

ments which c e r t a in ly  should ch a ra c te r iz e  any ou tstanding  

teacher education program i s  high q u a l i ty  in  the la b o ra to ry

1
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experiences provided fo r  those e n ro l le d  in  the programs of 

teacher educa tion . I f  by " lab o ra to ry  experiences"  i s  meant 

the sum t o t a l  of o p p o r tu n it ie s  which a re  provided by the 

teacher education  i n s t i t u t i o n  fo r  p re - s e rv ic e  educators to 

come in to  co n tac t  w ith  ch ild ren  and ado lescen ts  with whom 

they are to  l a t e r  work, then each i n s t i t u t i o n  p reparing  

teachers  and o ther educators must give c a re fu l  a t t e n t io n  to 

the p ro v is io n s  which are  p resen t fo r  p rov id ing  these ex p eri-  

enc e s .

T herefore , many co lleges  and u n iv e r s i t i e s  as f a r  back 

as the l a s t  cen tury  c rea ted  la b o ra to ry  schoo ls , whether by 

th a t  name or n o t ,  in  which t h e i r  s tu d en ts  were provided the 

opportun ity  to  p r a c t ic e  teach or to  acqu ire  o the r  experiences 

designed to  equip them to fu n c tio n  more e f f e c t iv e ly  in  a 

school s e t t i n g .  By the  I9 2 0 's ,  la b o ra to ry  schools were found 

in  teacher  education  in s t i t u t i o n s  over the n a t io n  and were 

regarded as an e s s e n t i a l  p a r t  of the t o t a l  teacher education  

i n s t i t u t i o n .  Since the  es tab lishm ent of the f i r s t  la b o ra to ry  

schools , the purposes and fu n c tio n s  have v a r ie d  from time to 

time, bu t i n s t i t u t i o n s  which d id  no t possess such schools were 

forced to  f in d  o p p o r tu n it ie s  elsewhere fo r  the  s tuden ts  to 

con tact c h i ld re n  and ado lescen ts  w ith  whom they would l a t e r  

work.

la b o ra to ry  or experim ental schools began in  Europe in  

the seventeen th  cen tu ry . They developed in  the United S ta te s  

in  the e a r ly  p a r t  of the n in e te e n th  cen tu ry . The in t ro d u c t io n
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of laboratory or experimental schools in  the United States 

was made by in s t i tu t io n s  whose curriculum was primarily for 

the purpose of training teachers to teach. Among the leading 

in s t i tu t io n s  in  the United States generally  credited with the 

s ta r t  of laboratory or experimental schools were the Uni­

v e r s ity  of Chicago and Columbia U niversity , both of which 

emphasized experimentation as th e ir  purpose and function, 

while other ear lier  schools' purposes aimed at demonstration, 

observation and practice teaching.

At le a s t  f iv e  d iffer en t  kinds of laboratory schools 

were conceived to perform functions in  the preparation of 

teachers according to the educational and so c ia l  views of ed­

ucators at that time. The kinds of laboratory schools that 

were used in  teacher education programs in  the f i r s t  h a lf  of 

the century were: (1) the practice school, (2) the model

school, (3) the training school, 0+) the demonstration school, 

and (5) the experimental school.

These f iv e  types of schools did not always c learly  

categorize the ir  d ifferences in  e ith er  type or function. 

Laboratory schools that were id e n t i f ie d  as a name-type did 

not always truly implement the prototype. The names of d i f ­

feren t kinds of laboratory schools a lso  changed through the 

years, but the curricular organization, the administration, 

and the function did not n ecessa r ily  change accordingly.

These types of laboratory schools did not develop chronologi­

c a l ly .  The frame of reference for the design of many of
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these schools represented a philosophy of education whose ad­

vocates sought to define ajid characterize the ro le  of the 

teacher in  so c ie ty  and in  the education of youth. Through 

the years the teacher's ro le  was evaluated and redefined, and 

the nature of the d irect experiences provided for the educa­

tion  of teachers has varied.

The practice school

The practice school was a term used by educational 

leaders to id en tify  these schools in New England during the 

early part of the nineteenth century. These schools were 

started primarily in  seminaries where teachers would create  

"a s itu a tion  such that a school may be connected with the 

seminary, access ib le  by a su f f ic ie n t  number of children, to  

give the variety  of an ordinary d is t r ic t ."

One of the ch ief concerns of the educational support­

ers of d irect experiences for the prospective teachers at 

that time in  New England was the perfection  of methods of in ­

stru ction . Most in stru ction  was concerned only with the 

simple fundamentals of learning and was thoroughly t ied  to 

the textbook. Direct experience in  the practice school was 

narrowly confined to sp e c if ic s  and had q ua lit ies  of appren­

t ice sh ip  for the development of a mechanical s k i l l .

The model school

This school developed a lso  in  New England in  the 

early  nineteenth century but for  a d ifferen t  purpose. The
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model school was conceived and developed to i l lu s t r a t e  teach­

ing procedures through demonstration and observation.

Classes in  pedagogy were expected to use teaching and learn­

ing a c t iv i t i e s  in  the model school as i l lu s tr a t io n s  of the 

theories taught. The lessons observed in  the model school 

were of a highly mechanical nature and d iffered  l i t t l e  from 

those in  the p ractice  school. These schools were designed 

to exemplify id ea l conditions in  physical p lant, equipment, 

in stru ctional m ateria ls , methods and d isc ip lin e .

The training school

This term developed in  the la te  nineteenth century by 

in f lu e n t ia l  educators during that time, and there were con­

s is te n t  attempts by these educators to systemize ru les of 

in stru ction  and thus to build standard patterns in  teaching. 

One of the d istingu ish ing  ch aracter is tics  was a h ighly sys-  

temized method of organization based primarily on object 

teaching. Thus sp ec ia l ru les for the teaching of each sub­

jec t  became the order of the day.

The demonstration school

The demonstration school was designed to serve as a 

fo ca l point of the teacher education in s t i tu t io n  involving  

the academic d isc ip lin e s  and the theory of methods areas. 

Demonstration lessons were carefu lly  se lected  and planned to 

give concrete i l lu s t r a t io n s  for the teaching in  the d i s c i ­

p lin es and in  the theory and methods area.
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The experimental school

Experimental schools were purposely designed to be 

atypica l and to work on the leading edge of educational 

theory. Experimentation was the basic function and accepted, 

standard methods and approaches in  teaching of education were 

challenged through s c ie n t i f i c  in vestiga tion s and research  

a c t i v i t i e s .

The chief influence a ffe c t in g  the ro le  and purposes 

of sp e c if ic  laboratory schools was based primarily on the 

ch ie f  administrator's objectives and philosophies at the time 

of i t s  establishment. Laboratory schools were o r ig in a l ly  r e ­

garded as a basic part of the program for teacher education, 

although some educators f e e l  that th is  function and purpose 

has declined in recent years. More recently , too, most stu­

dent teaching has been done in  off-campus public schools .

Need for the Study 

Many professional educators, school administrators, 

and in s t itu t io n s  have recently  made c r i t ic a l  evaluations of 

the roles and functions of the operation and serv ices  pro­

vided including the cost of the co llege-con tro lled  laboratory  

school, p articu larly  in view of the f inan cia l burdens most 

co lleges  and u n iv ers it ie s  face . The public 's view of the 

management of co llege  and u n iversity  business i s  suffering  

more now perhaps than ever before from the standpoint of  

public f in an cia l support to co lleg es  and u n iv e r s i t ie s .

Research done in  th is  study, which i s  id e n t i f ie d  in
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Chapter I I ,  in d ic a te s  th a t  many lab o ra to ry  schools were 

closed in  the decade of the s i x t i e s .  Some of these schools 

were loca ted  a t  teacher  education i n s t i t u t i o n s  long noted 

fo r  q u a li ty  programs in  th i s  a rea . What f a c to r s  caused the 

c losing  of these schools? Were the reasons c h ie f ly  f in a n c ia l  

or was i t  assumed th a t  the purposes achieved by la b o ra to ry  

schools a t  one time may be as e f f e c t iv e ly  achieved by teacher  

education i n s t i t u t i o n s  working w ith  other kinds of schools?

The expanding demands on th e  lab o ra to ry  school, the 

r i s in g  cos ts  of f in an c in g  a la b o ra to ry  school, in c reas in g  

p ressu res  on personnel in  la b o ra to ry  schools, and the i n t e ­

g ra tio n  of p ro fe s s io n a l  la b o ra to ry  experiences w ith  the t o t a l  

co llege program are  some of the cu r re n t  c r i t i c a l  problems of 

the lab o ra to ry  school. These cond itions  are ap t to become 

more d i f f i c u l t  to  re so lv e  in  the immediate fu tu re ;  and i f  

recen t experiences of la b o ra to ry  schools are rep ea ted , then  

the fu tu re  of those now operating  i s  dim indeed.

Statement of the Problem

The problem of th is  study was to analyze the f in a n c ia l  

support p a t te r n s ,  s t a f f  r e la t io n s h ip s  and problems which 

caused the c losing  of la b o ra to ry  schools a t  pu b lic -su p p o rted  

teacher education i n s t i t u t i o n s  in  the United S ta te s  between 

196^ - 7 2 . The study a lso  attem pted to determine how these  

f a c to rs  may in f lu en c e  the fu tu re  of pub lic -supported  la b o ra ­

to ry  schools by examining those la b o ra to ry  schools s t i l l  op­

e ra t in g  in  the United S ta te s  in  1972. The study attem pted
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to  produce answers to the fo llow ing questions which were r e l ­

evant to the purpose of the in v e s t ig a t io n :

1. What were the major fu n c tio n s  of the r e c e n t ly  

c losed  la b o ra to ry  schools and of those  s t i l l  

opera ting?

2. What were the  sources of support f o r  la b o ra to ry  

schoo ls; those c losed  and s t i l l  opera ting?

3. What were the co s ts  of the major expenditure  

c a te g o r ie s  of la b o ra to ry  schools now opera ting  

and those closed?

•+. What func tions  of c losed la b o ra to ry  schools were 

assumed by o ther educa tiona l i n s t i t u t i o n s ?

5- What happened to  the f a c u l t i e s  of la b o ra to ry  

schools when they were closed?

6. By what p rocesses  was the d ec is io n  made to  close, 

the la b o ra to ry  schools?

7. Was the la b o ra to ry  school f a c u l ty  ( s t a f f )  r e ­

garded as a basic  p a r t  of the College of Educa­

t io n  f a c u l ty  and s ta f f ?

8. What are the primary reasons fo r  la b o ra to ry  

schools c lo s in g  and major problems fac ing  those 

schools s t i l l  operating?

Limitations of the Study

Several s tu d ie s  have been completed which r e l a t e  to 

the la b o ra to ry  school, de fin ing  a m u lt i tu d e  of problems and 

o u t l in in g  the in c o n s is te n c ie s  of one w ith  another and the
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v a r ie ty  of f im c tio n s  served by la b o ra to ry  schoo ls . This 

study was s p e c i f i c a l l y  l im ite d  to  an in v e s t ig a t io n  of lab o ra ­

tory  schools opera ted  by pub lic -supported  teacher  education 

in s t i t u t i o n s  which a re  now operating  and those which closed 

between 196^-72.

D e f in it io n  of Terms 

PUBLIC-SUPPORTED LABORATORY SCHOOL--A p u b lic -su p p o rted  la b ­

o ra to ry  school fo r  the purpose of th i s  study was de­

f in e d  as a la b o ra to ry  school re c e iv in g  a l l  or p a r t  

of i t s  f in a n c ia l  support from a p u b lic  supported 

s t a t e  u n iv e r s i ty  or s ta te  c o l le g e .

RESEARCH—C areful system atic  study and in v e s t ig a t io n  in  some 

f i e l d  of knowledge with the use of co n tro l  and ex­

perim enta l groups to  e s ta b l i s h  f a c t s  or p r in c ip le s .  

DEMONSTRATION TEACHING—The teaching of p u p i ls  in  the la b o ra ­

to ry  school by a superv is ing  or c r i t i c  teacher to 

i l l u s t r a t e  techniques and methods of teaching and 

c la s s  management to one o r  more s tu d e n ts  who observe 

the p r a c t ic e s  used.

LABORATORY EXPERIENCES—All of the experience , formal or i n ­

form al, t h a t  a s tudent teacher  gains  from coming in  

c o n tac t  w ith  ch ild ren  or a d o le sc en ts .

OBSERVATION—That phase of la b o ra to ry  experience  which the

s tu d e n t gains  by going to  a school to  observe c lasses 

or procedures and techniques in  teach ing  or managing 

a c la s s .  This may be in d iv id u a l  or group.
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PARTICIPATION—That phase of a s tu d e n t 's  lab o ra to ry  e x p e r i­

ence in  which he takes p a r t  in  and a s s i s t s  the su p er­

v is in g  teache r  in  genera l classroom a c t i v i t i e s .  I t  

u s u a l ly  precedes s tu d en t teach ing .

EXPERTMENTATION—The p ra c t ic e  of te s t in g  or try ing  a p ra c t ic e  

or p rocess under d e fe n s ib le  re sea rch  cond itions .

Design and Procedures of the Study 

D esc r ip t iv e  research  methodology was used to accom­

p l i s h  th i s  in v e s t ig a t io n .  D esc r ip tiv e  research  is  defined

as " a l l  those  s tu d ie s  th a t  p u rp o rt  to  p resen t f a c t s  concern-
1

ing the n a tu re  and s ta tu s  of an y th in g ."  The design is  c l a s ­

s i f i e d  as d e s c r ip t iv e - s u rv e y - s ta tu s  re se a rch , which according 

to Good i s  " d ire c te d  toward a s c e r ta in in g  p rev a i l in g  condi­

t io n s  (the f a c t s  th a t  p re v a i l  in  a group of cases chosen fo r  

s tu d y ) . This method i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  a technique of q u a n t i ta ­

t iv e  d e s c r ip t io n  of the genera l c h a r a c te r i s t i c s  of the 

gr oup. The n a tu re  of the problem in d ica ted  the use of the 

survey method as the most f e a s ib le  technique fo r  the c o l le c ­

tio n  of the d a ta .  A q u es tio n n a ire  was developed and th i s  i n ­

strument was used to  secure the necessary  da ta .

The follow ing procedures were used in  the completion 

of the study:

1 C arter  V. Good and Douglas E. Scates, Methods of 
Research, E duca tional, P sycho log ical, S ocio log ica l (New York: 
A ppleton-C entury-C rofts, I n c . ,  195^)? P* 259*

Zj b i d . ,  p. 551•



11

1. The p ro fe ss io n a l  and research  l i t e r a t u r e  on the 

la b o ra to ry  school in  the United S ta te s  was c a re ­

f u l l y  reviewed and analyzed.

2. A q u es tio n n a ire  was developed and v a l id a te d  to 

ga ther the  da ta  needed to f u l f i l l  the o b jec ­

t iv e s  of the  study.

3 . The American A ssociation of Colleges f o r  Teacher 

Education, the Laboratory School A dm inis tra tors  

A ssoc ia tion , and the 50 S ta te  Departments of 

Education were asked to cooperate in  provid ing  

re le v a n t  d a ta  for the in v e s t ig a t io n .

4. A l e t t e r  id e n t i fy in g  the purpose of th i s  study 

and s o l i c i t i n g  p a r t ic ip a t io n  in  the s tudy , w ith  

a q u es tio n n a ire ,  was mailed to  those la b o ra to ry  

schools in d ic a te d  by the American A ssoc ia tion

of Colleges fo r  Teacher Education and the  Labora­

tory  School Adm inistrators A ssocia tion  to  be op­

e ra t in g  and closed.

5 . The data  obtained from the q u e s t io n n a ire s  was 

then organized in to  t a b le s .

6. The data  was analyzed in  an attem pt to  d iscover 

find ings p e r t in e n t  to the study. Conclusions 

were drawn, and recommendations developed r e l e ­

vant to the purposes of the study.
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Organization of the Study 

This study con sis ts  of f iv e  chapters. In addition to 

the statement of the problem, Chapter I includes major d i­

v is io n s  describing the study, i t s  need, l im it s ,  and design  

and procedure used.

A review of research related  to the study is  presented 

in  Chapter 11. Chapter 111 describes the design of the study 

and the procedures involved in i t s  completion.

Chapter IV i s  devoted to a presentation  and analysis  

of the data. Chapter V provides conclusions based on the 

find ings of the study, and recommendations.



CHAPTER I I

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE AND RESEARCH

Many of the s tu d ie s  and w ri t in g s  reviewed r e l a t in g  

to  la b o ra to ry  schools suggested  th a t  the  bas ic  problems these  

schools id e n t i f i e d  today were: (1) The m atte r  of adequate ly

f inanc ing  these schoo ls , and (2) the i n a b i l i t y  of te a c h e rs ,  

educators and la b o ra to ry  school ad m in is t ra to rs  to  agree on 

the ro le  which these  schools should p lay  in  to d a y 's  teacher  

education  i n s t i t u t i o n s .  In  a d d i t io n ,  l im ite d  and n o n e x is te n t  

e d u c a to r - s ta f f  support a t  most pub lic -supported  and co lleg e  

c o n tro l le d  la b o ra to ry  schoo ls  was a se r io u s  problem over the 

p a s t  decade. This chap ter  a ttem pts to s e le c t iv e ly  review  the 

l i t e r a t u r e  regard ing  la b o ra to ry  schools w ith  sp e c ia l  empha­

s is  on both schools which have been closed  and those s t i l l  

o p e ra t in g .

W illiams' Study of 19^2, based on da ta  he had c o l ­

le c te d  during the period  1933-3^ and 1937-38, s ta te d  th a t  in  

2 3 .7  percen t of the teacher  education  co lleges which main­

ta in e d  campus schoo ls , t u i t i o n  was charged p u p ils  in  the 

schoo ls . He recommended t h a t  the campus school should serve 

as a lab o ra to ry  fo r  o b se rv a tio n , p a r t i c ip a t io n ,  classroom

13
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dem onstration, and fo r  i n i t i a l  classroom teaching  of small 

groups. He a lso  contended th a t  the off campus schools should 

supplement the campus school by providing a d d i t io n a l  f a c i l ­

i t i e s  and should complement i t  by fu rn ish ing  th e  s tuden t 

teacher a d d i t io n a l  types of opportunity  to have lab o ra to ry  

experiences under normal p u b lic  school co n d i t io n s .  He con­

cluded th a t  th is  would provide the student teach e r  w ith  his 

f i n a l  la b o ra to ry  experience and responsib le  classroom teach­

in g .^

B u tte r  repo rted  th a t  while one would expect a s ig n i f ­

ic a n t  d if fe re n ce  between the co s t  of teaching anthropology 

and chemical eng ineering , one would expect s im i l a r i t y  be­

tween co s ts  in  h is to ry  and p o l i t i c a l  sc ience . While measuring 

the  e f f e c t iv e  lea rn in g  in  each i n s t i t u t i o n  can only be done 

in  an approximate way, to  ignore  the p o s s i b i l i t y  of improving 

co s t  e f fe c t iv e n e s s  i n h e r i t  in  such f ig u re s  seemed ir re sp o n ­

s ib le

Bowen repo rted  th a t  f a r  too o ften  any d isc u ss io n  of 

c o s t  was l im ite d  only to  the  question  of expenditure reduc­

t io n ,  but co s t consciousness goes beyond budget conscious­

n ess .  The budget only perm its  f a c u l ty  to be h i r e d  and s tu ­

dents to be en ro lled , but c o s t  consciousness considers  how

3e . I .  F. W illiam s, The Actual and P o te n t ia l  Use of 
Laboratory Schools (New York: Bureau of P u b lic a t io n s ,
Teachers College, Columbia U n iv ers ity , 19^2), pp. 18-217»

^Irene  H. B u tte r ,  Economics of Graduate Education: 
An Exploratory Study, U.S. Department of H ealth , Education 
and W elfare, Office of Education, Washington, B .C ., 1966.
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these p a r t i e s  I n t e r a c t  to  some purpose. I t  i s  the  time and 

t a l e n t  of fa c u l ty  and s tu d en ts  which are the major costs  of 

h igher education , and a conventional budget f a i l s  to  r e f l e c t
5

whether t h i s  time and t a l e n t  i s  used e f f e c t iv e ly .

Abrahams in d ic a te d  th a t  as apprehension over the 

problem of co llege  f inanc ing  has become more a c u te ,  budgets 

have become the s u b je c t  of in c re as in g  a t te n t io n .  But, i f  

the su b je c t  of the budget i s  more common on campus, the su b - ' 

j e c t  of c o s t  e f fe c t iv e n e s s  remains g en e ra lly  ignored . The 

measure of cos t and performance in  h igher education  i s  some­

how regarded as i l l e g i t i m a t e  and n o t  a bas ic  concern.^

Van T il  re p o r te d  th a t  when the la b o ra to ry  school i s  

j u s t i f i e d  to  the funding agencies through p leas  fo r  support, 

i t  should be in  terms of the ex ten t of the s tu d en t teaching 

p a r t ic ip a t io n -o b s e rv a t io n  func tions  and the re se a rc h -  

experim entation  fu n c t io n s .  He f u r th e r  s ta te d  th a t  " there i s  

no dean i n  recorded h i s to ry  who ever attempted to  j u s t i f y  a 

lab o ra to ry  school to  the funding sources as an i n s t i t u t i o n  

a ffo rd ing  employment to  deserving elementary and secondary 

te a c h e rs ."  The assumption i s  p re se n t ,  however, t h a t  the 

ex is tence  of the la b o ra to ry  school should be dependent upon 

the degree to which i t  c o n tr ib u te s  p o s i t iv e ly  to  the teacher

^William G. Bowen, The Economics of the Major P riva te  
U n iv e r s i t i e s , The Carnegie Commission on Higher Education,
New York: McGraw-Hill, 1968.

^N. L. Abrahams, S ta te  Planning fo r  Higher Education, 
The Academy fo r  Educational Development, I n c . ,  Washington,
D.C., December, 1969.
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education program. He suggested th a t  one would th in k  th a t  

such f r ie n d s  of the la b o ra to ry  school would be th o u g h tfu lly  

engaged . . .  in  r e a l i s t i c a l l y  red e f in in g  and adapting  the 

func tions  and purposes of each in d iv id u a l  la b o ra to ry  school 

to contemporary r e a l i t i e s .  . . . one would th in k  th a t  the 

f r ie n d s  of the  la b o ra to ry  school would be id e n t i fy in g  the 

app rop ria te  f r o n t i e r s  fo r  the la b o ra to ry  school today.^

Van T i l  emphasized t h a t  should other sources p e r­

suade the funding agencies t h a t  the school i s  simply a good 

p r iv a te  school or t h a t  l i t t l e  comes from the school by way 

of research  or p u b l ic a t io n ,  the source of funding i s  apt to 

dry up and th a t  many la b o ra to ry  schools have had th e i r  n a t ­

u ra l  enemies, however benign th e i r  appearance. These i n ­

cluded, but a re  n o t l im ite d  to ,  the following: the  labo ra to ry

school s tu d en t who r e j e c t s  the education  he rece iv ed ,  the 

paren t p e rce iv ing  the school as another p r iv a te  school, the 

p ro fesso r of educa tion  in d i f f e r e n t  to  the la b o ra to ry  school, 

the budget c u t t e r  in  the l e g i s l a tu r e  or in  u n iv e r s i ty  gov­

ernance hunting fo r  c o s t  reduc tions  and lowered tax es . The 

labo ra to ry  school sometimes had n a tu ra l  enemies w ith in  i t s  

own b u ild in g , e .g .  the  la b o ra to ry  school ad m in is tra to r  always 

accommodated and never le d , and the  narrowly focused la b o ra ­

to ry  school te ach e r  who r e je c te d  a l l  functions except teach ­

ing.

^William Van T i l ,  The Laboratory School: I t s  Rise
and F a l l ? (Terre Haute: Indiana S ta te  U n ivers ity  and the
Laboratory School A dm inis tra tors  A ssocia tion , 1969), pp. 1^-
15.
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K e lly 's  Study of 19&4-, which was pub lished  in  1967, '

rep o r te d  th a t  the  ph ilosoph ies  of school a d m in is t ra to rs  and 

educators  toward the func tions  and purposes of la b o ra to ry  

schools had changed considerab ly  over the decade p r io r  to h is  

s tudy . In a d d i t io n  to  p h ilo so p h ica l d i f fe re n c e s ,  many la b ­

o ra to ry  schools rep o r ted  a se r io u s  concern of in c reased  

co s ts  and fu tu re  f in a n c ia l  problems. Kelly recommended th a t  

f u r th e r  in v e s t ig a t io n  be made on the f in a n c ia l  costs  of op-
Q

e ra t in g  the campus la b o ra to ry  schoo ls .

A N ational Survey of Campus Laboratory Schools con­

ducted by the American A ssoc ia tion  of Colleges fo r  Teacher 

Education in  1969^ rep o rted  on the s ta tu s  of both p u b lic  and 

p r iv a te  c o n tro l le d  campus la b o ra to ry  schools, and i s  the only 

study th a t  has been made on the  s ta tu s  of campus lab o ra to ry  

schools s ince  the  study of 1964, in  terms of the func tions  

and c o n tr ib u t io n s  of these schools and the e x te n t  to which 

they are being c lo sed , reorganized  and new schools opened.

This survey was n o t concerned w ith  the f in a n c ia l  support p a t ­

te rn s  or s t a f f  r e la t io n s h ip s  a t  the campus la b o ra to ry  schools, 

One hundred f i f t e e n  la b o ra to ry  schools were rep o r ted  in  th i s  

survey as opera ting  a t  pub lic -supported  teach e r  education  

i n s t i t u t i o n s  in  the United S ta te s .  T h i r ty - s ix  campus

E. H. K elly , The S ta tu s  of the Campus Laboratory 
School in  the  United S ta te s , D is s e r ta t io n ,  Ind iana  Univer- 
s i t y ,  June, 1967.

^M. C. Howd and Kenneth A. Browne, N ational Survey 
of Campus Laboratory Schools, The American A ssoc ia tion  of 
Colleges f o r  Teacher Education, 1970*
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la b o ra to ry  schools were rep o rted  i n  the survey to have 

c losed  between 1964 and 1969, and o th e rs  rep o rted  reducing 

th e i r  scope or poss ib le  fu tu re  c lo s in g .  Increas ing  cos ts  of 

o p e ra t io n  and decreasing flow of funding support to the l a b ­

o ra to ry  schools were primary reasons given f o r  these schools 

c lo s in g .

Bowen^O in d ic a te d  i t  was v i t a l  th a t  any mention of 

co s t  should stop evoking, as a r e f l e x ,  a l l  of the defensive 

arguments ag a in s t  expenditure red u c t io n  th a t  had been de­

veloped over the y ea rs .  These arguments, and the u n w il l in g ­

ness they in d ic a te  to  d i r e c t  a t t e n t io n  to  the se rious  i s ­

sues of teaching and le a rn in g ,  a re  an in v i t a t i o n  to  budget 

c u t t in g  fo r  they suggest an in d i f f e re n c e  as to  how w ell the 

job i s  done. Educators and i n s t i t u t i o n s  of h igher education  

should care how well they perform t h e i r  m issions. I f  t h i s  

be t r u e ,  why, then, i s  concern w ith  co s t  e f fe c t iv e n e s s  sup­

p ressed , r a r e ly  given o p e ra t io n a l  expression  and somehow con­

s id e re d  i l l e g i t im a te ?

One reason i s  th a t  the a n a ly s is  necessary  can be i n ­

te rp r e te d  in c o r r e c t ly .  A co lleg e  i s  no t the same as a b u s i ­

n e ss .  There i s  no simple p roduc t.  The measures of e f f e c t i v e ­

ness may be sh o r ts ig h ted ly  u t i l i t a r i a n ,  or they may r e ly  too 

much on p rox ies  r e f l e c t in g  o th e r  f a c to r s  bes ides  educa tiona l 

e f f e c t iv e n e s s .  This i s  done f re q u e n tly  by measuring

I^Howard R. Bowen, The Finance of Higher E duca tion , 
The Carnegie Commission on Higher Education INew York; 
McGraw-Hill, 1968).
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ed u ca tio n a l performance by the s t a r t in g  sa la ry  of g raduates , 

or cost e f fe c t iv e n e s s  can be used as a weapon of one party  

a g a in s t  ano ther r a th e r  than as a d is c ip l in e  fo r  a l l .  There 

are  te c h n ic a l  problems as w e ll .  Inputs  and outputs must be 

weighed a p p ro p r ia te ly .  How much of the s a la ry  of the  p ro ­

fe s so r  i s  r e a l l y  a t t r i b u t a b l e  to h is  teaching, and how much 

i s  hidden subsidy fo r  h is  research? How much w eight, on the 

output s id e ,  should be a t t r i b u te d  to a s tu d e n t ’s e a s i ly  

te s te d  te c h n ic a l  p ro f ic ie n c y  in French, and how much to  the 

f a m i l i a r i ty  w ith  French c u l tu re  he gets  w ith  h is  French 

c la sse s?

Smith rep o r ted  the p resen t no tion  of s tu d e n t  teaching 

w i l l  fade out of e x is te n c e .  In i t s  place w i l l  be a m atrix  of 

experiences concerned w ith  p rogression  from i n i t i a l ,  genera l, 

n o n d isc rim in a tin g , and incomplete con tac t w ith  teach ing  to 

deep and broad concep tu a liza tio n  demanded of the p ro fe ss io n a l  

p r a c t i t i o n e r ;  from observed and p a r t i c ip a t o r  in  s c i e n t i f i c  

in q u ir in g  to  o r ig in a to r  and designed of such in q u iry ;  from 

in secu re , im i ta t in g ,  dependent behavior to c o n f id e n t ,  c r e ­

a t iv e ,  and re sp o n s ib le  behavior. Students in  the school 

la b o ra to ry  w i l l  th e re fo re  be a t  a l l  le v e ls  along these  con­

t in u a .  College and school personnel working w ith  them can­

n o t be confined , th e re fo re ,  to those now working w ith  student
1 1teaching and in te rn s h ip  programs.

B. Othanel Smith, Teachers fo r  the Real World 
(Washington, D.C.: American A ssociation  of C olleges fo r
Teacher Education, 1969), pp. 95-29^*
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McGeoch tra c e d  the development of the campus la b o ra ­

tory school from I t s  o r ig in  in  the  seven teen th  century and 

in  th e  United S ta te s  normal schools of the  l8 2 0 's .  This 

study in d ica ted  th a t  these  schools served as models of de­

s ire d  teacher methods and provided o p p o r tu n it ie s  f o r  s tudent 

teach ing . Even before  1900, the fu n c tio n s  of the schools 

were being debated, and the need was recognized to  use them 

as experim ental schools to  t e s t  and demonstrate new tech­

niques and m a te r ia l s .  The s tuden t body in  most campus 

schools th e r e a f te r  tended to  be h ig h ly  s e le c te d  and inade­

quate in  number to serve expanding programs of teacher edu­

c a tio n . In the l a t e  1960 's , much s tu d en t teaching was 

tr a n s fe r re d  to p u b lic  schools and the concept of teacher 

education was changed to  in c rease  the c o l la b o ra t io n  between 

schools and c o l le g e s ,  w ith  a r e s u l t a n t  demand fo r  more r e ­

s p o n s ib i l i ty  f o r  the  classroom teachers  and s tuden t teaching 

and a c c r e d i ta t io n .  McGeoch's s tu d ie s  s t a t e d  th a t  the new 

emphasis i s  on a j o i n t  e n te rp r is e  by pu b lic  schools , u n i­

v e r s i t i e s  and c o l le g e s ,  the  community, and r e la te d  public 

ag en c ie s .

In her 1971 r e p o r t ,  McGeoch contended th a t  in  theory, 

though not always in  p r a c t i c e ,  teacher  education  i s  no longer 

the so le  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  of the c o l le g e .  And w ith  shared r e ­

s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  must go shared a u th o r i ty .  Classroom teachers 

through th e i r  p ro fe s s io n a l  o rg an iza tio n s  a re  n eg o tia t in g  the 

cond itions under which they w i l l  take s tu d en t teachers and
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demanding a s tro n g ,  I f  not dominant, voice in  s e t t in g  s tand-
12ards fo r  admission to  the p ro fe ss io n .

Blackmon in te rp re te d  from h is  study of a group of 

campus schools th a t  the ro le  of re se a rch  was one of i t s  more 

im portant fu n c tio n s .  He s ta te d  "the bulk of co llege  con­

t r o l l e d  lab o ra to ry  schools and co lleg es  of education asso ­

c ia te d  w ith them have not c a p i ta l iz e d  s u f f i c ie n t ly  upon 

t h e i r  p o te n t ia l s  fo r  research . In the face of shortages of 

outstanding te a c h e rs ,  the need fo r  co lleg e  classrooms, 

s c a r c i t i e s  of ap p ro p ria te  funds and an ev e r- in c reas in g  en­

ro llm en t, f a i l u r e  to  do ex c ep tio n a lly  w ell the th ing  th a t  

those schools can do uniquely might r e s u l t  in  d ra s t ic  a l t e r ­

a t io n  or even e lim in a tio n  of many of the college c o n tro l le d  

la b o ra to ry  sc h o o ls ."  In connection with the re sea rch  func­

t io n  and i t s  importance shared by many, Blackmon's p o in t  of 

view i s  why, then , has not more been done to s tren g th en  

e x is t in g  la b o ra to ry  schools? Can i t  be because th e re  i s  no 

s o l id  evidence th a t  these schools have indeed made s i g n i f i ­

cant c o n tr ib u tio n s  to  educational re se a rc h ,  educa tiona l inno- 

v a t io n ,  and teacher  education improvement in  recen t years?

Hunter contended th a t  to f u l f i l l  the commitment of

12porothy M. McGeoch, The Campus Laboratory School : 
Phoenix or Dodo Bird (Eric C learing House on Teacher Educa­
t io n ,  June, 1971)'

Robert Blackmon, Laboratory Schools U.S.A. - -  
S tudies and Readings, Southwestern S tud ies : Humanities
S e r ie s ,  No. 3 (L afayette : U n iv ers ity  of Southwestern
Louisiana, 1970), p. 9'+*
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co n tr ib u t in g  to the wider educa tiona l community, the expand­

ing ro le  of the la b o ra to ry  school should encompass vigorous 

and purposefu l p ro fe s s io n a l  i n t e r a c t io n  w ith  o ther lab o ra to ry  

schools as w ell as pu b lic  schools throughout the n a t io n .  The 

s t a f f  of the la b o ra to ry  school becomes a pool from which may 

be secured co n su lta n t  a s s is ta n c e  in  launching new programs, 

e s p e c ia l ly  in  the  a rea  of teacher  in - s e rv ic e  "education" fo r  

those programs. While, as p a r t  of d issem in a tio n , i t  i s  the 

r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  of the la b o ra to ry  school to  gene ra te  ex p o rt­

able products to a s s i s t  w ith  new programs, th e  support of a 

knowledgeable p ro fe s s io n a l  can be an e s s e n t i a l  in g re d ie n t .

The es tab lishm en t of r e a l i s t i c  and s im ulated  e x p e r i­

mental s e t t in g s  and the planning of coord ina ted  c l i n i c a l  

sessions th a t  examine teaching episodes in  terms of educa­

t io n a l  theory  can be arranged only through re g u la r iz e d  e la b ­

o ra t io n  where both the i n s t i t u t i o n  of h igher education  and 

the school, w ith  ap p ro p ria te  r e la te d  o rg an iza tio n s  and 

agencies , are  j o i n t l y  resp o n s ib le  and accountab le  fo r  the 

education of te a c h e rs .  In coopera tive  teacher education  

programs, a l l  c o l la b o ra t in g  i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  o rg a n iz a t io n s ,  and 

agencies can b ring  t h e i r  t o t a l  resources  to  bear upon edu­

c a t io n a l  problems as they jo in  to g e th e r  in  the  m utually  bene­

f i c i a l  ta sk  of the continuing education  of te a c h e rs .

One method to use in  s tu d en t teach ing  and teacher

1 Madeline Hunter, "Expanding Roles of Laboratory 
Schools,"  Phi D elta  Kappan, 52:1^; September, 1970.
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t r a in in g  would be to e s t a b l i s h  a t r a in in g  complex which i s  a 

j o i n t  e n t e rp r i s e  by the  public  schools ,  u n i v e r s i t i e s  and 

co l leg e s ,  the community, and r e l a t e d  pub l ic  agencies .  A new 

i n s t i t u t i o n a l  mechanism i s  needed because " u n iv e r s i ty  pe rson­

n e l  and e x i s t in g  f a c i l i t i e s  a re  inadequate" and "the schools 

do not  have the th e o re t i c a l  resources  and te ch n ica l  knowledge 

to s u s ta in  a program of t r a in in g .

At a r ece n t  meeting of the Classroom Teachers '  Na­

t i o n a l  Study Conference on the ro le  of the classroom teacher  

in  the s tuden t  teaching program, i t  was s t a t e d  as a b e l i e f  of 

the Assoc ia t ion  " tha t  the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  s tuden t  teaching 

should be shared by pub l ic  schools ,  the i n s t i t u t i o n s  p r e p a r ­

ing teachers  and the p r o f e s s io n . " ”*̂

How do l e g i s l a t o r s ,  boards of t r u s t e e s ,  and u n iv e r ­

s i t y  ad m in is t ra to rs  see the la b o ra to ry  school? These groups 

have the task  of t ry ing  to make a judgment concerning the 

r e l a t i v e  value of each aspect  of co l lege  or u n iv e r s i t y  oper­

a t io n s .  The fund r e l a t e d  agencies must t r a n s l a t e  t h e i r  judg­

ment in to  " d o l la r s  and cents" which i s  even more d i f f i c u l t .  

Since money i s  by the economist 's  d e f i n i t i o n  a scarce  com­

modity, i t  does not take too much persuasion  to  convince

^ E .  Brooks Smith and o th e rs ,  A Guide to  P ro fe s s io n a l  
Excellence i n  C l in ic a l  Experiences i n  Teacher Education 
(Washington, B.C.: A ssoc ia t ion  fo r  Student Teaching, 1970),
pp . 1-29^.

H. Oestre ich,  The Classroom Teachers Speak on 
the Classroom Teacher i n  the Student Teaching Program 
(Washington, B.C.: A ssoc ia t ion  of Classroom Teachers, Na­
t io n a l  Education Association,  1970).
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funding sources t h a t  the labo ra to ry  school i s  "a fad and a 

f r i l l "  n ice  to  have, but hardly  necessary .

There a re  important  reasons why cos t  e f fe c t iv en e ss  

must become a l e g i t im a te  su b je c t .  Thinking about cos t  i s  

not simply a m a t te r  of par ing  budgets and making ends meet, 

of cu t t in g  out s e c r e t a r i e s  or not buying ty p e w r i te r s .  I t  i s  

a fundamental educa t iona l  i s su e .  Searching f o r  more e f f e c ­

t i v e  methods of teaching must lead  us to  examine the neg­

l e c te d  ques t ion  of what we are t ry in g  to  do and how students  

l e a r n .  For the co l lege  or u n iv e r s i ty ,  as well  as f o r  soc ie ty ,  

the is sue  i s  e f f e c t i v e  use of re sou rces .  I f  time and energy 

can be saved by adopting more e f f e c t iv e  cos t  procedures ,  

those energ ies  can be devoted to a long l i s t  of tasks  now 

s ta rv e d  f o r  re sou rces .

Concentra t ion  on budget consciousness can even be 

in im ica l  to cos t  consciousness . For example, when funds for  

cons truc t ing  new classrooms are saved by using ex i s t in g  ones 

a l a rg e r  p a r t  of the day, the savings achieved, however de­

s i r a b l e  in  themselves,  may mute the i s s u e  on whether given 

su b jec ts  are b e s t  taught in  classrooms a t  a l l .  Classrooms a t  

a co l lege  can be scheduled 24 hours a day, and every sea t  oc­

cupied; but i f  the c la s se s  themselves are r e l a t i v e l y  unpro­

ductive of l e a rn in g ,  then the i n s t i t u t i o n  i s  g ro ss ly  i n e f ­

f i c i e n t  a l l  the same.

Further  confusion a r i s e s  from p ressu res  ex te rn a l  to 

the i n s t i t u t i o n .  Growing pub l ic  resentment over the cos t  of
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education has led  State  governments to i n t e n s i f y  budget p ro ­

cedures.  While i t  may be p o s s ib le  to decide i n  the  S tate  

Capitol how many teaching a s s i s t a n t s  there w i l l  be, i t  i s  

impossible to  decide there  how to achieve c o s t  e f fec t iv en e ss  

lea rn ing .  Line item budgeting may reduce expenses.  I t  w i l l  

not l i k e l y  f in d  a b e t t e r  way to teach. But before pressures  

fo r  budget con tro l  are reduced, the public  needs to  have 

confidence t h a t  cos t  e f fe c t iv e n e s s  programs are being c a r ­

r i e d  out.



CHAPTER I I I

DESIGN AND PROCEDURE

The design and procedure used to  achieve the purposes 

of t h i s  study are  p resen ted  under the following four  head­

ings: (1) Design of the Study, (2) The Development of the

Instrument,  (3) Population of the Study, and (4) Treatment 

of the Data.

Design of the Study 

This study was an ana lys is  of the f i n a n c i a l  support 

p a t t e rn s ,  s t a f f  r e la t io n s h ip s  and problems which led  to the 

closing of lab o ra to ry  schools a t  pub l ic -suppor ted  teacher  

education i n s t i t u t i o n s  in  the United S ta te s  between 196^-72. 

The study a lso  attempted to determine how these  f a c to r s  may 

in f luence the fu tu re  of pub l ic -supported  lab o ra to ry  schools 

by examining those lab o ra to ry  schools s t i l l  operat ing  in  the 

United S ta tes  i n  1972. The r e s u l t s  of t h i s  study were i n ­

tended to provide information which could s i g n i f i c a n t l y  con­

t r ib u te  to the d ec is io n  which educa to rs ,  a d m in is t ra to rs  and 

t ru s te e s  make as they e s t a b l i s h  p r i o r i t i e s  and a l t e r n a t i v e s  

r e l a t in g  to the fu tu re  ro le ,  purpose, and opera t ion  of the

26
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p u b l ic -supported  l a b o ra to ry  schools.

The review of the  l i t e r a t u r e  revealed t h a t  there  has 

been a deep concern i n  pub l ic -suppor ted  teacher  education
•k.

i n s t i t u t i o n s  across  the n a t io n  during the pas t  decade reg a rd ­

ing the f i n a n c i a l  support  of labo ra to ry  schools .  The chang­

ing r o l e  and fu n c t io n  of lab o ra to ry  schools in  supporting 

teacher  education programs has a lso  been a m a t te r  of g rea t  

importance to these i n s t i t u t i o n s .

The study i s  fundamentally  desc r ip t iv e  re search

which i s  defined as " a l l  those s tud ies  tha t  p u rp o r t  to p re -
17sen t  f a c t s  concerning the  na tu re  and s ta tu s  of  any th ing ."  '

More s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  the  des ign  could be c l a s s i f i e d  as

d e s c r ip t iv e - s u r v e y - s t a tu s  re se a rch ,  which according to  Good

i s  " d i r ec ted  toward a s c e r ta in in g  p reva i l ing  cond i t ions  (the

f a c t s  t h a t  p r e v a i l  i n  a group of cases chosen f o r  s tudy) .

This method i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  a technique of q u a n t i t a t i v e  de-
18s c r i p t i o n  of the  genera l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of the group."

The n a tu re  of the problem in d ic a ted  the use of the survey 

method as the most f e a s i b l e  technique fo r  the c o l l e c t i o n  of 

the d a ta .  A q u es t io n n a i re  was developed and t h i s  instrument 

was used to secure the necessary  data.

I^Good and Sca tes ,  op. c i t . ,  p. 259- 
18Good and Sca tes ,  op. c i t . ,  p. 551-
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The Development of the Instruments

The ques t ionna i re  was used as the major too l  of th is  

s tudy.  Questions were s t r u c tu r e d  so t h a t  s p e c i f i c  answers, 

numbers or percentages would be obtained.  The sources used 

in  cons ider ing  the  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  fo r  the co n s t ru c t io n  of

an e f f e c t i v e  ques t ionna i re  were Good^^ and Scates,
? 1 ??VanDalen and Mouly. A syn thes is  of the c r i t e r i a  f o r  a

ques t ionna i re  was developed from these c i t e d  sources and are

l i s t e d  below.

1. I t  must be b r i e f  so th a t  i t  w i l l  take a minimum 

of the  re sponden t 's  time, making the demands on 

him as easy as p o s s ib le .

2. I t  should deal with  m atte rs  th a t  w i l l  seem to  

the r e c ip ie n t s  to be worth i n v e s t ig a t in g .

3. Clear i n s t ru c t io n s  must be included as to the way 

answers are to be in d ic a t e d .  I t  should e l i c i t  

c l e a r  and unequivocal r e p l i e s ,  e s p e c i a l ly  i f  

they are to l a t e r  be subjected  to s t a t i s t i c a l  

t rea tm ent .  The purpose of the study should be 

f u l l y  and c l e a r ly  s t a t e d .

I^Good and Scates ,  op. c i t . ,  p. 615*

^^Good and Scates ,  op. c i t . ,  p. 615*
p 1

Deobald B. VanDalen, Understanding Educational Re­
search  (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, I n c . ,  1962),
pT 249 - 2 5 4 .

^^George J.  Mouly, The Science of Educational Re­
search  (New York: American Book Company, 1963), p* 263»
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4. The wording of every item ought to be under­

s tandab le  and f a m i l i a r  in  order  to in su re  the 

re sp o n d en t ' s  comprehension of what i s  being 

asked.

5- The items should be arranged in  a n ea t  and l o g i ­

ca l  o rder .  The ques t ionnaire  should be i n  good 

mechanical form; th a t  i s ,  p r in te d  or typewri t ten  

and easy to read .

6. The in form ation  in  the quest ions should be o ther­

wise i n a c c e s s ib l e  to the in v e s t ig a to r .

7 . A promise of a summary of the r e s u l t s  of the 

study should be included.

8. The q u es t io n n a i re  must not "put words in  the r e ­

sponden t 's  mouth," nor should the ques t ion  em­

b a r ra s s  the in d iv id u a l  or cause him to  suspect  

hidden purposes.  The ques t ionna i re  should e l i c i t  

responses which are d e f i n i t e ,  but  they should not 

be mechanical ly  forced.

9 . Space should be provided fo r  supplementary com­

munication from the r e c i p i e n t s .

10. Some ques t ions  may e x i s t  mainly to develop the 

proper  psycho log ica l  s e t  or f o r  the purpose of 

c a r t h a r s i s .

Procedure

Two sepa ra te  and d i s t i n c t  ques t ionna i re s  were de­

veloped, each designed along the gu ide l ines  ou t l in ed  e a r l i e r
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to  obta in  the d a ta  deemed necessary for  the purposes of the 

s tudy .

The f i r s t  ques t ionna i re  was developed to  be d i r e c te d  

to co l lege  ad m in is t ra to rs  whose pub l ic -suppor ted  lab o ra to ry  

schools were r ep o r ted  closed during the per iod  1964-69. The 

1969 National Survey^^ conducted by the American Associat ion  

of Colleges fo r  Teacher Education in d ic a ted  t h a t  the re  were 

36 schools closed during t h i s  pe r iod .  Th ir ty  of these 

schools were r ep o r ted  as having been a t  s t a t e  teachers  c o l ­

leges ,  and s ix  were a t  s t a t e  u n i v e r s i t i e s .

A second ques t ionna i re  was developed and d i r e c te d  to 

the labora to ry  school ad m in is t ra to rs  a t  the 115 l a b o ra to ry  

schools repor ted  to be operat ing a t  pub l ic -suppor ted  teacher  

education i n s t i t u t i o n s  in  1969 by the  National Survey. Seven­

teen  of these la b o ra to ry  schools were repo r ted  to be o p e ra t ­

ing a t  s t a t e  u n i v e r s i t i e s ,  and 98 were rep o r ted  to  be oper­

a t ing  a t  pub l ic -supported  s t a t e  c o l leg e s .

L e t te r s  were prepared and mailed with  the q u es t io n ­

n a i re s  to the l a b o ra to ry  school ad m in is t ra to rs  a t  the 115 l a b ­

ora tory  schools r ep o r ted  operat ing a t  p u b l ic -suppor ted  teacher  

education i n s t i t u t i o n s  by the 1969 National Survey. The same 

procedure was used with  some changes in  the l e t t e r  and ques­

t io n n a i r e  to secure information from the 36 l a b o ra to ry  

schools which were repor ted  to have closed between the years

C. Howd and Kenneth A. Browne, op. c i t . .  Na­
t io n a l  Survey of Campus Laboratory Schools.
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196^-69 by t h i s  National Survey. Let te rs  were a l so  prepared 

and mailed to  the S ta te  Departments of Education i n  each of 

the 90 s t a t e s  reques t ing  names and addresses of adm in is t ra ­

to r s  a t  pub l ic -suppor ted  teacher education i n s t i t u t i o n s  in  

t h e i r  s t a t e  which had labora to ry  schools opera t ing  now or 

formerly opera t ing  as a p a r t  of t h e i r  co l lege  or u n iv e r s i t y .  

Copies of these  l e t t e r s  and copies of the ques t ionna i re s  are 

shown in  the appendix.

The information  obtained from the S ta te  Departments 

of Education about labora to ry  schools opera t ing  and closed a t  

public -supported  teacher  education i n s t i t u t i o n s  in  t h e i r  

s t a t e s  was compared with the labo ra to ry  schools  l i s t e d  on the 

1969 National Survey w ith  regard to operat ing  and closed l a b ­

oratory  schools .  Information obtained from some s t a t e  de­

partments c o n f l i c t e d  with  the information provided by the 

1969 National Survey; however, the data  on the  Survey was 

used for  the  purpose of t h i s  r ep o r t  as the most r e c e n t ,  up- 

to -da te  da ta  a v a i la b le .

The data  c o l l e c te d  from these  la b o ra to ry  schools ,  

both operating and closed, i s  presented i n  Chapter IV. The 

two sec t ions  of Chapter IV cons is t  of :  (1) lab o ra to ry

schools which c losed during the per iod  196^-72 a t  p u b l ic -  

supported teacher  education i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  and (2) labo ra to ry  

schools repo r ted  operat ing in  1972 a t  pub l ic -suppor ted  teacher  

education i n s t i t u t i o n s  in  the United S ta te s .  This data  i s  

analyzed in  d e t a i l  in  Chapter IV of th i s  s tudy.
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The Populat ion  of the  Study 

The popu la t ion  of t h i s  study was comprised of 151 

l a b o ra to ry  schools opera t ing  or formerly operat ing a t  p u b l ic -  

supported teache r  education  i n s t i t u t i o n s  which were repo r ted  

i n  the National  Survey on Laboratory Schools conducted in  

1969 by the  American Assoc ia t ion  of Colleges for  Teacher Ed­

u c a t io n .  This Survey on the  s t a tu s  of labora to ry  schools i n  

the United S ta tes  provided the l a t e s t  and most u p - to -da te  i n ­

formation about la b o ra to ry  schools w ith  r e sp e c t  to the number 

of  schools now opera t ing  a t  pub l ic -supported  teacher education 

i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  and those lab o ra to ry  schools which have c losed 

a t  pub l ic -suppor ted  teacher  education  i n s t i t u t i o n s  during the 

p a s t  decade. T h i r ty - s ix  lab o ra to ry  schools were repo r ted  as 

having been closed during the per iod  196^-69, and 115 l a b ­

o ra to ry  schools were repo r ted  in  opera t ion  i n  I969 . A 

pu b l ic -su p p o r ted  la b o ra to ry  school f o r  the purpose of th i s  

s tudy was defined as a la b o ra to ry  school rece iv ing  a l l  or 

p a r t  of i t s  f i n a n c i a l  support from a public -supported  s t a t e  

u n i v e r s i t y  or s t a t e  co l lege .  Returns from the ques t ion­

n a i re s  were secured from 100 pe rcen t  of those labora to ry  

schools r ep o r ted  operat ing in  1969 and c losed  during the 

pe r iod  1964-69.

Treatment of the Data 

The responses to  the ques t ionna i res  were tab u la ted  

fo r  a l l  respondents from both those lab o ra to ry  schools which 

were re p o r te d  c losed during the p e r io d  1964-69, and those
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l a b o ra to ry  schools r e p o r ted  operating i n  1969* The ques t ion ­

n a i r e s  were t a b u la te d  s e p a ra te ly  on schools c losed  and those 

now opera t ing .  The d a ta  tabu la ted  from these  two groups were 

developed in to  ta b le s  and converted i n t o  numbers and p e r ­

centages based on the  popula t ion  rep o r t in g .

These percen tages  were studied in  order to gain  ans­

wers to the ques t ions  p resen ted  following the s ta tem ent of 

the problem. Following t h i s  ana lys is  of d a ta ,  genera l  con­

c lus ions  were made concerning the present  f i n a n c i a l  support 

p a t t e rn s  and s t a f f  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  among la b o ra to ry  schools a t  

pub l ic -suppor ted  teache r  education i n s t i t u t i o n s  now i n  oper­

a t io n  and the cond i t ions  which surrounded the c los ing  of 

lab o ra to ry  schools a t  public -supported  teacher  education in ­

s t i t u t i o n s  between 196^-72. Based on t h i s  da ta  and informa­

t i o n  provided i n  Chapter I I ,  recommendations were made and 

these conclusions and recommendations w i l l  be p resen ted  in  

Chapter V.



CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

The da ta  presen ted  and analyzed in  t h i s  chapter  i s  

t h a t  obtained from the responses to the ques t ionna i re s  which 

were re tu rned  by the lab o ra to ry  schools now operat ing a t  

p ub l ic -suppor ted  teacher education i n s t i t u t i o n s  i n  the United 

S ta te s ,  and from the responses to  the qu es t io n n a i re s  which 

were re tu rn ed  by the school ad m in is t ra to rs  i n  the pu b l ic -  

supported teacher  education i n s t i t u t i o n s  i n  the United States 

which had c losed t h e i r  la b o ra to ry  schools during the period 

1964-72.

Why the concern and what i s  the s ig n i f i c a n c e  of th i s  

study on la b o ra to ry  schools in  p ub l ic -suppor ted  teacher  edu­

ca t io n  i n s t i t u t i o n s  i n  the United S ta tes?  The Kelly Study
pLf

published  in  1967 was a d e ta i l e d  a n a ly s is  on the s t a tu s  of 

la b o ra to ry  schools in  the United S ta tes  during the per iod  

196^ - 6 7 . In 1969 , the American A ssoc ia t ion  of Colleges for 

Teacher Education  ̂ sponsored a National Survey on Laboratory

^^E. H. Kelly,  op. c i t . ,  p.  84-.

C. Howd and Kenneth A. Browne, op. c i t . ,  Na­
t i o n a l  Survey of Campus Laboratory Schools.

3 4
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Schools which provided an update of information  on the num­

ber of la b o ra to ry  schools in  opera t ion  in  the United S ta te s .

The Kelly Study drew a t t e n t i o n  to  the f a c t  th a t  a 

s i g n i f i c a n t  number of labora to ry  schools had closed during 

the period 1964-6?. The 1969 National Survey of Laboratory 

Schools rep o r ted  ad d i t io n a l  schools had closed and others  

repor ted  they were reducing t h e i r  scope. Neither of these 

s tud ies  was concerned with f i n a n c i a l  support or costs  and 

s t a f f  r e l a t i o n s h i p s .  The Kelly Study recommended th a t  a 

study be conducted on f in a n c ia l  support and cos t  of opera t ing  

labo ra to ry  schools .

The data  presented in  t h i s  chapter  w il l  place empha­

s i s  on the  reasons for  the high percentage of labo ra to ry  

schools c losed during the period 1964-1972, p a t t e rn s  of f i ­

nanc ia l  support ,  and the r e l a t i o n s h i p  between labo ra to ry  

school f a c u l ty  and other c o l le g e -u n iv e r s i ty  f a c u l ty  with r e ­

gard to  f r in g e  b e n e f i t s ,  academic rank and tenure .  Summaries 

in  terms of numbers and percentages are presen ted  in  ta b u la r  

form and t r e a te d  separa te ly  fo r  lab o ra to ry  schools which 

have c losed  and those now opera t ing .  The data presented  and 

analyzed in  t h i s  chapter i s  based on the information obtained 

from the ques t ionnaire  re turned  from 100 percent  of the 

pub l ic -supported  labora to ry  schools repor ted  in  the 1969 Na­

t io n a l  Survey of Laboratory Schools conducted by the American 

Assoc ia t ion  of Colleges fo r  Teacher Education. I t  i s  po in ted  

out,  however, t h a t  some respondents did  not  complete a l l  of
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the questions asked. The da ta ,  th e re fo re ,  i s  i n t e rp r e t e d  in

the following chapter  on the information obta ined.

The Kelly Study on the "Status of Campus Laboratory 

Schools" covering the per iod  196^-1967 and published  in  I 967 , 

repor ted  on a popula t ion  of 178 labo ra to ry  schools a t  pub l ic -  

supported co l leges  and u n iv e r s i t i e s  in  the United S ta te s .  A

s ig n i f i c a n t  number of these schools in d ic a te d  they were 

closing or d r a s t i c a l l y  reducing th e i r  scope and r o l e  during 

th i s  per iod ,  according to Kelly. The American A ssoc ia t ion  of 

Colleges fo r  Teacher Education repor ted  in  t h e i r  National 

Survey of Campus Laboratory Schools conducted in  1969? t h a t  

there  were 115 labora to ry  schools opera t ing  a t  p u b l ic -  

supported teacher  education i n s t i t u t i o n s  i n  the United 

S ta te s .  This survey also  reported  th a t  an ad d i t io n a l  36 

l abo ra to ry  schools formerly operat ing a t  pub l ic -supported  

teacher education i n s i t i t u i o n s  had been closed between 196^

and 1969 .

The S ta te  Departments of Education in  each s t a t e  

were requested to fu rn ish  the names and addresses of c o l ­

leges and u n i v e r s i t i e s  in  the  r e sp ec t iv e  s t a t e s  who operated 

a labora to ry  school in  connection with i t s  teacher education 

program, as wel l  as the names of co l leges  and u n i v e r s i t i e s  

in  th e i r  s t a t e s  who formerly operated labo ra to ry  schools 

which had been closed during the pas t  ten  years .  Question­

n a i re s  were d i r e c te d  to the 115 lab o ra to ry  schools operating 

a t  public -supported  i n s t i t u t i o n s  which were repo r ted  in  the
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1969 National Survey, as w el l  as the 36 l a b o ra to ry  schools 

repo r ted  in  th i s  survey to  have been closed during the period 

196^ - 6 9 , and to  those schools repor ted  by the S ta te  Depart­

ments of Education as ope ra t ing ,  or formerly opera t ing ,  l a b ­

o ra to ry  schools a t  various co l leges  and u n i v e r s i t i e s  in  t h e i r  

s t a t e s .

Subsequent da ta  obta ined  from the respondents to the 

ques t ionna i res  from t h i s  1972 in v e s t ig a t io n  in d ic a te d  th a t  

only 129 l ab o ra to ry  schools a t  pub l ic -supported  teacher ed­

u c a t io n  i n s t i t u t i o n s  in  the United S ta te s  could be accounted 

f o r  i n  1972 . This 1972 Study found th a t  22 of the labora to ry  

schools repor ted  opera t ing  a t  pub l ic -supported  teacher  educa­

t io n  i n s t i t u t i o n s  i n  the 1969 Survey now repo r ted  th a t  they 

should not have been considered in  t h i s  popu la t ion  fo r  the 

following reasons:  n ine of 22 col leges rep o r ted  in  1972 t h a t

they never had a l a b o ra to ry  school and t h i r t e e n  reported  th a t  

they had p r iv a t e ly  supported schools or had schools not con­

s ide red  to be la b o ra to ry  schools .  All  of these  repor ted  th a t  

they were now closed and th e re fo re  were no t  considered a p a r t  

of t h i s  study. Therefore ,  the bas ic  popula t ion  of th is  study 

was 129 la b o ra to ry  schools .

Closed Laboratory Schools

The National Survey in  1969 conducted by the American 

Assoc ia t ion  of Colleges f o r  Teacher Education repor ted  36 

labo ra to ry  schools had c losed  a t  pub l ic -supported  teacher 

education i n s t i t u t i o n s  from 1964-69. The f ind ings  in  th i s
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study revea led  t h a t  25  l a b o ra to ry  schools were c lo sed  com­

p l e t e l y  between 1969-72, many of which had been in  operat ion 

fo r  50 years or more. What were the circumstances which 

produced th i s  cond i t ion?

The major reason  given fo r  c los ing  the l a b o ra to ry  

schools  was inadequate  f i n a n c i a l  support from the  f o s te r in g  

i n s t i t u t i o n  and the s t a t e .  A second reason in d ica ted  as s i g ­

n i f i c a n t l y  important f o r  c los ing  the m a jo r i ty  o f  these  labo­

r a t o r y  schools was t h a t  the school had outlived i t s  u s e f u l ­

ness  and t h a t  l a b o ra to ry  experiences were more adequate ly  and 

e f f e c t i v e ly  provided by the l o c a l  pub l ic  school system. All 

c losed  la b o ra to ry  schools  repo r ted  t h a t  the loca l  pub l ic  

school system assumed the  la b o ra to ry  school func t ions .

Two l a b o ra to ry  schools repor ted  rece iv ing  a major 

p o r t io n  of t h e i r  f i n a n c i a l  a id  from sources other than the 

S ta t e ,  t h e i r  suppor t ing  i n s t i t u t i o n  or tu i t io n .  One of the 

schools  p a r t i c i p a t e d  in  Federal  programs fo r  m inori ty  groups 

and the others  p a r t i c i p a t e d  in  a sp e c ia l  education program.

Table 1 c l e a r l y  shows t h a t  lab o ra to ry  schools  a t  

pub l ic -suppor ted  teache r  education in s t i t u t i o n s  are  l i k e ly  to 

remain open only i f  f i n a n c i a l  support pa t te rns  improve. The 

f i n a n c i a l  squeeze experienced by co l leges  and u n i v e r s i t i e s  

over the na t io n  in  the  p a s t  decade has ,  without doubt, caused 

many of these i n s t i t u t i o n s  to phase out those programs which 

are  deemed l e a s t  e s s e n t i a l  when judged by a p resen t  l i s t  of 

p r i o r i t y  needs. Since many p ro fe s s io n a l  col leges of



TABLE 1

NUMBER OF PUBLIC-SUPPORTED LABORATORY SCHOOLS CLOSED BETWEEN 1964-72
(N = 61 )

Type of School Date Opened Date Closed

State
U n iv e r s i t ie s  (n = 15)

K-Pre- 
School

Elem-
tary

Second­
ary

K-Pre-
School

Elem-
tary

Second­
ary

Reason
Closed

Arizona
Arizona St. Univ. 1912 1968 Space & Fin.

I l l i n o i s
Univ. of I l l i n o i s 1865 1865 1970 1970 Finance

Indiana
Univ. o f  Indiana 1917 1917 1970 1970 Finance

Iowa ( A.J
UniV. of I owa 1916 1916 1972 1972 Finance

Kentucky
Univ. of Kentucky 1930 1910 1 96M- 1964 Finance

Maine
U. of Me-Farmington 1920 1969 Finance

Michigan
Univ. of Michigan 1924 1924 1924 1970 1969 1968 Finance

Nebraska
Univ. of Nebraska 1925 1968 Finance

Ohio
Ohio S tate  Univ. 1912 1912 1932  . 1968 1968 1968 Finance
Ohio U n iv ers ity 1887 1887 1972 1970 Finance

Utah
Univ. of Utah 1891 1891 1966 1966 Finance

West V irg in ia
West V irg in ia  Univ. 1925 1925 1971 1971 Finance

Wisconsin
U. of Wisc-Madison 1933 1964 Finance
U. of Wise-Milwaukee 1896 1896 . 1971 1971 Finance



TABLE 1 — C o n t in u e d

Type of School Date Opened Date Closed
S ta te K-Pre- Elem- Second­ K -Pre- Elem- Second­ Reason
U n i v e r s i t i e s  (n = 15) School t a r y ary School t a r y ary Closed

Wyoming
Univ. of Wyoming 1887 1887 1887 1972 1972 1972 Finance

S ta t e  Col leges  (n = 46)
(Formerly S ta te
Teacher Col leges
C a l i f o r n i a

Chico S ta te 1887 1970 Finance
Fresno  S ta te 1911 1970 Finance
Humboldt S ta t e 1914 1970 Finance
San Diego S ta t e 1900 1970 Finance
San F ra n c isc o  St . 1899 1971 Finance

C onnec t icu t
W. C onnec t icu t  SC 1920 1966 Finance

D i s t r i c t  of Columbia
D.C. Teachers C o l l . 1954 1969 L e g i s l a tu r e

I l l i n o i s
N. I l l i n o i s  Univ. 1Ü95 1895 1972 .. 1972 Finance
S. I l l i n o i s  Univ. 1920 1920 1972 1970 Finance

Kansas

-ro

K ans. St-Emporia 1907
K .St. C ol-P ittsburgh  1909

1902 1971 1971 1971
1970 1970

S t a f f
F inance

Kentucky
Berea C ollege 1855 1855 1968 1968 Coop w/PSch

Maine
U of Me-Fort Kent 1922 1965 . . ^ Finance
U of Me-Portland 1920 1965 Finance



TABLE 1 - - C o n t i n u e d

Type of School Date Opened Date Closed

S ta te  C o l leges  (n = U-6) 
(Formerly S ta te  
Teacher C o l leges )

K-Pre-
School

Elem-
t a r y

Second­
ary

K-Pre-
School

Elem-
t a r y

Second­
ary

Reason
Closed

Maryland
F ro s tb u rg  S t .  Col. 1960 1900 1968 1968 L e g i s l a t u r e
S a l i s b u ry  S t .  Col. 192^ 1969 Finance

Michigan
Cent. Michigan U. 1920 1920 1969 1969 Finance
E a s t .  Michigan U. 185V 1901 196? 1969 L e g i s l a t u r e
West. Michigan U. lüëO 1902 1 968 1968 L e g i s l a t u r e

Minnesota
Morehead S t .  C o l l . 1890 1970 1970 Finance
S t .  Cloud S t .  Col. 1898 1898 1898 1.972 . 1972 1972 Legis & Col
U of Minn-Duluth 1902 1967 Finance
Winona S t .  C o l l . 1863 1971 Space

Nebraska
Chadron S t .  C o l l . 1922 1922 _1961 1961 Finance
Kearney S t .  C o l l . 1924 1924 1964 1964 Finance
Peru S ta t e  C o l l . 192^ 1915 1967 1967 Finance

New Hampshire
Plymouth S t .  C o l l . 1870 1970 Coop w/PSch

New J e r s e y
Newark S t .  C o l l . 1964 1970 Finance
Tren ton  S t .  C o l l . 1920 1970 Coop w/PSch
Wm P a t t e r s o n  C o l l . 1924 1924 1969 1969 Finance

New Mexico
W. N. Mexico Univ. 1893 .1 9 7 0 Coop w/PSch

New York
St U. C o l -C or t land 1868 1868 1971 1971 Finance
St U. NY-Fredonia 1968 1968 1969 1969 Finance

-r



TABLE 1 — C o n t in u e d

Type of School Date Opened Date Closed

S ta te  Col leges  (n = 4-6 ) 
(Formerly S ta t e  
Teacher C o l leges)

K-Pre-
School

Elem-
t a r y

Second­
ary

K-Pre-
School

Elem-
t a r y

Second­
ary

Reason
Closed

North Dakota
V al ley  C i ty  S t .  C. 1Ü90 1Ü90 1965 1965 Finance

PennsyIvani  a
Bloomsbury S t .  C. 1870 1966 Space
Cheyney S t .  Col. 1ÜÜ0 1967 Finance
C la r io n  S t .  Col. 1920 194-2 1969 1969 Goals Changed
M ansf ie ld  S t .  C. 1900 1965 Finance
S l ip p e ry  Rock SC 1910 1966 Finance

Texas
N. Texas S t .  U. 1914 1914- 1914 1970 1970 196? Finance
SW Texas S t .  U. 1931 1933 1933 1965 1965 1965 Dup. Serv.

Utah
Briyham Youny U. 1875 1Ü75 ....... 1968 1968 Finance

Washington
W. Washinyton SC 1910 1967 Finance

W isconsin
W. St U-La Crosse 1903 1970 Finance
W. St U-Stephens Ft 192? 1929 1972 1972 S t a f f  & F in .
W. St U-Whitewater 1924 1924 1972 1972 Finance

-rro
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education  had questioned fo r  yea rs  the co n t r ib u t io n  made by 

la b o ra to ry  schools to the p rep a ra t io n  of te a ch e rs ,  i t  became 

q u i te  easy to  c lose  such schools when f i n a n c i a l  support be­

came inadequate .

Source of Revenue for Closed 
Laboratory Schools

Table 2 c l e a r ly  shows th a t  v i r t u a l l y  a l l  of the 61 

la b o ra to ry  schools closed rece ived  almost a l l  of the ir  f i ­

n an c ia l  support  from the teacher  education  i n s t i t u t i o n  sup­

po r t in g  them. I t  i s  thus easy to  see t h a t  the labora tory  

school i n  most of these schools had to  compete with other 

segments of the col lege or u n i v e r s i t y  f o r  the  l im ited  i n s t i ­

t u t i o n a l  d o l l a r .

A few schools received support  from s tudent  t u i t i o n  

and se v e ra l  had rece ived  d i r e c t  f i n a n c i a l  a id  from State 

sources ,  a l though  these  were minor items f o r  the i n s t i t u t i o n  

rep o r t in g  them in  terms of t o t a l  support  fo r  the labora tory  

schools .  I t  i s  easy to  see t h a t  these  lab o ra to ry  schools 

must indeed have had a d i f f i c u l t  time j u s t i f y i n g  th e i r  con­

t inued  e x i s te n c e  in  an i n s t i t u t i o n  whose f i n a n c i a l  resources 

were inadequate  in  terms of support ing  the bas ic  programs 

normally a s s o c ia te d  with  the o p e ra t io n  of the  i n s t i t u t i o n .

Was Tuition an Important Source of Revenue 
for Closed Laboratory Schools?

Table 3 shows tha t  fou r  of the 61 c losed  labora to ry  

schools (7 p e r c e n t ) ,  ind ica ted  th a t  t u i t i o n  was charged as a



TABLE 2
PERCENTAGES OF FINANCIAL SUPPORT TO THE PUBLIC-SUPPORTED LABORATORY SCHOOL BY 

SOURCE FOR SCHOOLS CLOSED BETWEEN 1964-72 (N = 61)

Type of School
Supporting Inst. 
(Percentages)

Tuition
(Percentages)

Direct State Aid 
(Percentages)

Other
(Percentages)

State
Universities (n = 15)

K-Pre- 
School

Elem-
tary Second­ary K-Pre- Elem- Second- School tary ary K-Pre- Elem- Second- School tary ary K-Pre- Elem- Second- School tary ary Total

%

ArizonaArizona St. Univ. 75 25 100Illinois
Univ. of Illinois 100 100 100IndianaUniv. of Indiana 100 100 100

Iowa
Univ. of Iowa 100 100 100

Kentucky
Ü. of Kentucky 100 100 100 100

Maine
U. of Me-Farmington 100 100Michigan
U. of Michigan 90 90 90 10 10 10 100Nebraska
U. of Nebraska 90 10 100

Ohio
Ohio St. Univ. 100 100 100
Ohio University 100 100 100
Univ. of Utah _Z0_ 70 100

West VirginiaW . Virginia U. 100
Wisconsin 1ÜÜ~U. of Wis-Madison 100

U. of Wls-Mllwaukee 100 100 100
WvominE

Univ. of Wyoming 100 100 100



TABLE 2— Continued

Type of School Supporting Inst. (Percentages)
State Colleges (n = U-6)
(Formerly State K-Pre- Elem- Second-
Teacher Colleges) School tary ary

Tuition 
(Percentages)

Direct State Aid 
(Percentages)

Other
(Percentages)

K-Pre- Elem- Second- 
School tary ary

K-Pre- Elem- 
School tary

Second­
ary

K-Pre-
School

Elem-
tary

Second­
ary

Total

Nebraska
Chadron St. Coll. 100 100 100
Kearney St. Coll. 10Ô lOoPeru State Coll. 100 100 100New Hampshire
Plymouth St. Coll. 100 100New Jersey
Newark St. Coll. 100 100
Trenton St. Coll. 100 100
Wm Patterson Coll. 100 100 100New Mexico
W. N . M e x ic o  TJ. 1O0 100

New Y orK
St U Col-Cortland 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
S t  u  N Y - F r e d o n la 1 0 0 100 1 0 0North Dakota
Valley Cltv St C. 55 55 55 . 55 55 55 t5  _ 45 45 100Pennsylvania
Bloomsbure St. C. 100 1 0 0
Chevney St. Coll. 100 100
Clarion St. Coll. 25 25 25 25 50 50 100
Mansfield St. Ü. 50 50 100SllDoery Rock SC 50 5b 100

Texas
N. Texas St. U. 100 100 100 100
SW Texas St. U. 100 100 100 100

Utah
Brleham Young U. 95 95 5 5 100

W. Washington SC~

f
VI

100 100
Wisconsin "7W1ÜÜ~W St U-La Crosse 100100W St U-Stephens Pt 100

W St U-Whltewater 100 100 100



TABLE 2 — Continued

Type of School
State Colleges (n = 46) (Formerly State 
Teacher Colleges)

Supporting Inst. 
(Percentages)

Tuition
(Percentages)

K-Pre-
Sohool

Elem-
tary

Second­
ary

K-Pre- Elem- Second- 
School tary ary

Direct State Aid 
(Percentages)

K-Pre- Elem- Second- 
School tary ary

Other
(Percentages)

K-Pre- Elem- Second- 
School tary ary

Total

California
Chico State 100 100
Fresno State 100 1ÔÔ
Humboldt State 100 1Ô0
San Diego State 100 100
San Francisco St. 100 100Connecticut
W. Connecticut SC 75 25 100

Dist. of ColumbiaB.C. Teachers C. 100 100IllinoisN. Illinois U. 100 100 100
S. Illinois U. 100 100 10Ô

KansasKans. St-Emnoria 100 100 100 100
K. St. C-Pittsbureh 100 100 100

Kentucky ■w

ON

Berea College 100
Maine
U. of Me-Fort Kent 100
U. of Me-Portland 100Maryland
Frostbure St. Col. 100 100 100
Salisbury St. Col. 100 100

Michigan
Cent. Michigan U. 100 100 100
East. Michigan U. 90 10 100
West. Michigan U. 90 90 10 10 1ÔÔMinnesota
Morehead St. Col. 65 65 65 .15 15 15 100St. Cloud St. Col. 50 50 50 5o 50 5o 100
U. of Minn-buluth 100 100
Winona St. Coll. 15 85 100
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supplemental budgetary c o n t r ib u t io n  to  the labo ra to ry  school. 

The t u i t i o n  did no t  amount to  more than  f iv e  percen t  of the 

l a b o ra to ry  school budget a t  any of the closed schools.  The 

m a t te r  of a s sess in g  t u i t i o n  as a means of continuing the op­

e r a t i o n  of the school was apparen t ly  no t  a se r ious  cons ider ­

a t io n  when the dec is ion  was made to c lose  the school,  and 

t h i s  source of revenue was ap p a ren t ly  a minor revenue source 

i n  the  budget of these schools .

High t u i t i o n ,  of course,  tends to d r a s t i c a l l y  l im i t  

the enrollment of s tudents  from n o n -a f f lu e n t  fam il ies  and a 

l abo ra to ry  school enrollment c o n s is t in g  only of s tudents  from 

a f f lu e n t  f a m i l i e s  would f in d  i t  v i r t u a l l y  impossible to 

achieve purposes normally e s t a b l i s h e d  fo r  such schools .

TABLE 3

PUBLIC-SUPPORTED LABORATORY SCHOOLS CHARGING 
TUITION WHICH CLOSED BETWEEN 1964-72 

(N = 61)

Num­
ber

Charged
T u i t io n Percent­

age of 
SchoolsYes No Total

S ta te
U n iv e r s i t i e s  (n = 15) 2 2 2 13

S ta te  Colleges (For­
merly State Teacher 
Colleges (n = 46) 2 2 2 2
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R ela t io n sh ip  of Laboratory Schools 
with Local School D i s t r i c t

Almost one- fou r th ,  or  25 percent ,  of la b o ra to ry  

schools closed a t  pub l ic -suppor ted  teacher education  i n s t i t u ­

t ions repor ted  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  with  the lo c a l  p ub l ic  school 

system in  educa t iona l  programs. These lab o ra to ry  schools 

ind ica ted  th a t  they were cons idered ,  and they regarded them­

se lves ,  a p a r t  of the lo c a l  pub l ic  school system, and many of 

them were i n  p a r t  absorbed by the lo c a l  school system when 

they closed.

Many teache r  educa t ion  i n s t i t u t i o n s  developed specia l  

arrangements w i th  ad jo in ing  pub l ic  school systems f o r  the 

provis ion  of some kinds of lab o ra to ry  school experiences fo r  

t h e i r  teacher  education e n ro l le e s  a f t e r  c lo s ing  t h e i r  l a b o ra ­

tory schools.

TABLE 4

PUBLIC-SUPPORTED LABORATORY SCHOOLS CLOSING BETWEEN 
1964-72 THAT WERE CONSIDERED A PART OF THE 

LOCAL PUBLIC SCHOOL SYSTEM 
(N = 61)

Number Yes No Total
Percentage 
of Schools

S ta te  U n iv e r s i t i e s
(n = 15) 4 4 4 27

Sta te  Colleges (For­
merly S tate  Teacher 
Colleges (n -  46) 11 11 11 24
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What Happens to  the Facul ty  When 
Laboratory Schools Close?

An im portant  concern in  every teacher  education i n ­

s t i t u t i o n  when the  la b o ra to ry  school closed was the problem: 

What happens to  the s t a f f ?  Table 5 shows t h a t  in  s t a t e  u n i ­

v e r s i t i e s  which c losed  t h e i r  lab o ra to ry  schools ,  the s t a f f  

was u su a l ly  absorbed elsewhere in  the  i n s t i t u t i o n .  In  s t a t e  

co l le g e s ,  however, t h i s  was not  the case; and in  83 percen t  

of the in s t a n c e s ,  the s t a f f  of closed labo ra to ry  schools was 

e i t h e r  d ismissed or jo ined  the f a c u l t i e s  of ad jacent  pub l ic  

school systems. Many lab o ra to ry  school f a c u l ty  members in  

u n i v e r s i t i e s  enjoyed rank and tenure and were thus o f ten  p ro ­

te c te d  from summary d ism issa l  when the school closed.

TABLE 5

DISPOSITION OF FACULTY (STAFF) AT CLOSED 
PUBLIC-SUPPORTED LABORATORY SCHOOLS 

(N = 61)

Joined 
S taff  of 

Supporting 
I n s t i t u t i o n

% J o in ­
ing Sup­
po r t ing  
I n s t .Yes No Other Total

S ta te
U n iv e r s i t i e s  (n = 15) 12 3 15 80

S ta te  Colleges (For­
merly S ta te  Teacher 
Colleges)  (n = 4-6) 8 38 46 17
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Why Did Laboratory Schools Close?

In  determining the reasons fo r  the  c los ing  of 61 

l a b o ra to ry  schools  in  public -supported  co l leges  and u n i v e r s i ­

t i e s ,  i t  was discovered th a t  the primary reason given in  

near ly  a l l  in s tan ce s  was lack of  f i n a n c i a l  support w i th in  the 

i n s t i t u t i o n .

Table 6 makes t h i s  f a c t  qu i te  c l e a r .  I t  i s  well to 

po in t  ou t ,  however, t h a t  the a v a i l a b i l i t y  of pub l ic  schools 

i n  providing the  same se rv ices ,  the changing of la b o ra to ry  

school goals ,  and the fee l ing  t h a t  many labo ra to ry  schools 

had outgrown t h e i r  use fu lness ,  a l l  p layed a p a r t  in  de­

c i s io n s  to  c lo se  many labora to ry  schools .  In  o ther  words, 

even w ith  reduced f in a n c i a l  support,  many schools might have 

remained open had predominate opinions been p resen t  th a t  

these schools were s t i l l  e s s e n t i a l  to the opera t ion  of an 

outs tanding teacher  education program.

No c l e a r  p a t t e r n  emerged as i n s t i t u t i o n s  repo r ted  the 

l e v e l  of decision-making which closed the  lab o ra to ry  school.  

In the u n i v e r s i t y  labora to ry  schools ,  the  dec is ion  was made 

most o f ten  by committees and the State l e g i s l a t u r e ,  while  in  

s t a t e  co l lege  lab o ra to ry  schools the dec is ion  to close was 

made most o f ten  by a committee with adm in is t ra t iv e  and l e g i s ­

l a t i v e  d ec is io n s  ranking second.

Have Functions of Laboratory Schools Changed?

Through the yea rs ,  campus labo ra to ry  schools have 

emphasized var ious  func t ions  w ith  those in  u n i v e r s i t i e s
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TABLE 6

THE RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE DECISION TO CLOSE AND 
MAJOR REASON FOR CLOSING THE PUBLIC-SUPPORTED 

LABORATORY SCHOOLS BETWEEN 1964-?2 
(N = 61)

S ta te U n iv e rs i t ie s  (n = 15) 
Reasons

Decision 
Made by

F in an c ia l
Problems

Outgrown Dup. Serv.
Useful-  Changed of Pub.
ness Goals School Space

Dean 1

Committee 5

Adminis­
t r a t i v e 1

Faculty 1

Pres ident  
of School 1 1

Sta te  Leg­
i s l a t u r e 5

Trustees

State  Colleges (Formerly State Teacher Colleges)  (n -  h6)

Dean 1

Committee 23 1 1

Adminis­
t r a t i v e 6

Faculty 2

President 
of School 2

State Leg­
i s l a t u r e 6

Trustees 3 1



52

id e n t i fy in g  research  and experimentation as a high p r i o r i t y  

and a l e s s e r  emphasis on s tudent  teach ing ,  demonstration and 

observa tion .  When asked, however, to i d e n t i f y  func t ions  a t  

the time of c lo s ing ,  most u n iv e r s i ty  and co l lege  la b o ra to ry  

schools s t a t e d  th a t  recognized func t ions  were s tuden t  teach­

ing, dem onstra t ion-observa tion ,  experimenta t ion and re se a rch ,  

in  t h a t  order .  Research thus a c tu a l ly  rece ived  l e s s  a t t e n ­

t ion  than was expected and s tudent  teaching ,  which supposedly 

had decreased as a fu n c t io n ,  s t i l l  rece ived  high p r i o r i t y  a t  

the time of c los ing .

Table 7 shows t h a t  the most experimenta t ion and r e ­

search was c a r r ie d  on in  the u n iv e r s i t y  operated secondary 

campus schools which c losed ,  while most re sea rch  and e x p e r i ­

mentat ion c a r r ie d  on in  co l lege  la b o ra to ry  schools apparen t ly  

occurred in  the elementary schools .  V i r tu a l ly  a l l  of  the 

s t a t e  co l lege  elementary schools i d e n t i f i e d  re search  and ex­

per imentat ion  as func t ions  being discharged a t  the time of 

c los ing .  I t  should, of course ,  be noted t h a t  most l a b o ra to ry  

schools closed were not  operat ing secondary schools a t  the 

time of c los ing .

The high percentage of la b o ra to ry  schools s t i l l  u t i ­

l i z in g  t h e i r  schools fo r  s tudent  teaching experiences empha­

s izes  once again the apparent i n a b i l i t y  of many of these  

schools to  a l t e r  t h e i r  func t ions  and cease a c t i v i t i e s  long 

since regarded as obso le te  f o r  these schoo ls .
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TABLE 7

STATED FUNCTIONS OF THE PUBLIC-SUPPORTED LABORATORY 
SCHOOLS CLOSED BETWEEN 196“+-72 

(N = 61)

S ta te  U n iv e r s i t i e s  (n = 15)

Demon­
s t r a t i o n

Observa- Experi-  Student
t io n  mentation Research Teaching

Grades N 1o N % N % N %

K - Pre-School 7 47 7 1+7 5 33 7 47

Elementary 15 100 15 100 15 100 15 100

Secondary 7 47 7 47 7 47 7 47

Sta te  Colleges (Formerly S ta te  Teacher Colleges) (n = 46)

K - Pre-School 14 30 14 30 12 26 14 30

Elementary 45 98 45 98 4o 87 45 98

Secondary 8 17 8 17 6 13 8 17

Size of Laboratory Schools Which 
Were Closed During 196^-72

Over 18,000 s tu d e n ts  were en ro l le d  in  grades K 

through 12 in  the l a b o ra to ry  schools th a t  closed a t  p u b l i c -  

supported teacher educat ion  i n s t i t u t i o n s  between 1964-72. 

Five thousand f iv e  hundred, or 30 p e rcen t ,  were en ro l le d  in  

la b o ra to ry  schools a t  s t a t e  u n i v e r s i t i e s ;  the remaining 

12 ,500 , 70 p e rcen t ,  were en ro l led  i n  l a b o ra to ry  schools a t  

o ther  s t a t e  co l leges  and 728, or four  p e rce n t ,  were en ro l led  

i n  K - p re-school.  Four thousand th ree  hundred, or 23



p ercen t ,  were en ro l le d  in  secondary grades 7 - 12; and 13,000 

or 73 p e rcen t ,  were en ro l led  i n  elementary grades 1 - 6 .  The 

enrollment of the  la b o ra to ry  schools closed var ied  from an 

enrollment of 50 i n  the elementary grades to a high of 1200 

as shown in  Table 8.

This same ta b le  shows t h a t  15 labora to ry  schools op­

era ted  by s t a t e  u n i v e r s i t i e s  c losed  between 1964 and 1972 . 

Included in  t h i s  l i s t  were schools long recognized as f o r ­

merly ou ts tand ing  la b o ra to ry  schools l i k e  those a t  Indiana,  

Michigan, Wisconsin and Ohio S ta te  U n iv e r s i t i e s .  These u n i ­

v e r s i t i e s  are s t i l l  regarded as among the more adequately 

f inanced p ub l ic -suppo r ted  u n i v e r s i t i e s  in  the na t ion .  Among 

s t a t e  co l lege  la b o ra to ry  schools c losed  were f i v e  in  C a l i ­

f o rn ia ,  two in  I l l i n o i s ,  th ree  i n  Michigan, th ree  in  

Nebraska, four  i n  Minnesota and two in  Kansas.

When a segment of a l a b o ra to ry  school was c losed ,  the 

tendency has been fo r  the secondary school to close f i r s t  and 

then the elementary or K - p re -sch o o l  segments. A c o n t r ib u t ­

ing f a c t o r  here undoubtedly was the general  r e a l i z a t i o n  tha t  

secondary schools  of such small enrollment must, of n ec e s s i ty ,  

o f fe r  only an inadequate  curr iculum i f  the s tudent  body was 

a heterogeneous one. Of note  was the f a c t  th a t  a t  the  time 

of c lo s in g ,  only th ree  of the secondary schools had an en­

ro l lm ent over 300. School o rg an iz a t io n  experts agree th a t  

secondary schools of t h i s  s iz e  possess  few of the c h a ra c te r ­

i s t i c s  of good schoo ls .



TABLE 8

PUPIL ENROLLMENT WHEN LABORATORY SCHOOLS CLOSED DURING PERIOD 1964-72
(N = 61)

Type of School

S ta te  U n i v e r s i t i e s  
(n = 1 5 )

Year
Closed

K-Pre-School Elementary Secondary
N N % N % T o ta l

Arizona
1968 T6B“Arizona S t . Univ. 100

I l l i n o i s
Univ. of I l l i n o i s 1970 200 100 200

In d ian a
Univ. of In d ia n a 1970 120 11 3iQ_ 31 650 1120

Iowa
17 249 83

v-nvnUniv. of Iowa 1972 50
Kentucky

1964 "WUniv. of Ky. 2 0 . 2 2 21 0
Maine

U of Me-Farmington 22 100 22
Michigan

351Univ. of Michigan 1969 22 11
Nebraska

1968Univ. of Nebraska 222 100 2 50
Ohio

3 1Ohio S ta t e  Univ. 1968 10
“ 1

150 35 235 55 425
Ohio U n iv e r s i t y 1972 22 222 22 6 ^

Utah
Univ. of Utah 1966 200 41 29 0 22 392

West V i r g in i a
West V i r g i n i a  U. 1971 175 47 50 13 1 50 40 375

Wisconsin
U of Wis-Madison 1964 465 100 465
U of Wis-Milwaukee 1971 50 15 200 61 8o 24



TABLE 8 — C o n t in u e d

Type of School 

S t a t e  U n i v e r s i t i e s Year
K-Pre-School Elementary Secondary

(n = 15) Closed N ^ N % N % T ota l

Wyoming
Univ. of Wyoming 1972

S ta t e  Col leges  (n = 46) 
(Formerly S ta te  
Teacher C o l leges)
C a l i f o r n i a

Chico S ta te 1970 1 8 0 100 1 8 0
Fresno S ta te 1970 250 100 250
Humboldt S ta t e 1970 2 50 100 250
San Diego S ta te 1970 2 5 0 100 250
San Francisco St. 1971 900 100 5 0 0

C onnec t icu t
W. C on n ec t icu t  SC 1966 650 1 0 0 650

D is t .  of Columbia
D.C. Teachers C o l l . 1969 1200 100 1200

I l l i n o i s
N. I l l i n o i s  Univ. 1972 50 1 2 350 8 8 4-00
S. I l l i n o i s  Univ. 1972 150 2 0 0 57 350

Kansas
Kans. St-Emporia 1971 18 7 161 61 87 32 266
K. S t .  C -P i t t s b u rg h 1970 250 100 2 5 0

Kentucky
Berea College 1968 1 2 0 32.. 2  50 6 8 ^ 370

Maine
U of Me-Fort Kent 1965 80 1 0 0 80
U of Me-Port land 1965 92 1 0 0 92



TABLE 8 — C o n t in u e d

Type of School
S ta te  Col leges  (n -  L-6 ) 
(Formerly S ta te  
Teacher C o l leges )

Year
Closed

K-Pre-School Elementary Secondary
N N N T o ta l

Maryland
W 23 1^5 TSTF ro s tb u rg  S t .  Col. ZL

S a l i s b u ry  S t .  Col. 1969 100 100 100
Michigan

Cent. Michigan U. 1969 1 50 67 75 33 225
E a s t .  Michigan U. 1969 180 43 240 57 420
West. Michigan U. 1968 1 50 ^ 5 180 55 330

Minnesota
Morehead S t .  C o l l . 1970 300 100 300
S t .  Cloud S t .  Col. 1971 25 6 200 50 175 ■ 44 400
U of Minn-Duluth 1967 168 100 168
Winona S t .  C o l l . 1971 50 100 50

Nebraska
Chadron S t .  C o l l . 1967 200 70 85 30 285
Kearney S t .  C o l l . 1968 190 70 80 30 270
Peru S ta t e  C o l l . 1967 1 bk 56 127 44 291

New Hampshire
Plymouth S t .  C o l l . 1971 250 71 100 29 350

New Je r se y
Newark S t .  C o l l . 1970 1 50 100 1 50
Trenton  S t .  C o l l . 1964
Wm. P a t t e r s o n  C o l l . 1969 159 39 250 61 409

New Mexico
W. N. Mex. Univ. 1970 250 100 250

New York
S t .  TJ. C o l-C or t land 1971 30 14 177 86 207
S t .  0 . NY-Fredonia 1970 750 100 750

v-n-s]



TABLE 8 — C o n t in u e d

Type of  School
S t a t e  Col leges  (n = 46) 
(Formerly S ta te  
Teacher Co l leges)

Year
Closed

K-Pre'-School Elementary Secondary

Tota lN % N % N %

North Dakota
V alley  C i ty  S t .  C. 1965 20 10 90 43 99 4-7 209

P ennsy lvan ia
Bloomsburg S t .  C. 1966 go 100 50
Cheyney S t .  Col. 1967 5o 100 5o
C la r io n  S t .  Col. 1969 4o i8 180 62 220
M ansfie ld  S t .  0. 1965 1+50 100 450
S l ip p e ry  Rock SC 1966 .257 100 257

Texas
N. Tex. S t .  Univ. 1969 150 100 1 50
SW Tex. S t .  Univ. 1965 193 50 193 50 386

Utah
Brigham Young U. 1968 200 34 400 66 600

Washington
W. Wash. S t .  Col. 1967 180 100 180

Wisconsin
W. S t .  U-La Crosse 1971 450 100 450
W. S t .  U-Stephens Pt 1972 225 100 225
W. S t .  U-Whltewater 1972 220 100 220

oo
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Did Closed Laboratory Schools A l te r  
Their  Role P r io r  to  Closing?

Eight  of the 15 closed la b o ra to ry  schools  which were 

loca ted  a t  s t a t e  u n i v e r s i t i e s  rep o r ted  they did not change 

t h e i r  purpose or ro le  from t h e i r  beginning to the date of 

c lo s ing ,  bu t  seven of them did make some changes in  r o le  or 

described fu n c t io n s .  In  c o n t r a s t ,  the da ta  shown in  Table 9 

in d ic a te s  t h a t  37, or 76 p e rce n t ,  of the k6 s t a t e  co l lege  

la b o ra to ry  schools had no t  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  changed th e i r  ro les  

or fu n c t io n s  between t h e i r  beginning and u l t im a te  c los ing .

Laboratory schools lo c a te d  a t  s t a t e  u n i v e r s i t i e s  r e ­

ported p h i lo s o p h ica l  change a t  t h e i r  schools by del imited 

curr iculum, more emphasis on re se a rc h ,  and phasing out grade 

le v e ls  or o rg a n iz a t io n a l  segments of the  programs p r io r  to 

the s c h o o l ' s  f i n a l  c lo s in g .  Secondary schools u sua l ly  were 

the f i r s t  to  go. Laboratory schools  lo c a te d  a t  s t a t e  c o l ­

leges p laced  more emphasis on the  s tuden t  teaching funct ion  

i n  the years  preceding t h e i r  c lo s in g .  I t  was concluded tha t  

those l a b o ra to ry  schools which r ep o r ted  no p h i lo soph ica l  

change s in ce  t h e i r  in cep t io n  (^5 of the 61 schools or 73 p e r ­

ce n t ) ,  probably had no t  eva lua ted  t h e i r  programs during tha t  

time and th i s  p r a c t i c e  could have been a s i g n i f i c a n t  f a c to r  

in  the c lo s ing  of the la b o ra to ry  school.

I t  i s  well  to note t h a t  p ro fe s s io n a l  college f a c u l t i e s  

apparen t ly  were but l i t t l e  involved in  the eva lua t ion  from 

year to year  of t h e i r  l a b o ra to ry  school co n t r ib u t io n s ;
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TABLE 9

PUBLIC-SUPPORTED LABORATORY SCHOOLS CLOSED DURING THE 
PERIOD 1964-72, WHO REPORTED PHILOSOPHICAL 

CHANGES SINCE THEIR INCEPTION 
(N = 61 )

Purpose or 
Role Change

S ta te  U n iv e r s i t i e s  (n = 15) Yes No

Arizona
Arizona State  Univers i ty X

I l l i n o i s
Universi ty  of I l l i n o i s X

Indiana
Univers i ty  of Indiana X

Iowa
Univers i ty  of Iowa X

Kentucky
Universi ty  of Kentucky X

Maine
Univers i ty  of Maine-Farming ton X

Michigan
Univers i ty  of Michigan X

Nebraska
Univers i ty  of Nebraska X

Ohio
Ohio S tate  U nivers i ty X
Ohio Univers i ty X

Utah
U nivers i ty  of Utah X

West Virginia
West V irg in ia  U n ivers i ty X

Wisconsin
Univers i ty  of Wisconsin-Madison X
U nivers i ty  of Wisconsin-Milwaukee X

Wyoming
Universi ty  of Wyoming X

State  Colleges (n = 46)
(Formerly State Teacher Colleges)

C a l i fo rn ia
Chico State X
Fresno State X
Humboldt State X
San Diego State X
San Francisco S ta te X
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TABLE 9 —C o n tin u ed

S ta te  Colleges (n = 46)
(Formerly State Teacher Colleges)

Purpose or 
Role Change

Yes No

Connecticut
Western Connecticut S ta te  College X

D i s t r i c t  of Columbia
D i s t r i c t  of Columbia Teachers College X

I l l i n o i s
Northern I l l i n o i s  U nivers i ty X
Southern I l l i n o i s  Univers i ty X

Kansas
Kansas State-Emporia X
Kansas State C o l lege -P i t t sburgh X

Kentucky
Berea College X

Maine
U nivers i ty  of Maine-Fort Kent X
Univers i ty  of Maine-Portland X

Maryland
Frostburg S ta te  College X
Salisbury  Sta te  College X

Michigan
Centra l  Michigan U niyers i ty X
Eastern  Michigan U niyers i ty X
Western Michigan Univers i ty X

Minnesota
Morehead S ta te  College
St.  Cloud State College X
U nivers i ty  of Minnesota-Duluth X
Winona State  College X

Nebraska
Chadron State College X
Kearney State College X
Peru State  College X

New Hampshire
Plymouth Sta te  College X

New Jersey
Newark State College X
Trenton State College X
William P a t te rson  College X

New Mexico
Western New Mexico Univers i ty X

New York
S ta te  Univers i ty  College-Cortland X
Sta te  U nivers i ty  of New York-Fredonia X
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TABLE 9 — C o n tin u e d

Sta te  Colleges (n = 4-6)
(Formerly S ta te  Teacher Colleges)

Purpose or 
Role Change

Yes No

North Dakota
Valley City  State  College X

Pennsylvania
Bloomsburg State  College X
Cheyney S ta te  College X
Clarion  S ta te  College X
Mansfield State College X
Slippery Rock S ta te  College X

Texas
North Texas State Univers i ty X
Southwest Texas S ta te  Univers i ty X

Utah
Brigham Young U nivers i ty X

Washington
Western Washington State College X

Wisconsin
Wisconsin State  Univ.-La Crosse X
Wisconsin State  Univ.-Stephens Point X
Wisconsin State Univ.-Whitewater X

otherwise th e re  su re ly  must have been a more s i g n i f i c a n t  

ques t ioning  of old, perhaps obso le te ,  func t ions  such as s t u ­

dent t e ach in g .

How Accredited?

The most sought a f t e r  a c c re d i t a t io n  by pub l ic  schools 

genera l ly  has been from the Regional A cc red i ta t ion  Associa­

t i o n s ,  al though a l l  schools a l so  seek a c c r e d i t a t i o n  from the 

S ta te  Education Agency in  the  s t a t e  where they are  loca ted .  

Table 10 shows th a t  a l l  but one of the la b o ra to ry  schools a t  

s t a t e  u n i v e r s i t i e s  rece ived  reg iona l  a c c r e d i t a t i o n  a t  the 

time of c lo s in g ,  while only 85 percen t  of those operated by
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s t a t e  co l le g e s  received t h i s  l e v e l  of a c c re d i t a t io n .  On the 

o ther  hand, only one of 61 schools c losed  was no t  acc red i ted  

by a S ta te  Accrediting Agency.

F a i lu r e  to be a c c red i ted ,  or the  t h r e a t  of lo s s  of 

a c c r e d i t a t i o n ,  apparently  played a minor ro le  in  the dec is ion  

to  c lo se  lab o ra to ry  schools in  the p a s t  decade.

TABLE 10

ACCREDITATION OF THE PUBLIC-SUPPORTED 
lABORATORY SCHOOLS NOW CLOSED

(N = 61)

Accredita t ion

S ta te Regional

Type of  School Number % Number

S ta te  U n iv e r s i t i e s  (n = 15) 15 100 14 93

S ta te  Colleges (n = 46) 
(Formerly S ta te  
Teacher Colleges) 45 98 39 85

Laboratory Schools Now Operating 

Kelly  reported  in  h is  1964-6? Study th a t  1?8 l a b o ra ­

tory  schools  were opera t ing  a t  pub l ic -suppo r ted  teacher  edu­

ca t io n  i n s t i t u t i o n s  in  the United S ta te s ;  however, many of 

these  schools  were repo r ted  as c los ing  or reducing t h e i r  

scope. The National Survey conducted on labora to ry  schools 

by the American Association of Colleges fo r  Teacher Education 

in  1969 rep o r ted  I I 5 l a b o ra to ry  schools were operat ing a t  

pub l ic -su p p o r te d  teacher education  i n s t i t u t i o n s  in  the  United
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S ta te s .  In  1972, the number of l a b o ra to ry  schools operating 

a t  pub l ic -suppor ted  teacher  education  i n s t i t u t i o n s  i n  the 

United S ta te s  had dwindled to  68. Twenty-five labo ra to ry  

schools  rep o r ted  c losing between the years  19&9 and 1972.

The ta b le s  in  the fo l lowing s e c t io n  provide informa­

t i o n  which w i l l  be i n t e r p r e t e d  and analyzed from the data  r e ­

ceived on the  68 labo ra to ry  schools opera t ing  a t  p u b l ic -  

supported teacher  education i n s t i t u t i o n s  i n  the United States 

i n  1972 . Much of the da ta  i s  s im i la r  to  th a t  acquired from 

the closed la b o ra to ry  schools s ince  most of the questions 

were the same or near ly  the same fo r  both c losed  and open 

la b o ra to ry  schools .  This was done i n  order  to  ob ta in  l ike  

or comparable data  as i t  p e r ta in e d  to the problem under d i s ­

cussion .

Most labo ra to ry  schools i n  t h e i r  beginning i n i t i a l l y  

provided educat ional  s e rv ic es  to  the elementary grades one 

through s ix .  Although l a b o ra to ry  schools  began i n  t h i s  coun­

t r y  in  the l8 6 0 's ,  most were s t a r t e d  in  the  e a r ly  19 th  cen­

tu ry .  The m a jo r i ty  of the l a b o ra to ry  schools  dated th e i r  

o r ig in  between 1920 and 1932 . In terms of growth, add i t iona l  

schools and c los ing  of schoo ls ,  the decades of the 3 0 ' s ,  kO's 

and 5 0 ' s  r e f l e c t e d  very l i t t l e  change i n  the  number of la b ­

o ra to ry  schools a t  pub l ic -suppor ted  teache r  educat ion  i n s t i ­

tu t i o n s  i n  the United S ta te s  even though t h i s  country expe­

r ienced  one g rea t  depress ion  and p a r t i c i p a t e d  in  two wars 

during th i s  per iod .
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TABLE 11

DATE STARTED AND GRADES TAUGHT IN LABORATORY SCHOOLS 
NOW OPERATING IN PUBLIC-SUPPORTED TEACHER 

EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS IN 1972 
(N = 68)

S ta te  U n iv e r s i t i e s  (n = 8)

Year
S ta r ted

Number
of

Schools

Grades

K - Pre- 
School

Elemen­
ta ry

Second­
ary

N % N % N % N

186O-1880 2 25 1 13 2 25 1 12

1880-1900

1900-1920 4 50 2 25 4 50 3 25

1920-1940 1 13 1 13

1940-1960 1 12 1 12 1 12 1 12

1960-1972

Totals 8 100 4 50 8 100 5 49

State Colleges (Formerly S ta te  Teacher Colleges) (n = 60)

1860-1880 10 17 6 10 6 10 4 7

1880-1900 10 17 9 15 9 15 5 8

1900-1920 12 20 3 5 9 15 2 3

1920-1940 22 37 17 28 22 37 9 15

1940-1960 2 3 1 2 2 3

1960-1972 3 5 3 5 3 5 1 2

Totals 59 99 39 65 51 78 21 35
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P resen t  Functions of the Laboratory Schools

The t r a d i t i o n a l  ro le  of la b o ra to ry  schools f a l l s  gen­

e r a l l y  i n t o  four  ca teg o r ie s ;  demonstra t ion-observation-  

p a r t i c i p a t i o n ,  experimentation, re se a rc h ,  and student 

t e ach in g - in se rv ice  education. Many educators f e e l  th a t  ex­

per im enta t ion  and research  are one and the same. For the 

purpose of th i s  s tudy, the terms used in  the fou r  ca tegories  

are as o u t l in ed  in  Table 12. These ca tegor ies  were used 

since they are common and usua l ly  considered by labora to ry  

ad m in is t ra to rs  as being those func t ions  most commonly d i s ­

charged i n  lab o ra to ry  schools.

One labo ra to ry  school rep o r ted  th a t  i t s  function  and 

ro le  had been changed during the p a s t  two years from the t r a ­

d i t i o n a l  four  area functions to ex c lu s iv e ly  research .  All  

o ther  l a b o ra to ry  schools reported  th a t  the p resen t  functions 

were concerned to some extent w ith  each of the four  ca te ­

go r ies .  Several schools repor ted  th a t  committees were un­

dertaking s tu d ie s  a t  the presen t  time to  make recommendations 

on the fu tu re  func t ions  of t h e i r  schools .

The data  c o l le c ted  from the responses of the 68 op­

e ra t in g  schools repor ted  tha t  in  order of importance, s tuden t  

teaching was s t i l l  regarded as the number one function  of the 

school.  Next in  importance was the category of demonstration- 

o b s e rv a t io n -p a r t i c ip a t io n ,  th i rd  experimentation,  and fo u r th  

in  order of importance by the m a jo r i ty  of schools was the 

func t ion  of resea rch .  I t  appears from th i s  da ta  tha t  the
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TABLE 12

PRESENT FUNCTIONS AND PURPOSES OF PUBLIC-SUPPORTED 
LABORATORY SCHOOLS NOW OPERATING 

(N = 68)

State  U n iv e r s i t i e s  (n = 8)

Demon­
s t r a t i o n

OLserva-
Experi-
menta- Student

Grades t io n t io n Research Teaching

N % N % N 1o N %

K - Pre-School 5 63 5 63 3 38 4 50

Elementary 7 88 7 88 4 50 7 88

Secondary 1+ 50 k- 50 3 38 3 38

State  Colleges (Formerly S ta te  Teachers Colleges (n - 60)

K - Pre-School 39 65 28 47 26 43 37 62

Elementary 53 88 42 70 39 65 55 92

Secondary 21 35 20 33 18 30 21 35

e x i s t in g  labora to ry  schools ,  i f  c h ie f ly  d ischarg ing  the s t u ­

dent  teaching func t ion ,  are  l i k e l y  to  f in d  l i t t l e  j u s t i f i ­

c a t io n  fo r  t h e i r  continued opera t ion  since t h i s  func t ion  is  

g en e ra l ly  regarded as in a p p ro p r ia te  for  lab o ra to ry  schools. 

Public schools ty p ic a l ly  provide a b e t t e r  arena fo r  achiev­

ing t h i s  purpose.

Student Enrollment a t  Laboratory Schools 
fo r  the F i s c a l  Year 1971-72

The s tudent enrollment a t  la b o ra to ry  schools o p e ra t ­

ing a t  s t a t e  u n iv e r s i t i e s  va r ied  from a t o t a l  of 90 for one
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school opera t ing  the elementary grades only, one through s ix ,  

to  an enrollment of 9*+0 fo r  one school which operated  grades 

K through 12. Four lab o ra to ry  schools of the e ig h t  a t  s t a t e  

u n i v e r s i t i e s  opera ted  grades K through 12. These fou r  schools 

repor ted  a t o t a l  enrollment of 3,1^6 which rep re se n te d  71 

percen t  of the s tuden ts  en ro l led  in  la b o ra to ry  schools a t  a l l  

e ig h t  s t a t e  u n i v e r s i t i e s .  One of these l a b o ra to ry  schools 

operated a l l  grades K through 12, and was the only one r e ­

po r t ing  a complete r o l e  or func t ion  change from the t r a d i ­

t i o n a l  four  ca tegory  func t ions  to th a t  of r e se a rc h .  I t  i s  

in t e r e s t i n g  to note t h a t  a t  s t a t e  u n i v e r s i t i e s  where la b o ra ­

tory  schools now o p e ra te ,  four  of the e ig h t  opera ted  a l l  

grades K through 12. Six of the e igh t  repor ted  operat ing  

the secondary grades seven through 12. All r e p o r te d  having 

a much heavier  enrollment i n  secondary grades than the e l e ­

mentary grades except one school.

Laboratory schools operat ing a t  the 60 s t a t e  col leges 

repor ted  the enrollm ent of s tudents  va r ied  from 98 a t  one 

school fo r  elementary grades one through s ix ,  to  an e n r o l l ­

ment of 1,93^ a t  one school operat ing grades one through 12.

No school rep o r ted  K - p re-school grades only. F i f t e e n  

schools repo r ted  opera t ing  the elementary grades one through 

s ix  only, and 12 schools repor ted  operat ing  a l l  grades K 

through 12 a t  t h e i r  schools .  All other schools operated a 

combination of grades K through s ix  or one through 12. F i f t y -  

nine of the 60 la b o ra to ry  schools repor ted  opera t ing  the



TABLE 13

SCHOOL ENROLLMENT FOR PUBLIC-SUPPORTED LABORATORY SCHOOLS 
OPERATING IN FISCAL YEAR 1971-72 

(N = 68)

Type of  School Grades

S ta te  U n i v e r s i t i e s  (n = 8) K-Pre- School Elementary Secondary T o ta l

N % N % N %
F l o r i d a

F l o r i d a  S ta t e  U n iv e r s i t y 32 h 350 39 525 57 907
U n iv e r s i t y  of F lo r i d a 60 7 300 5'+o 60 900

Idaho
Idaho S ta te  U n iv e r s i t y ho 17 200 83 240

L ouis iana
L ou is iana  S t a t e  U n iv e r s i t y 180 38 300 62 480

Maine
U n iv e r s i t y  of Maine-Machias 90 100 90

M assachuset ts
U n iv e r s i t y  of M assachuset ts 60 6 %0 60 320 34 940

M issouri
168 WT i B9 .53:

ONVO

U n iv e r s i t y  of Missouri  
Oklahoma

U n iv e r s i t y  of  Oklahoma 29 7 150 38 220 ,399
T o ta l s 221 1998 2094 4313,

_  .Yo. 5^ .  _ 46% 49^ 100%
s t a t e  C ol leges  (n -  60)
(Formerly S ta t e  Teacher C o l l . )
AlabamaFlorence State University 29 12 183 88 208

J a c k s o n v i l l e  S ta t e  Univ. 834 43 1100 ?7 193.4



TABLE 13— C o n t in u e d

Type of School Grades

S ta te  Col leges  (n = 60) 
(Formerly S ta t e  Teacher C o l l . )

K-Pre -School Elementary Secondary T o ta l
N % N % N %

Arizona
N orthern  Arizona Univ. 16 9 170 91 166

C a l i f o r n i a
Univ. of C a l i f o rn i a - L .A . 500 100 500

Colorado
Univ. of N orthern  Colorado 1 50 25 4-50 75 600

C onnec t icu t
C e n t r a l  C onnec t icu t  S t .  Col. .  550 100 550 .
E a s t e rn  C onnec t icu t  S t .  Col. 50 12 355 ÏÏ8’ ■■ 450

F l o r i d a
F l o r i d a  A t l a n t i c  Univ. .  3 0  _ 6 164- 37 288 ?7 502

Georgia
'W 1 bo 34-" 32F"

-s]O

Georgia Southern College J 2 0
I l l i n o i s

~ 3 ^ 'W I W ■2FE a s t e r n  I l l i n o i s  Univ.
I l l i n o i s  S ta t e  U n iv e r s i t y 2 0 500 22_ 1195

I n d i a n a
B a l l  S ta t e  U n iv e r s i t y 366 ^8 410 52 796
In d ian a  S ta t e  U n iv e r s i t y 1 50 19 250 32 37^ .4 9  . 775

Iowa
Univ. of N orthern  Iowa 30 4 360 46 375 76^

Kentucky
Kentucky S ta te  College 96 100 96
Morehead S ta te  College 300 100 300
Western Kentucky Univ. 160 100 160

L ou is iana
Southern U n iv e r s i t y 24 4 276 50 254 46 556
Univ. of Southwest L ou is iana 4 i8 100 41 8



TABLE 1^ - - C o n t i n u e d

Type of School Grades
T o ta lS t a t e  Col leges  (n = 60) 

(Formerly S t a t e  Teacher C o l l . )
K-Pre -School Elementary Secondary

,N N N fo
Maryland

Towson S ta t e  College 50 22 175 78 225
M assachuse t ts

Salem S ta te  U n iv e r s i t y 350 100 350
Minnesota

Bemid.ü S ta t e  College 210 100 210
M is s i s s i p p i

M i s s i s s i p p i  S t a t e  College 20 16 108 84 128
M issouri

C e n t r a l  M issouri  S t .  C o l l . 217 42 239 46 60 12 516
Northwest M issouri  S t .  C o l l .

-
100 175

S ou theas t  M issouri  S t .  C o l l . 4-2 13 166 50 121 37 329
Southwest M issouri  S t .  C o l l . 203 51 197 49 400

Nebraska
Wayne S ta t e  College 200 100 200

New Hampshire
Keene S t a t e  College 70 18 325 82 395

New Je r se y
Glassboro S t a t e  Col lege 50 29 120 71 170
M ontc la i r  S ta t e  Col lege 40 21 1 50 79 190

New York
Hunter College 120 33 240 67 360
S t .  Univ. C o l iege -B rockpor t 10 4 96 9O7S t .  Univ. C o l le g e -B u f fa lo ■ ■ ■  tB 11 8-5 . 280 44 636
S t .  Univ. College-Geneseo 8-96 100 496
S t .  Univ. College-New P laza 48' 10 436 90 ......484
S t .  Univ. College-Oswego 3 6 7 _2i.



TABLE 13— C o n t in u e d

Rhode I s l a n d

Type of School Grades

S ta t e  Col leges  (n = 60) 
(Formerly S t a t e  Teacher C o l l . )

K-Pre -School Elementary Secondary T o ta l
N N N fo

North C a ro l in a
F a y e t t e v i l l e  S t .  Teachers C. 1 50 100 150
Western C a ro l in a  U n iv e r s i t y 20 3 hOO 60 252 37 672

North Dakota
Minot S ta te  College 23 I 6h 77 212

Ohio
Kent S ta t e  U n iv e r s i t y 281 100 281

Oregon
Southern  Oregon College kO 12 300 88 3hO
E a s t e r n  Oregon College 80 32 171 68 25'1
Oregon College 80 32 171 6B 251

P ennsy lvan ia
C a l i f o r n i a  S ta t e  College 200 100 200
E. S troushurg  S t .  College 70 h7 80 53 1 50
K u t z t o w n  State College 150 100 1 50
M i l l e r s v i l l e  s t a t e  College ,_3o ... .1 ? 1 2h 8 1

. .

Shippenberg State College 16 9 194 91 170
U n iv e r s i t y  o f  P i t t s b u r g h 221 2.3 9 23-h
West C hes te r  S t .  College ho 18 185 82 225

I B T

IV)

Rhode I s l a n d  College J_2_ 311
S. C a ro l in a

"3BÔ"s .  C a ro l in a  S t .  College 53 W _3£Z.
Tennessee

Memphis S ta t e  U n iv e r s i t y 581 100 581
V i r g in i a

Longwood College 23 12 170 88 193
Madison College 50 25 1 50 73. . . _ „ 200



TABLE 1 .^ - - C o n t in u e d

Type of School Grades
T o ta lS ta t e  Co l leges  (n = 60) 

(Formerly S ta t e  Teacher C o l l . )
K-Pre-•School Elementary Secondary

N N N %
Washington

E a s t e r n  Washington S t .  Col. 175 100 .1 75
Wisconsin

W isconsin  S t .  U-Eau C la ire . 175 100 175
W isconsin  S t .  U-Oshkosh 50 17 175 58 71 24- 296
W isconsin  S t .  U - P l a t t e s v i l l e i6 14 , 96 86 112
T o ta l s 1769 5^256 6513 I 3 . 53B
Per Cent 13^ 39^ 4-8^ 100#

-oüu
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elementary grades one through s i x ,  and only 20 repor ted  op­

e ra t in g  the  secondary grades seven through 12. The t o t a l  

enrollment of the secondary grades seven through 12 r e p re ­

sented 48 p e rcen t  of the t o t a l  enrollment of a l l  of these 

schoo ls .

Regular and Part-Time S ta f f  U t i l i z a t i o n  
a t  Laboratory Schools

The r e g u la r  s t a f f ,  ta b u la te d  in  Table l4 ,  inc luded 

the permanent labora to ry  school and co l lege  s t a f f  used f u l l ­

time or shared  on a pa r t - t im e  bas is  w ith  the co l lege  and the 

labo ra to ry  school.  The numbers and percentages given in  

t h i s  t ab le  were in te rp r e te d  fo r  time the s t a f f  taught a t  the 

l abo ra to ry  school.  The supporting s t a f f  included both f u l l ­

time and p a r t - t im e  spec ia l  i n s t r u c t o r s  and graduate a s s i s t ­

an ts  fo r  temporary duty and s p e c ia l  programs.

Only one of the e igh t  l a b o ra to ry  schools a t  p u b l ic -  

supported teacher  education i n s t i t u t i o n s  a t  s t a t e  u n i v e r s i t i e s  

did not have a regu la r  f u l l - t im e  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  s t a f f .  Gradu­

a te  a s s i s t a n t s  and sp ec ia l  i n s t r u c t o r s  were the i n s t r u c t i o n a l  

s t a f f  a t  t h i s  school.  On the o ther  hand, one other la b o ra to ry  

school a t  a s t a t e  u n iv e r s i ty  did no t  share or use supporting 

s t a f f  from i t s  co l leg e .  The o ther  s i x  labo ra to ry  schools a t  

s t a t e  u n i v e r s i t i e s  had a reg u la r  s t a f f  fo r  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  and 

ad m in is t ra t iv e  purposes and, in  a d d i t io n ,  used some of t h e i r  

supporting s t a f f  on a p ar t - t im e  b a s i s  as well  as a d d i t io n a l  

p a r t - t im e  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  s t a f f  a t  t h e i r  labora to ry  schools .



TABLE 14

UTILIZATION OF INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF OF PUBLIC-SUPPORTED LABORATORY SCHOOLS NOW OPERATING
(N = 68)

Type o f School

S ta te
U n iv e r s i t ie s  (n = 8)

R egular S ta ff Supporting S ta ff
F u ll- t im e P art-tim e F u ll- t im e P a rt-tim e

Lab Sch Col -  Univ Lab Sch Col -  Univ Lab Sch Col -  Univ Lab Sch Col Univ

F lo r id a
F lo r id a  S ta te  Univ. §9 100 4 20
U niv. o f F lo r id a 4o 100

Idaho
Idaho S ta te  U niv. 8 100 1 20 2 20

L ou isian a
L ou isian a  S ta te  U niv. 11 100 3 11 9 50

Maine
U. o f  Main-Machias 1 20 8 10

M assachusetts
U niv. o f  M assachusetts 40 100 1 20 2 10

M issouri
U niv. o f  M issouri 12 100 4 25 1 50

Oklahoma
U niv. o f Oklahoma 18 100 2 15 29 5 5 50

S ta te  C o lle g e s  (n = 60) 
(Formerly S ta te  
Teacher C o lle g e s )

Alabama
F loren ce  S ta te  Univ. 8 100 1 20
J a c k s o n v ille  S t . U n iv . 92 100 1 40 30_

A rizona
Northern A rizona U niv. 7 100 30

C a lifo r n ia
10 75  TcTU. o f C a lifo r n ia -L .A .

Colorado
U. o f Northern Colorado 18 100 6 10 -25_

C on n ecticu t
C ent. C on n ecticu t S t . C 20 100
E a st . C on n ecticu t S t. C 7 100 10 10 10

F lo r id a
28 100F lo r id a  A t la n t ic  Univ.

G eorgia
G eorgia Southern C o ll. 20 J0_ 1 10



TABLE —Continued

Regular S ta f f Supporting S ta f f *

Type o f  School F u ll -tim e Part -tim e F u ll- t im e P a rt-tim e

S ta te  C o lle g e s  (n = 60) Lab Sch Col -  Univ Lab Sch Col - Univ Lab Sch Col -  Univ Lab Sch Col - Univ
(Form erly S ta te  
Teacher C o lle g e s ) N $ N $ N % N % N ^ N $ N # N

I l l i n o i s
E astern  I l l i n o i s  U niv. 16 100 6 25
I l l i n o i s  S ta te  U niv. 132 100 1^ 33 1 5o

Indiana
B a ll S ta te  U niv. 52 100 4 33 4 1 33
Ind iana S ta te  U niv . 6^ 100 3 25 4 ^0

Iowa
U. o f Northern Iowa 70 100 1 50

Kentucky
Kentucky S ta te  C o lleg e 9 100 2 20 5 5 5 33
Morehead S ta te  C o lleg e 100 33 5 5
W estern Kentucky U niv. 9 100 2 20 5 5 33

L ou isian a
Southern U n iv e r s ity 30 100 1 25
U. o f  S.W. L ou isian a 17 100 3 10 2 10 1 50

Marylcind.
Towson S ta te  C o lleg e m- 100 5 10 16 25 '

M assachusetts
Salem S ta te  U niv. 16 100 13 15 If 10

M innesota
B em idii S ta te  C o ll . 8 100 2 50 2 50 2 50

M is s is s in o i
M ississ iD D i S t .  C o ll . 6 100 2 10 2 . 2 ^  ..

M issouri

ON

C entral M issouri SC 30 100 9 50 If 10
Northw est M issou ri SC 7 100 8 5 5 5o 2  15
S ou th east M issouri SC 19 100 1 2 5 15 50
Southw est M issouri SC 2 9 100 9 30

Nebraska
Wayne S ta te  C o lleg e 13 100 3 25 If 10 If 75

New Hamnshire
Keene S ta te  C o lleg e 12 100

New J ersey
G lassboro S ta te  C o lleg e 12 100 ,5 25 6 10
Montclair State College If 100 If 25



TABLE iM-— Continued

Regular Staff Supporting Staff
Type o f School F u ll -tim e Part-•time F u ll -tim e P a rt-tim e

S ta te  C o lle g e s  (n -  60) 
(Formerly S ta te  
Teacher C o lle g e s

Lab Sch Col - Univ Lab Sch Col - Univ Lab Sch Col - Univ Lab Sch Col -  Univ

N % N % N % N % N N % ^ $

New York
Hunter C o lleg e IB 100 h 15 2 20 2 50
S t. U. C o ll-B rock p ort 100 1 15 1 25 1 50 1 50
S t . U. C o ll-B u ffa lo 100 1 50
S t. U. C oll-G en eseo 100 11 25 5 25
S t .  U. Coll-N ew  P laza iB 100 h 50
S t. U. C oll-O swego 27 100 1 25

North C aro lin a
F a y e t t e v i l l e  S. Teach. C
W estern C aro lin a  U niv. 7 50 2 50

North Dakota
Minot S ta te  C o lleg e 12 100 6 20 3 15

Ohio
Kent S ta te  U niv. 12 100 9 50

Oregon
Southern Oregon C o ll . 1h 100 33 -3 10
E astern  Oregon C o ll . ? 100 é 20 6 60 1 40
Oregon C o lleg e I-? 100 3 15 1 5

P en n sy lvan ia
C a lifo r n ia  S t . C o ll . 8 100
E. Stroushurg S t . C o ll . 8 100 8 20
Kutztown S ta te  C o ll . ,7 100 8 20 8 75
M i l l e r s v i l l e  S t . C o ll . By 100 % 20 3 5o
Shippenberg S t . C o ll . 5o 5 50
U niv. o f  P ittsb u r g h 12 100 10 25 2 10 1 25
West C hester S t . C o ll . 7 100 4 25 1+ 25

Rhode Is la n d
Rhode Is la n d  C o lleg e 29 100 6 20 2 10 1 50 .

S. C arolin a
S. C aro lin a  S t. C o ll . 27 100 2 10 3 30 2 10

T ennessee
Memphis S ta te  Univ. 27 100 2 20 3 30 2 10

V ir g in ia
Longwood C o lleg e 11 100 7 25
Madison C o lleg e 11 100 2 25 1 25

-O

Includes Graduate Assistant and Special Instructor.



78

Laboratory schools a t  s t a t e  co l leges  g ene ra l ly  had a 

smaller  f u l l - t i m e  I n s t r u c t io n a l  s t a f f  and u t i l i z e d  more p a r t -  

time i n s t r u c t i o n a l  s t a f f  from t h e i r  supporting co l leg e .  

F o r ty - th ree  of the 60 labo ra to ry  schools i n  s t a t e  col leges  

repor ted  the use of supporting co l lege  f a c u l ty  f o r  i n s t r u c ­

t io n a l  s t a f f  i n  t h e i r  school on a r eg u la r  b a s i s .  T h i r ty - f iv e  

of the 60 lab o ra to ry  schools u t i l i z e d  supporting s t a f f  on a 

p a r t - t im e  b a s i s ,  and 35 schools rep o r ted  u s ing  p a r t - t im e  s t a f f  

on a r e g u la r  bas is  a t  t h e i r  school.

Sources of Revenue a t  Laboratory 
Schools Now Operating

The percentage of f in a n c ia l  support and i t s  source i s  

shown in  Table 15» Many labora to ry  school ad m in is t ra to rs  in  

response to t h i s  ques t ion  were e i t h e r  r e l u c t a n t  or unable to 

provide or ob ta in  the source of t h e i r  f i n a n c i a l  support .  To 

e l im ina te  confusion,  the i n s t i t u t i o n a l  support  which in  most 

cases was from State  appropr ia ted  funds,  was c l e a r ly  separated 

from other  a d d i t io n a l  d i r e c t  S ta te  support which was con­

sidered  sepa ra te  and above the ap p ro p r ia t io n s  from the  sup­

por t ing  i n s t i t u t i o n .  The column l i s t i n g  o ther  support i n ­

cluded two la b o ra to ry  schools who repo r ted  they obtained 100 

percent  f i n a n c i a l  support d i r e c t  from sp e c ia l  Federal  programs 

fo r  m inor i ty  groups.

A d d i t io n a l ly ,  some labo ra to ry  school adm in is t ra to rs  

in d ic a ted  t h a t  in  t h e i r  schools ,  from f iv e  percen t  to  25 p e r ­

cent of t h e i r  f i n a n c i a l  support was provided through the lo c a l
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public  school system. Local schools p a r t i c i p a t e d  in  th i s  

support through p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in  S ta te  funding,  Federal 

lunch programs, and through sharing co s t  of teacher  s a l a r i e s  

a t  the la b o ra to ry  schools.

F i f t y  p e rcen t  or more of the la b o ra to ry  schools a t  

pub l ic -supported  teacher  education i n s t i t u t i o n s  repor ted  

they received  more than 80 percen t  of t h e i r  opera t ing  revenue 

from t h e i r  support ing  i n s t i t u t i o n .  Many la b o ra to ry  school 

adm in is t ra to rs  in d ic a te d  th a t  new sources f o r  f i n a n c i a l  sup­

po r t  were being explored by them to continue t h e i r  ex is t in g  

programs.

Cost of I n s t r u c t io n a l  and Adm in is tra t ive  
Services a t  Laboratory Schools 

Now Operating

The school adm in is t ra to rs  a t  the 68 la b o ra to ry  schools 

operat ing in  1972 were asked to i d e n t i f y  by percen tages  the 

two main c a teg o r ie s  of t h e i r  1971-72 school budget expense:

(1) i n s t r u c t i o n a l  c o s t s ,  and (2) ad m in i s t r a t iv e  and o ther  ex­

penses. At the lab o ra to ry  schools a s so c ia te d  with  s t a t e  

u n i v e r s i t i e s ,  seven of the e ig h t  l i s t e d  t h e i r  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  

costs a t  80 pe rcen t  or more of t h e i r  t o t a l  budget. At s ta te  

co l leg e s ,  -̂0 of the 59 rep o r t in g  schools l i s t e d  t h e i r  i n ­

s t r u c t io n a l  cos ts  a t  80 percen t  or more of t h e i r  t o t a l  bud­

ge t .  The 80 - 20 r a t i o  of i n s t r u c t i o n a l  cos ts  versus ad­

m in i s t r a t i v e  and o ther  cos ts  appeared to be genera l  among 

most la b o ra to ry  schools .  Four of the l a b o ra to ry  school ad­

m in i s t r a to r s  a s s o c ia te d  with s t a t e  teacher  co l leges  ind ica ted



TABLE 15

SOURCE AND PERCENTAGE OF REVENUE FOR FISCAL YEAR 1971-72 OF 
PUBLIC-SUPPORTED LABORATORY SCHOOLS NOW OPERATING

(N = 68)

s t a t e  U n i v e r s i t i e s  (n 8)

Sunnon t P e rcen tages
From 100 95 90 85  80 75 70 65 60 55 50 4 5  40 35 30 25  20 15 10 5

I n s t i t u t i o n 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Tui t i  on 1

D i r e c t  * 
S ta t e  Aid 1 1 2 1 1 1

Other** 1 2 1

S ta te C ol leges (Formerly S ta t e  Teacher C o l l e g e s ) (n = 60)

I n s t i t u t i o n 28 5 3 1 2 1 1 3 3 1 1 1 1 1 2 3 1

T u i t i o n 1 1 1 1 4

D ir e c t
S ta te  Aid* !+ 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 3 1 3 1

Other** 1 1 1 1 1 5

*From State Education Agency or Department of Education.

**From s p e c ia l  Federal programs or lo c a l  pub lic  school p a r t ic ip a t io n .

COo
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t h a t  t h e i r  a d m in is t ra t iv e  costs  ran  more than 55 percent  of 

the t o t a l  budget.  I t  appeared t h a t  budgeting data  were 

e i th e r  unknown or th a t  ad m in is t ra t iv e  maintenance and p hys i ­

ca l  p la n t  upkeep were d r a s t i c a l l y  out of p roport ion  a t  these 

schools .  I t  appeared t h a t  the phys ica l  p la n t  and opera t ional  

and maintenance cos ts  a t  many labo ra to ry  schools were viewed 

as j u s t  a p a r t  of the t o t a l  cos ts  assessed w ith in  the t o t a l  

teacher  education i n s t i t u t i o n s .

Do the F acu l ty  a t  Laboratory Schools Have the 
Same Tenure, Academic Rank and Fringe 

B enef i ts  as the Faculty a t  
the Supporting College?

The f a c u l ty  of la b o ra to ry  schools assoc ia ted  with 

s t a t e  u n i v e r s i t i e s  a l l  repo r ted  th a t  they rece ived and shared 

the same academic rank, tenure and f r inge  b en e f i t s  th a t  the 

f a c u l ty  and s t a f f  a t  t h e i r  supporting i n s t i t u t i o n  enjoyed.

The fa c u l ty  a t  l a b o ra to ry  schools in  s t a t e  teachers  colleges 

did not f a re  q u i te  as w e l l .  Only 50 percent  of the fu l l - t im e  

fac u l ty  a t  these schools repo r ted  th a t  they held academic 

rank; only 17 pe rcen t  in d ic a te d  th a t  they had tenure ,  and 

only 33 percent  in d ic a te d  th a t  they rece ived  an assortment 

of f r in g e  b en e f i t s  shared by the  f a c u l ty  of the supporting 

i n s t i t u t i o n .  P a r t - t im e  f a c u l ty  did not rece ive  any of these 

cons idera t ions  a t  any school.
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TABLE 16

BUDGET EXPENDITURES, FISCAL YEAR 1971-72, FOR PUBLIC- 
SUPPORTED LABORATORY SCHOOLS NOW OPERATING

(N = 68)

Per Cent 
of Expen­
d i tu re s

s t a t e  U n iv e r s i t i e s  
(n = 8)

State
(n

Colleges 
= 60)

Admin. 
I n s t r u e -  and 
t io n  Other

I n s t r u c ­
t io n

Admin. 
- and 

Other

100 2

95 1 if

90 3 8

85 1 7 2

80 2 19

75 8

70 5 1

65 1

60 2

55 1

50

^5 1

4o 2

35 1

30 1 5

25 8

20 2 19

15 1 2 7

10 3 8

5 1 if



TABLE 17

ACADEMIC RANK AND BENEFITS OF STAFF IN PUBLIC- 
SUPPORTED LABORATORY SCHOOLS NOW OPERATING

(N = 68)

Number Academic Rank Tenure F r inge B e n e f i t s

Type of 
School

F l - time P t - time F l - time P t - t im e F l - time P t - t im e F l - t im e P t - t im e
N fo N fo N ^ N ^ N fo N ^ N # N fo

U n i v e r s i t i e s  
(n = 8) 8 100 25 8 100 8 100 8 100

C olleges  
(n = 60) 60 100 30 50 10 17 20 33

Co
U J
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What are the Major Problems a t  Laboratory 
Schools in  the  Immediate Future?

The labora to ry  school adm in is t ra to r  in  each of the 68 

operat ing labo ra to ry  schools  a t  pub l ic -supported  teacher  ed­

u ca t io n  i n s t i t u t i o n s  i n  th e  United S ta te s  was asked to l i s t  

in  order of importance the number one, two, th ree  and fou r  

problems fac ing  th e i r  i n s t i t u t i o n  during the 1972-73 school 

year .  Table 18 shows the responses to  th a t  ques t ion .  Only 

two la b o ra to ry  school adm in is t ra to rs  l i s t e d  no problems a t  

a l l  the next  two years .

Three of the remaining e ight l a b o ra to ry  school ad­

m i n i s t r a t o r s  a t  s ta te  u n i v e r s i t i e s  in d ic a te d  th a t  t h e i r  p r i ­

mary problem was lack of f i n a n c i a l  suppor t .  The o ther  four  

l a b o ra to ry  school adm in is t ra to rs  a t  s t a t e  u n i v e r s i t i e s  i n d i ­

ca ted  they had other problems of equal importance, and p a r ­

t i c u l a r l y  i d e n t i f i e d  i n a b i l i t y  to develop r e le v a n t  programs 

as im por tan t .  F ifty-two pe rcen t  of the ad m in is t ra to rs  a t  

l a b o ra to ry  schools a s so c ia ted  with s t a t e  co l leges  in d ic a te d  

t h a t  t h e i r  primary problem also  was a lack  of f i n a n c i a l  sup­

p o r t .  The o the r  major problem i d e n t i f i e d  by the la b o ra to ry  

school adm in is t ra to rs  a t  s t a t e  co l leges  was i n a b i l i t y  to de­

velop r e le v a n t  programs or i n a b i l i t y  to change e x i s t in g  p ro ­

grams and funct ions .

What C r i t e r i a  Are Used as E l i g i b i l i t y  
Requirements to Attend the 

Laboratory School?

The labora to ry  school adm in is t ra to rs  a t  the 68 schools
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TABLE 18

MAJOR PROBLEMS BY NUMBER AND PERCENT AS IDENTIFIED 
BY OPERATING PUBLIC-SUPPORTED 

LABORATORY SCHOOLS IN 1972 
(N = 68)

S ta te  
U n iv e r s i t ie s  

(n = 8)

S tate  Colleges 
(Formerly S ta te  
Teacher Colleges) 

(n = 60)

N ^ N %
Lack of F inanc ia l  Support 3 38 31 52

Lack of Space 2 3

Lack of College Facul ty  
Support 1 2

I n a b i l i t y  to Develop Rele­
vant Programs or Change 
Exis t ing  Program 2 25 14 23

I n a b i l i t y  to Obtain 
Q ual i f ied  S ta f f 4 7

Lack of Support From Col­
lege Adminis tra t ion 1 13 1 2

Lack of S ta te  L e g is la t iv e  
Support 2 3

Lack of Public Support 2 3

Upgrading Morale of S ta f f 1 13

Change of Philosophy 1 2

Obtaining a Racial  
Balance 1 2

None 1 13 1 2
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operat ing a t  pub l ic -supported  teacher  education  i n s t i t u t i o n s  

were asked to l i s t  in  order of p r i o r i t y  a t  l e a s t  fou r ,  i f  

requ ired ,  e l i g i b i l i t y  requirements fo r  s tuden ts  to e n ro l l  in  

t h e i r  lab o ra to ry  school. Table 19 shows the p r i o r i t y  placed 

on these c r i t e r i a .  A very high percentage ,  20 percen t  a t  

s t a t e  co l leges  and 38 percent  a t  s t a t e  u n i v e r s i t i e s ,  i n d i ­

cated th a t  t h e i r  number one c r i t e r i o n  fo r  enrollment e l i g i ­

b i l i t y  was: I s  the s tuden t  a ch i ld  of f a c u l ty  or s t a f f  pe r ­

sonnel.  The f a c to r  of geography was next  in  p r i o r i t y  rank.

TABLE 19

ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA FOR ENROLLMENT IN PUBLIC-SUPPORTED 
LABORATORY SCHOOLS NOW OPERATING 

(N = 68)

Type of School

C r i t e r i a
U n iv e rs i ty  

(n = 8)
College 
(n = 60)

W N %

F acu l ty -S ta f f  Children 3 38 12 20

Legacy 3 5

Socio-Economic Background 2 3

Heterogeneous 1 2

Geographic 2 25 18 30

Race 1 13 2 3

Application Date 1 13 13 22

Academic Standing in  Former School 1 13

None 6 10

Lottery 3 5
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Many labo ra to ry  schools have been c r i t i c i z e d  because 

th e i r  s tudent  bodies cons is ted  ch ie f ly  of academically t a l ­

ented s tudents  whose parents  were of ten  co l lege  professors .  

Many have contended th a t  a s tudent  body segregated  in  th is  

manner does n o t  provide the bes t  educational  s e t t i n g  for p r e ­

se rv ice  teachers  who w i l l  l a t e r  work in  pub l ic  schools .  The 

contention has a lso  been made th a t  re sea rch  and experimenta­

t io n  c a r r ie d  on in  these schools i s  not  disseminable to public  

schools in  genera l  because public  schools with heterogeneous 

school enrollments ,  made up of la rge  numbers of children and 

youth rep resen t ing  a l l  r ace s ,  socio-economic ca tegor ie s  and 

a b i l i t i e s ,  look with a jaundiced eye on any experimental 

a c t i v i t y  emanating from labora to ry  schools .

Are Laboratory Schools Accredited by Both 
Regional Accrediting Agencies and 

Those of the S ta tes  i n  
Which They Operate?

Table 20 shows th a t  88 percen t  of the u n iv e rs i ty  l a b ­

oratory  schools were accred i ted  by S ta te  Education Agencies 

and a l l  of them were accred i ted  by a r eg iona l  accred i t ing  

agency.

E igh ty - th ree  percent of the labo ra to ry  schools a t  

s t a te  teachers  co l leges  reported  a c c r e d i t a t i o n  by the ir  State 

Education Agency, but only 49 percent  were acc red i ted  by a 

reg iona l  agency. Since reg iona l  a c c r e d i t a t i o n  i s  valued 

h igh ly  by most pub l ic  schools,  i t  would appear t h a t  many of 

these schools lacked c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  necessary  fo r  such
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a c c r e d i t a t i o n ,  a l though many undoubtedly checked no reg iona l  

a c c r e d i t a t i o n  because they were operat ing only p re-school  and 

elementary programs which were not acc red i ted  by some r e ­

g iona l  a c c re d i t in g  agencies .

TABLE 20

ACCREDITATION OF PUBLIC-SUPPORTED LABORATORY 
SCHOOLS NOW IN OPERATION 

(N = 68)

A ccred i ta t ion

S ta te Regional
Type of School N % N #

U n iv e r s i t i e s  (n = 8) 7 88 8 100

Colleges (n = 60) 50 83 33 49

Summary

The 1969 National Survey conducted on labo ra to ry  

schools by the American Associat ion  of Colleges fo r  Teacher 

Education rep o r ted  115 labora to ry  schools operating a t  public- 

supported teacher  education i n s t i t u t i o n s  and 36 l abo ra to ry  

schools which had operated a t  public -supported  teacher edu­

ca t io n  i n s t i t u t i o n s  but had been c losed .  This 1972 Study 

discovered th a t  22 of the 115 schools repor ted  operat ing in 

the 1969 Survey were a c tu a l ly  not la b o ra to ry  schools or were 

not pub l ic -suppor ted  i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  and a l l  of these 22 

schools have s ince  c losed .  Therefore,  t h i s  1972 Study d i s ­

covered th a t  only 93 lab o ra to ry  schools were a c tu a l ly
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operat ing  a t  pub l ic -supper ted  teach e r  education i n s t i t u t i o n s  

i n  1969 . This 1972 Study showed a lso  t h a t  only 68 labo ra to ry  

schools are now opera t ing  a t  pub l ic -su p p o r ted  teacher  educa­

t io n  i n s t i t u t i o n s  and t h a t  61 l a b o ra to ry  schools a t  pub l ic -  

supported teacher  education  i n s t i t u t i o n s  have completely 

c losed  since 1964-.

Eight l a b o ra to ry  schools were s t i l l  opera t ing  a t  

pub l ic -suppor ted  s t a t e  u n iv e r s i t i e s  and 60 lab o ra to ry  schools 

were s t i l l  opera t ing  a t  pub l ic -supported  s t a t e  col leges  in  

1972 . Each of these  labora to ry  schools  l i s t e d  t h e i r  most 

important p re se n t  and fu tu re  problem to  be inadequate f i ­

n an c ia l  support  and the increasing  a t t i t u d e  among educators 

t h a t  they have o u t l iv e d  the ir  u s e fu ln e s s .  The problems l a b ­

o ra to ry  schools f ace  today are appa ren t ly  the same problems 

which caused the c lo s in g  of more than one-half  the labora to ry  

schools opera t ing  a decade ago.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The problem of t h i s  study was to analyze the f in a n ­

c i a l  support p a t t e r n s ,  s t a f f  r e l a t io n s h ip s  and problems 

which led  to the c los ing  of lab o ra to ry  schools a t  pub l ic -  

supported teacher  education i n s t i t u t i o n s  i n  the  United States 

between 196^-72. The study a l so  at tempted to determine how 

these  f a c to r s  may in f luence  the fu tu re  of publ ic -supported  

la b o ra to ry  schools by examining those l a b o ra to ry  schools s t i l l  

opera t ing  in  the United S ta te s  i n  1972.

In 1969 , the American Associa t ion  of Colleges for 

Teacher Education repo r ted  in  t h e i r  National Survey on Lab­

o ra to ry  Schools th a t  115 la b o ra to ry  schools were operating a t  

pub l ic -supported  teacher  education  i n s t i t u t i o n s  in  the United 

S ta te s .  However, th i s  1972 in v e s t ig a t io n  discovered th a t  22 

lab o ra to ry  schools rep o r ted  operat ing in  the 1969 National 

Survey repor ted  th a t  they were e i t h e r  not  regarded as l a b ­

ora to ry  schools or were not operat ing  in  a public -supported  

teacher  education i n s t i t u t i o n  in  1969. Thus, only 93 la b ­

ora to ry  schools were a c tu a l ly  opera t ing  in  public-supported  

teacher  education i n s t i t u t i o n s  in  1969. This curren t  1972

90
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Study a l s o  discovered th a t  an a d d i t io n a l  25 lab o ra to ry  

schools a t  public -supported  teacher  education i n s t i t u t i o n s  

closed during the per iod  1969-72, leav ing  only 68 la b o ra to ry  

schools a t  public -supported  teacher education i n s t i t u t i o n s  

opera t ing  in 1972 .

Included in  th i s  l i s t  were schools long recognized

as formerly outs tanding  la b o ra to ry  schools l i k e  those a t

Ohio S ta te ,  Indiana,  Michigan, Wisconsin and Ohio S ta te  Uni­

v e r s i t i e s .  These u n i v e r s i t i e s  are s t i l l  regarded as among 

the more adequately f inanced publ ic -supported  u n i v e r s i t i e s  

i n  the n a t io n .  Among s t a t e  college labo ra to ry  schools c losed 

were f i v e  in C a l i fo rn ia ,  two in  I l l i n o i s ,  th ree  in  Michigan, 

th ree  in  Nebraska, four  i n  Minnesota and two i n  Kansas.

Why did so many la b o ra to ry  schools c lo se ,  and what

are the prospects  fo r  the continued operat ion  of the remain­

ing 68 la b o ra to ry  schools now operat ing a t  p u b l ic -suppor ted  

teacher  education i n s t i t u t i o n s ?  The obvious answer to these 

q u es t io n s ,  from the responses rece ived ,  is  the r i s i n g  cos t  

of operat ing a lab o ra to ry  school compounded by the dec l ine  

of f in a n c ia l  support by the i n s t i t u t i o n  to which i t  was a t ­

tached. A th i r d  f a c to r  considered of equal importance by 

most closed schools was the fee l in g  t h a t  the la b o ra to ry  school 

had ou t l ived  i t s  u se fu ln e s s ,  and in  most cases only d u p l i ­

cated se rv ices  which lo c a l  public  schools could provide 

b e t t e r .

Of the 25 la b o ra to ry  schools which closed between
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1969-72, approximately one- th i rd  rep o r ted  they did no t  an­

t i c i p a t e  t h e i r  c los ing  when queried in  1969* Some schools 

recognized the p o s s i b i l i t y  of reducing t h e i r  scope, but did 

no t  a n t i c i p a t e  being phased out of opera t ion .

Many of the teacher  education i n s t i t u t i o n s  which 

supported labo ra to ry  schools apparently  concluded th a t  the 

experimental func t ion  many purported to serve was no longer 

s i g n i f i c a n t ,  and many concluded th a t  the major purposes they 

now served could be provided as well  or b e t t e r  i n  public  

school s e t t i n g s .  The decade of the s i x t i e s  may well  be r e ­

corded in  h i s to ry  as the decade of the dec l ine  of the la b o ra ­

tory  school,  or p o ss ib ly  the period marking the e x t in c t io n  

of the campus lab o ra to ry  school in  the n a t io n .  The problems 

which face the lab o ra to ry  schools today and tomorrow are the 

same problems which appeared to  cause the  c losing of most of 

the lab o ra to ry  schools during the decade of the s i x t i e s .

The f in a n c ia l  squeeze apparently  reached a peak in  

the three  years  1969-72 when 25 l a b o ra to ry  schools closed, 

al though many of the teacher  education I n s t i t u t i o n s  which 

supported them apparen t ly  concluded the experimental function 

many purported to  serve was no longer s i g n i f i c a n t ,  and many 

concluded th a t  the major purposes they now served could be 

provided as well or b e t t e r  in  public  school s e t t i n g s .  The 

decade of the s i x t i e s  may well be recorded in  h i s to ry  as the 

decade of the dec l ine  of the labora to ry  schools, or poss ib ly
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the per iod  marking the e x t in c t io n  of the campus labora to ry  

school in  the na t io n .

Major Findings

Sixty-one pub l ic -suppor ted  la b o ra to ry  schools closed 

between 1964 and 1972 , thus leav ing  only 68 labora to ry  

schools operat ing a t  p ub l ic -suppo r ted  teacher  education i n ­

s t i t u t i o n s  i n  1972 .

The major fu n c t io n s  of the r e c e n t ly  closed labo ra to ry  

schools were as fo llows in  order of major importance: S tu­

dent teaching,  dem onstra t ion-observa t ion ,  experimentation, 

and resea rch .  The same fu n c t io n s ,  i n  the same order of im­

portance,  were given by those 68 la b o ra to ry  schools oper­

a t ing  in  1972 and most of these i n s t i t u t i o n s  do no t  a n t i c i ­

pate changing t h e i r  r o l e s ,  fu n c t io n s  or scope in  the near 

f u t u r e .

Student teaching was the primary function  assumed 

by public  schools f o r  those la b o ra to ry  schools which closed 

as well  as fo r  those s t i l l  i n  opera t ion  in  1972. A small 

percent  ind ica ted  t h a t  some re sea rch  functions  were a l so  a s ­

sumed .

All  la b o ra to ry  schools which closed received 100 p e r ­

cent of t h e i r  f i n a n c i a l  support from the i n s t i t u t i o n  with 

which they were a s so c ia ted .  Most of the f in a n c ia l  support 

fo r  the labora to ry  schools now operat ing i s  received from the 

i n s t i t u t i o n  with which they are a s so c ia ted .

The f u l l - t im e  f a c u l t i e s  of labora to ry  schools which
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closed a t  s t a t e  u n i v e r s i t i e s  were g en e ra l ly  in te g ra te d  in to  

the u n i v e r s i t y .  The fu l l - t im e  f a c u l t i e s  which taught  a t  

labo ra to ry  schools  a s soc ia ted  w i th  s t a t e  colleges were of ten  

employed by lo c a l  pub l ic  school systems.

The process used to c lose  most labora tory  schools 

was g en e ra l ly  made through a committee recommendation and 

subsequent d ec is io n .

The f u l l - t i m e  f ac u l ty  a t  la b o ra to ry  schools a s s o c i ­

a ted  with s t a t e  u n i v e r s i t i e s  were u s u a l ly  regarded as a 

bas ic  p a r t  of the College of Education facu l ty .  The f u l l ­

time f a c u l ty  a s s o c ia te d  with s t a t e  co l leges  was not considered 

a p a r t  of the College or Department of Education f a c u l ty .

The major reasons l i s t e d  f o r  labora tory  schools c l o s ­

ing were inadequate  f inances and the  dup l ica t ion  of se rv ices  

which were now a v a i l a b le  a t  l o c a l  p u b l ic  schools. The major 

problems fac ing  la b o ra to ry  schools  now in  operation were 

l i s t e d  as inadequate  f inances and the fee l ing  among the c o l ­

lege a d m in is t r a to r s  th a t  the l a b o ra to ry  school has outgrown 

i t s  u se fu ln ess .

Conclusions

1. Laboratory school fu n c t io n s  have changed but very 

l i t t l e  in most la b o ra to ry  schools over the y ea rs ,  and th is  

i n v e s t ig a t io n  showed th a t  the i n a b i l i t y  of l a b o ra to ry  schools 

to a l t e r  t h e i r  func t ions  probably con tr ibu ted  to the c losing  

of many of these schools .

2. The major problems which caused the c losing of
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approximately one-ha lf  of the la b o ra to ry  schools which were 

operat ing  a t  pub l ic -suppor ted  teacher  education  i n s t i t u t i o n s  

i n  the United S ta te s  during the p a s t  20 years were the same 

problems which face  those labo ra to ry  schools now operating 

a t  pub l ic -supported  teacher  education i n s t i t u t i o n s  i n  the 

United S ta te s .

3 . Since most of the l a b o ra to ry  schools operat ing 

in  1972 do not  a n t i c i p a t e  changing t h e i r  func t ions  i n  the 

nex t  few years and since t h e i r  p a t t e rn s  of f in a n c ia l  support 

are  a lso  in  doubt,  i t  i s  reasonable  to conclude th a t  many of 

these schools may soon c lo se .

•+. When i t  i s  apparent th a t  teacher  education i n ­

s t i t u t i o n s  across  the United S ta te s  are  s t ru g g l in g  under the 

severe handicap of l im i ted  f in a n c ia l  support  and resources ,  

i t  becomes in c re a s in g ly  necessary  fo r  a la b o ra to ry  school to 

j u s t i f y  i t s  continued ex is tence  by demonstrating t h a t  i t  i s  

providing a unique se rv ice  to the teacher  education program 

or to public  education.

Recommendations

1. Teacher education i n s t i t u t i o n s  which have closed 

th e i r  lab o ra to ry  schools or which are a n t i c i p a t in g  the c l o s ­

ing of t h e i r  l abo ra to ry  schools ,  should p lan  fo r  u t i l i z i n g  a 

p o r t io n  of these resources  fo r  sp ec ia l  arrangements with 

lo c a l  school systems so th a t  these  schools can provide needed 

se rv ices  to the teacher  education program under an acceptable 

s e t  of cond i t ions .
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2. Laboratory schools a t  p u b l ic -supported teacher  

education i n s t i t u t i o n s  should be closed un less  those i n s t i ­

tu t io n s  a re  able to  develop appropr ia te  arrangements with 

ad jacen t  public  school systems in  which opp o r tu n i t ie s  are 

av a i l a b le  for  obse rv a t io n -d em o n s t ra t io n -p a r t ic ip a t io n  expe­

r ien c es  f o r  p re - se rv ice  e n ro l l e e s ,  or un less  they can demon­

s t r a t e  a capacity fo r  conducting experimental a c t i v i t i e s  

under a s e t  of condi t ions  which permits general  d issemina­

t io n .
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APPENDIX A

LETTER TO ALL STATE BOARDS OF EDUCATION 

IN THE FIFTY STATES

722 Chautauqua 
Norman, Oklahoma 73069 
August 1k-, 1972

State  Board of Education
_________________________  S tree t  Address
_________________________  City and State

Gentlemen:

Would you please send me the cu r ren t  mailing address 
of each public -supported  co l lege  or u n iv e r s i ty  in  your Sta te  
which opera tes  a labora to ry  school in  connection with t h e i r  
teacher  education program.

I would a lso  apprec ia te  the name and mailing address 
of co l leges  or u n iv e r s i t i e s  in  your S ta te  who formerly op­
e ra ted  a labo ra to ry  school which may have been closed during 
the p a s t  ten years .

S incere ly ,

Norman McNabb

NMcN:mc
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APPENDIX B

LETTER TO LABORATORY SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS

722 Chautauqua 
Norman, Oklahoma 73069 
August 1k, 1972

Administrator  
College or Univers i ty  
S t re e t  Address 
City,  State

Dear

For my doc to ra l  d i s s e r t a t i o n  a t  the Univers i ty  of 
Oklahoma, I am pursuing a study to  determine the f in a n c ia l  
support p a t t e r n s  and s t a f f  r e la t io n s h ip s  of pu b l ic -  
supported la b o ra to ry  schools in  the United S ta te s .  Your sup­
por t  and a s s i s t a n c e  in  th is  undertaking would be much appre­
c ia te d .

The completion and r e tu rn  of the enclosed ques t ion ­
n a i re  in the stamped, se l f -add ressed  envelope a t  your 
e a r l i e s t  convenience would aid me in  completing my goal .  I t  
is  very important th a t  I have the completed ques t ionnaire  
re turned i n  ea r ly  September.

I f  you should have a w r i t t e n  philosophy or a l i s t  of 
goals and purposes of the labo ra to ry  school,  p lease  enclose 
th i s  with your ques t ionnaire .

S in ce re ly ,

Norman McNabb
NMcNzmc
E n c lo s u re s

102



APPENDIX B

LETTER TO LABORATORY SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS

722 Chautauqua 
Norman, Oklàioma 73069 
August 14; 1972

Administrator  
College or U nivers i ty  
S t r e e t  Address 
C ity ,  State

Dear

The 1969 National Survey of Campus Laboratory 
Schools, conducted by the American A ssoc ia t ion  of Colleges 
fo r  Teacher Education, repor ted  t h a t  the la b o ra to ry  school 
a t  your co l lege  c losed  during the pe r iod  196^ - 6 9 -

I am conducting a survey as p a r t  of my docto ra l  d i s ­
s e r t a t i o n  to  ga the r  information  concerning the  reasons why 
36 labo ra to ry  schools were phased out during th a t  period.  
Therefore, I would be g ra te fu l  to you i f  you would complete 
the a t tached  qu es t io n n a i re  and r e tu r n  i t  to  me in  the 
stamped, s e l f - a d d re s se d  envelope as soon as p o s s ib le .  I f  
you should have a w r i t t e n  philosophy or a l i s t  of the goals 
and purposes of the lab o ra to ry  school,  p lease  enclose with 
your q u es t io n n a i re .

S incere ly ,

Norman McNabb
NMcN:mc
E n c lo s u re

1 0 3



APPENDIX C

FOLLOW-UP LETTER TO LABORATORY

SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS

722 Chautauqua 
Norman, Oklahoma 73O69 
September 15, 1972

Adm inis tra tor  
College or U nivers i ty  
S t r e e t  Address 
C i ty ,  S ta te

Dear S i r :

The American A ssoc ia t ion  of Colleges fo r  Teacher 
Education repo r ted  t h a t  the la b o ra to ry  school a t  your c o l ­
lege or u n iv e r s i t y  was one of 115 pub l ic -supported  labo ra to ry  
schools continuing i t s  opera t ion  in  the United S tates .

On August Ik, we mailed your school a questionnaire  
in  an e f f o r t  to c o l l e c t  p e r t i n e n t  data  regard ing  the place 
of labo ra to ry  schools i n  the p resen t  framework of teacher  
education in  the n a t io n .

The q ues t ionna i re  u n fo r tu n a te ly  reached you a t  a 
time which probably found you busy with  the opening of 
school;  and I have,  consequently,  no t  rece ived  your r e tu rn .
I s h a l l ,  th e re fo r e ,  deeply app rec ia te  your completing the 
a t tached  card and re tu rn in g  i t  to me a t  your e a r l i e s t  con­
venience.

S ince re ly ,

Norman McNabb
NMcN:mc
Enclosure
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APPENDIX C

FOLLOW-UP LETTER TO LABORATORY

SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS

722 Chautauqua 
Norman, Oklahoma 73069 
September 15? 1972

Adm inis tra tor  
College or Univers i ty  
S t r e e t  Address 
C i ty ,  S ta te

Dear Sir;

The American Assoc ia t ion  of Colleges f o r  Teacher Edu­
ca t ion  repor ted  in  t h e i r  survey conducted in  1969 th a t  your 
labora to ry  school was one of some 36 l a b o ra to ry  schools in  
the United S ta tes  t h a t  had closed during the per iod  196^ - 6 9 .

On August 14-, we mailed your school a q ues t ionna i re  
in  an e f f o r t  to c o l l e c t  p e r t i n e n t  data regard ing  the place 
of labo ra to ry  schools in  the p resen t  framework of teacher  
education in  the n a t io n .

The qu es t io n n a i re  un fo r tuna te ly  reached you a t  a time 
which probably found you busy with the opening of school;  and 
1 have, consequently ,  no t  rece ived  your r e tu r n .  1 s h a l l ,  
th e re fo re ,  deeply ap p rec ia te  your completing the  a t tached  
card and re tu rn in g  i t  to me a t  your e a r l i e s t  convenience.

S incere ly ,

Norman McNabb
NMc N: me
E n c lo s u re
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APPENDIX D

POSTCARD RETURNED BY LABORATORY SCHOOLS

Name of College or University

Questionnaire  was re tu rned  to you on
(Approximate date)  

Have rece ived  ques t ionnaire  and w i l l  r e tu r n  i t  by
(Date)

The qu es t io n n a i re  has been misplaced. Please send another,

Name

T i t l e

School Address
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APPENDIX E

QUESTIONNAIRE TO SCHOOLS OPERATING IN 1972

1. In what year was your labo ra to ry  school s ta r t ed ?

2. What grades are included in  your la b o ra to ry  school? 

Secondary _________________

Elementary ________________

Pre-School ________________

3 . What are the functions and purposes of your school? 

Research ____________  Experimentation___ __________

Demonstration/Observation ________  Student Teaching

I f  o the r ,  p lease  explain.  ___________________________

4- .  Do you p lan  to l im i t  or change the scope of your lab- 

Latory school? Secondary ___________  Year________01 

How?

E lem en ta ry_______________ Year   How?
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Pre-School _______ Year How?

5 . What was the enrollment of your school fo r  the f i s c a l  year

1971 - 72?

Secondary _________________

Elementary ________________

Pre-School ________________

6. What i s  the number of f u l l - t im e  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  s t a f f  a t  

your school? _____________

7. Does any of your f u l l - t im e  s t a f f  teach i n  your supporting

col lege  or u n iv e r s i ty ?  Yes ______  No _______

I f  yes,  how many? _________________  What percentage of

t h e i r  time i s  spent a t  co l lege or u n iv e r s i ty  i n s t r u c t i o n  

(average)? ___________

8. What i s  the number of p a r t - t im e  s t a f f  a t  your school? __

9 . Does any of your par t - t im e  s t a f f  teach in  your supporting

co l lege  or u n iv e r s i ty ?  Yes ____  No ____  I f  yes,  how

many? _______  What percentage of t h e i r  time i s  spent a t

co l lege  or u n iv e r s i ty  i n s t r u c t i o n  (average)? ___________

10. Do any of the supporting co l lege  or u n iv e r s i ty  s t a f f

teach a t  your school? Yes ____  No   I f  yes,  what

percentage? ____  (of co l lege  s t a f f )  What percentage of

th e i r  time do they teach? _______________

11. Do the s t a f f  th a t  share teaching d u t ie s  rece ive  s a l a r i e s

from both your labo ra to ry  school budget and the
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supporting co l lege  or u n iv e r s i t y  budget? Yes 

No _______

Laboratory school (percentage) _______________

College or u n iv e r s i t y  (percentage) 

I f  o th e r ,  p le a se  expla in .  ________

12. Please i n d ic a t e  the percentage of your f i s c a l  year 1971- 

72 budget f o r  i n s t r u c t i o n  co s ts  ________ ,_fo r_adminis­

t r a t i v e  and o p era t io n a l  c o s t s ___________________________.

13* Please in d ic a t e  the percentage of your budget fo r  the 

f i s c a l  year 1971-1972  from the following sources: the

supporting co l lege  or u n iv e r s i t y  _____________,

t u i t i o n  ___________, d i r e c t  S ta te  aid

other  (p lease  i d e n t i f y )  _____________

14. Do your I n s t r u c t i o n a l  s t a f f  ca r ry  academic rank?

Yes __________  No  .

15* Does your i n s t r u c t i o n a l  s t a f f  have the same tenure bene­

f i t s  as the support ing  co l lege  or u n iv e r s i ty  s t a f f ?

Yes __________  N o ________ . I f  no, p lease  exp la in .
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16. Does your i n s t r u c t i o n a l  s t a f f  enjoy the same f r inge  and 

employee b e n e f i t s  as the s t a f f  of the supporting col lege 

or u n iv e r s i ty ?  Yes   No _____

I f  no, p le a se  e x p la in .  __________________________________

1 7 . What i s  the range of annual s a l a r i e s  fo r  your fu l l - t im e  

i n s t r u c t i o n a l  s t a f f ?

Special  I n s t r u c t o r  ________________  to __________________

I n s t r u c t o r    to __________

A s s i s ta n t  P ro fesso r  to

Associate  P ro fesso r  ________________ to

Professor  to

1 8 . Please l i s t  the th ree  most se r ious  problems facing your 

school in  rank order  fo r  the academic years  1972-73 and 

1973-7^.

Problem #1 Problem #2 Problem #3

( 1 9 7 2 - 7 .3 )__________________ _____________________ ____________________



Problem #1
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Problem #2 Problem #1

19.

2 0 ,

21

0 9

Is  your la b o ra to ry  school considered a p ub l ic  school? 

Yes _____  No______

What c r i t e r i a  arc used to do termine cl l ; ' i b i l i t y  fo r  

s tudents  en ro l l in g  in your school? Id.caso l i s t .

1

Is  your school accred i ted  by the State? No

Is your school accred i ted  by a Regional Accredit ing 

Agency? Yes _____  No_________



APPENDIX F

QUESTIONNAIRE TO SCHOOLS REPORTED 

CLOSED IN 1972

In what year was the la b o ra to ry  school closed? _________

Secondary _______________

Elementary ______________

Pre-School ______________

Was the labora to ry  school f i n a n c i a l l y  supported from your

co l lege  or un iv e rs i ty ?  All _____  P a r t______

Secondary _________________ Percentage of support _______

Elementary ________________  Percentage of support _______

Pre-School _______________  Percentage of support _______

I f  o th e r ,  p lea se  ind ic a te  how ___________________________

Please give the percentage of f i n a n c i a l  support from 

your co l lege  or u n iv e rs i ty  to the labora to ry  school the 

l a s t  f i s c a l  year  of i t s  opera t ion .  _____________________

4. Did your labo ra to ry  school rece ive  any d i r e c t  or i n ­

d i r e c t  annual State  f in a n c ia l  support other than through
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your co l lege  or u n iv e r s i ty  budget? Yes ____  No

I f  yes ,  what percentage of support? _____________

5 . Did the  la b o ra to ry  school charge t u i t i o n ?  Yes

No ___ . I f  yes ,  per  u n i t  $ _________ , per qu a r te r

$  , per  semester $  , per year  |  _

6. Was the  labo ra to ry  school considered p a r t  of the public  

school system? Yes ____  No ____ .

7 . Was the f a c u l ty  ( s t a f f )  of the labora to ry  school merged 

with the co l lege  or u n iv e r s i t y  facu l ty?  Yes ____

No ____  Some ____ . Please explain .  ___________________

8. Who made the dec is ion  to c lose  the la b o ra to ry  school 

( e . g . ,  dean, committee, adm in is t ra t ive  school s t a f f ,  

f a c u l ty  or o the r)?  ( I f  o the r ,  please ex p la in ) .  ____

9 . What were the ch ie f  reasons fo r  closing the la b o ra to ry  

school?

2 .

3 .

4..

10. What was the enrollment in  the labora to ry  school the l a s t  

year of i t s  operat ion?
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Secondary _________________

Elementary ________________

Pre-School ________________

11. In what year was the  labo ra to ry  school s ta r te d ?  

Secondary _________________

Elementary ________________

Pre-School ________________

12. What were the func t ions  of the la b o ra to ry  school p r io r

to i t s  c losing? Research _______  Experimentation ___

Demonstration/Observation _______  Student Teaching  

I f  o th e r ,  p lease exp la in .  ______________________________

13. Did the philosophy or ro le  of the la b o ra to ry  school

change s ince  i t s  inception?  Yes _____  No   How?

(Please in d ic a te )  _____________________________________

14. Was your school acc red i ted  by the S ta te?  Yes 

No

15. Was your school accredited by a Regional Accredit ing 

Agency? Yes _____  No_____


