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The primary purpose of the study was to investigate stakeholders’ opinions 

concerning campus laboratory school program quality in three areas: (1) quality of 

teacher education, (2) research, and (3) childcare.  There were 653 participants in the 

study:  246 parents whose children were enrolled in laboratory schools, 200 pre-service 

students who were taking early childhood or child development classes, and 207 faculty 

who were associated with campus laboratory schools.  The study participants came from 

122 campus children centers in the United States.  These campus centers were members 

of either the National Coalition for Campus Children’s Centers (NCCCC) or the National 

Organization of Laboratory Schools (NOLS). 

The first three research questions investigated whether parents, students, and 

faculty were satisfied with program quality.  A one-way analysis of variance indicated a 

statistically significant mean difference between the three groups.  The parents had a 

higher mean level of program quality satisfaction than students and faculty.  The last 

three research questions investigated whether parents, students, and faculty supported the 

ongoing existence of campus laboratory school programs.  Opinions were scaled from 

1=not ever to 5=definitely.  The overall mean ratings for Parents (4.54), students (4.18), 

and faculty (4.07) indicated that they supported the ongoing existence of campus 

laboratory programs. 



Future research should investigate cross-cultural issues related to campus 

laboratory school programs.  It would also be important to study the effectiveness of Pell 

Grants that could provide funding of campus laboratory schools for a diverse group of 

children.  A study could also be conducted that would explore differences in campus 

laboratory school programs and determine whether they respond differently to childcare 

demands.  
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Background 

Campus laboratory schools have a long and rich history, and have been an 

important part of teacher education since the establishment of normal schools 

(McConnaha, 2000). Their missions include teacher education, research, and childcare 

services (McBride, 1996b). Campus laboratory school programs serve diverse purposes 

and different needs. These programs are varied in nature, offering classrooms for student 

teacher observations, theory testing, and for childcare. Campus laboratory school 

programs generally serve student teachers, whereas campus childcare centers mainly care 

for children while their parents are working and studying. Today, most of the campus 

programs serve both purposes (T. Boressoff, personal communication, August 31, 2000). 

Despite the importance of campus laboratory schools and their roles and 

functions, the number of such schools have decreased in the United States in the last 20 

years (Anderson, Getz, & Siegfried, 1995), and their continuance is in question 

(McBride, 1996b).  On the other hand, campus childcare is increasingly in demand to 

support the needs of student-parents as they pursue educational programs at colleges and 

universities. Student-parents and campus employees who have young children favor 

campus laboratory school programs (Anderson et al., 1995). Furthermore, McCorriston 

(1992) noted, “Economic pressures and demographic changes in the campus populations 

will also influence university administrators to consider the importance of childcare 
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services as a business asset” (p. 113). Therefore, these programs need to continue on 

campuses. 

The history of campus laboratory schools and their roles and functions is 

described in a number of studies (Couchenour & Chrisman, 1989; Goudie, 1988; Parker, 

1987; Shen, 2000; Zwicke, 1983). Although the number of campus laboratory school 

programs declined between 1959 and 1983 (Jackson, 1986), during the last 10 years the 

numbers have been reasonably stable. It is important to discover stakeholders’ 

satisfaction concerning campus laboratory school programs and their intentions for 

continued support of their existence. The following is an overall review of areas related 

to laboratory schools: (a) social and political trends, (b) related theories, (c) reasons for 

the decline of campus laboratory schools, and (d) the quality of childcare and of teacher 

compensation.  

Campus laboratory schools were historically a part of teacher education in normal 

schools, the teacher training schools, and were under the administration of “Normal 

Schools or Teacher Preparation Schools” (McConnaha, 2000, p. 1). Rodgers reviewed the 

history of campus laboratory schools that supported the preparation of teachers for over 

100 years and cited the progression of their name changes from “model school” to 

“campus school” (as cited in National Association of Laboratory Schools [NALS], 2000). 

John Dewey established “a laboratory school in Chicago as early as 1894” (p.1). These 

laboratory schools provided educational activities for training student teachers and for 

developing educational programs. In addition, at present child development and early 

childhood instructors are using the sites for instructional purposes to demonstrate how 

educational theories are practiced in classroom settings. Especially, master teachers 
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interact with children in choosing books or play materials that draw their interest in 

learning. 

According to Boydston (1980) in The School and Society, Dewey supported the 

existence of campus laboratory schools. He was concerned that traditional school 

programs were merely places to be educated rather than places in which children’s 

desires for learning could be stimulated. Dewey stated,  

There is very little place in the traditional schoolroom for the child to work. The 

workshop, the laboratory, the materials, the tools with which the child may 

construct, create, and actively inquire, and even the requisite space, have been for 

the most part lacking. (as cited in Boydston, 1980, p. 22)  

Boydston (1980) described the child-centered learning environment, which 

addresses children’s interest in and motivation for learning, as established in Dewey’s 

laboratory school at the University of Chicago, which changed the focus of the schools 

from teacher instruction to child inquiry. Dewey wanted children to be actively involved 

in what they learned and engaged in planning in learning with teachers (Segall & Wilson, 

1998). Dewey revealed the process of putting theory into practice as “‘getting the idea of 

what he does, getting from the start some intellectual conception that enters into his 

practice and enriches it’” (as cited in Boydston, 1980, p. 51).  

In campus laboratory school programs, children were allowed to explore what 

interested them, the basis of the child-centered program, and instruction was based on 

what was best for the children (Boydston, 1980). Dewey said that “‘what the best and 

wisest parent wants for his own child, that must the community want for all of its 

children’” (as cited in Boydston, 1980, p. 5), and Dewey also observed that the goal of 
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life is to become educated beings in order to contribute to others in society. Noting that 

education is about the growth of life from a narrow viewpoint to a wider understanding of 

the world, Dewey believed that “‘the life of the child would extend out of doors to the 

garden, surrounding fields, and forests’” (as cited in Boydston, 1980, p. 24).  

Dewey’s democratic childrearing process was accomplished through the mission 

of campus laboratory schools by fulfilling three objectives on behalf of children (Miller, 

2000b). The first objective was to support the individual child in the learning process to 

gain the skills needed for functioning as a contributing member of society. The second 

objective was to infuse the individual child with the cultural values of the community, 

and the third objective was to support the ultimate goals of the children’s lives, such as 

higher education and a meaningful career when they reached adulthood. 

These objectives were achieved in campus laboratory schools of various sizes and 

with various financial resources. Dean (1997) reported that campus laboratory schools 

served varying numbers of children from fewer than 50 to over 1,000 children in 

individual centers. Spodek (1995) explained that child development and early childhood 

education have existed for more than 150 years to support teacher education and children 

and their families. The funding sources have ranged from state subsidy to enrollment 

fees. However, most campus laboratory schools were funded through a mixture of 

sources.  

According to T. Boressoff, there are two kinds of campus school programs. One is 

focusing on education, educating of both student teachers and children (personnal 

communication, August 31, 2000). However, laboratory schools’ program curricula are 

targeted for student teachers. On the other hand, childcare is simply taking care of 
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children, so-called “baby sitting,” while their parents are at work or school. Many of 

these programs belong to student service departments rather than education departments. 

Moreover, many campus school programs serve both functions. In fact, the campus 

laboratory school has served diverse functions, such as instruction, teacher education, 

staff training, parent education, research, workshops, observation, and childcare. The 

current study, however, focuses mainly on teacher education, research, and childcare 

functions. 

K. E. Miller (2000a) defined the campus laboratory school as “a school, which is 

being operated by an organization or agency for specific purposes, which extends beyond 

those functions or services of traditional public schools” (p. 1). K. E. Miller described 

three functions of campus laboratory schools as “teacher education center, model school, 

and research and development center” (p. 1).  

Campus laboratory schools serve many purposes for diverse populations. 

According to Koeneman (1997), the campus laboratory school serves three functions: 

educating student teachers, conducting professional research, and providing childcare 

services. For instance, the campus laboratory school at the University of Illinois in 1996 

provided services for “child development, early childhood, journalism, nursing, music, 

special education, architecture, theater, and kinesiology” departments, with a variety of 

projects in which over 2,500 observations were made and over 1,100 assignments were 

produced (p. 2).  

Campus laboratory schools have served mainly as centers for teacher education 

(K. E. Miller, 2000a). They also have been sites for clinical experiments under the master 

teachers’ supervision. Student teachers work with individual children, then with small 
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groups, and eventually with the complete class.  However, there has always been concern 

about focusing on teacher training to the detriment of the children’s education.  Campus 

laboratory schools have also served as model schools, or the best environments for 

learning. The best schools had well-planned programs with purposes and missions, based 

on the stakeholders’ needs. Another function of campus laboratory schools has been the 

fulfilling of practical research purposes through curriculum development and through the 

findings concerning other fields of education (Miller, 2000a).  

In addition, campus laboratory schools have always disseminated new knowledge 

and theories, one of the many reasons for the existence of such schools (Miller, 2000a). 

The first reason for the existence of lab schools is that campus laboratory school 

programs have provided a place for testing and assessing innovative methods and new 

applications in education. Researchers have informed interested groups about which 

methods were applicable and which procedures needed improvement before further 

failures could occur. Campus laboratory schools have revealed new theories in practical 

applications through research.  

K. E. Miller (2000a) emphasized that, for campus laboratory schools to survive in 

the educational field, they must present research findings and provide the results of their 

investigations. That outreach effort broadens the rationalization for their continuation. 

Campus laboratory schools need to continue expanding their outreach to the educational 

community for further support. The lack of an outreach mission, along with other 

reasons, puts at risk the very existence of the campus laboratory schools.   

Another reason for the continued existence of campus laboratory school programs 

is their vital function of service to the many departments in host institutions and the many 
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positive influences on other curricula in the institutions. The National Coalition for 

Campus Children’s Centers (NCCCC, 2000) suggested that campus laboratory schools 

are essential to the function of the host college or university. These programs can be 

instrumental in recruiting and retaining the faculty, staff, and students. They are 

significant in improving the quality of campus life. Campus laboratory school programs 

provide an opportunity for college students to watch, learn, and develop their teaching 

skills through the classroom activities presented to them. They also offer important 

services to many departments, such as “education, social work, psychology, medicine, 

childcare, child development, nutrition, speech and hearing, and linguistics” (NCCCC, 

2000, p. 1). One problem to be discussed is that of misconceptions due to the variety of 

campus laboratory school host departments in institutions. 

McBride and Hicks (1999) suggested that campus laboratory school programs 

were developed to support the demand of various groups of clients and their diverse 

needs. These different roles may create a conflict between the number of services and the 

quality of those services. Serving many roles and functions can cause a decrease in the 

quality of those services, which also can place the existence of the programs at risk.  

Various people are involved in operating campus laboratory school programs. 

Cooney, Flor, and Galloway (1997) described the role of faculty as the professionals and 

pioneers in instructing theories, delivering content materials in classrooms, and 

conducting research in campus laboratory schools. The director of the school is 

responsible for promoting improvement, responding to the faculty vision for practicum 

students, and supporting the faculty in their research in the campus laboratory school 
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classroom. Teachers in the campus laboratory schools may be expected to interpret the 

new theories and put them into practice in their classrooms. 

External influences such as social and political issues have impacted campus 

laboratory school programs. One important social trend to consider has been childcare 

demand, which is related to the survival of campus laboratory school programs. Anderson 

et al. (1995) stated that the numbers of young mothers are growing in the labor force. 

Many companies have begun to feel a responsibility to offer childcare services onsite or 

close to the site for the young working mothers.  This burden for providing on-campus 

childcare services is also felt by the host institution.  Declining absences and reduced 

turnovers are due to the onsite childcare services. Because mothers are the predominate 

childcare providers, childcare services on-campus have attracted women employees 

through recruitment and brought about a higher retention rate, with students and staff 

remaining in school and finishing their education or working in their positions longer 

because of these services. A poll conducted in 1991 showed that 73% of colleges or 

universities had childcare services owned by the institution; 4% were arranged with for-

profit centers; 16% were arranged with nonprofit centers; and 7% were arranged with 

outside campus centers (Anderson et al., 1995).  

Another social trend that needed to be considered was the changing of the 

demographic composition of college students. Alger (1995) indicated that about 10% of 

American families were stereotypes of the family picture: married, stay-at-home mother, 

working father, and having children with the first marriage. Senators Christopher Dodd 

and Olympia Snowe (1997) introduced a bill in Congress concerning financial aid for 

students and addressing the fact that concepts concerning the typical undergraduate 
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college student had shifted. This bill became law in 1998 and is known as the Childcare 

Access Means Parents in Schools Act. More college students were older, had children, 

have diverse occupations, and had experiences in life. Many of the college students had 

more responsibilities than the typical 18-year-old student who had just finished high 

school. The student-parents needed childcare for their children when they were in class or 

at work. Therefore, campus laboratory schools filled a significant need for the student-

parents. College student-parents were attracted to campus laboratory schools because of 

their convenient location on-campus, their availability and convenient hours, and their 

high-quality services with low costs (Dodd & Snowe, 1997).  

A major political trend in education was related to campus laboratory school 

programs. A main problem in campus laboratory school programs was the diminishing 

financial resources available at most state institutions, which endangered funding or 

threatened termination of campus laboratory school programs (McBride, 1996b).  

The federal funding program from the Childcare Access Means Parents in 

Schools Act (1998) increased the justification for the continued existence of campus 

laboratory schools (Boressoff, 2000). Low-income student-parents could not afford high-

quality education for their children. The low-income student-parent simply could not 

afford the high-quality service that campus laboratory school programs provided. 

However, the Childcare Access Means Parents in Schools Act (1998), as part of the 

Higher Education Act (1965), helped the targeted population, low-income student-

parents, move from welfare to the workforce by helping them obtain high-quality 

childcare (Dodd & Snowe, 1997). Through this law, $45 million went to institutions to 
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support the establishing or running of campus–based childcare services (Amendments to 

Higher Education Act of 1965, 1998).  

When low-income parents obtain Pell Grants, funds for campus childcare can also 

be obtained through the Childcare Access Means Parents in Schools Act of the Higher 

Education Act Amendment (1998). Boressoff (2000) explained that in 1999, of 220 

institutions that applied for these grants, 87 institutions received grants to award to 

qualifying applicants. Each student-parent who was awarded a federal Pell Grant received 

the 1st year-$4, 500, the 2nd year-$4,800, the 3rd year-$5,100, the 4th year-$5,400, and 

the 5th year-$5,800 for 5 years. Pell Grant money was first credited to any account owing 

to the institution, and the remainder was turned over to the recipients of the grant for their 

management concerning their educational needs, as well as their children’s childcare 

needs.  

Boressoff (2000) discussed this funding (Pell Grants) as advantages to campus 

childcare centers in three ways. The first way was in assisting student-parents in 

continuing their college education, which prepared them for the occupation or profession 

of their choice. The second way was in assisting children in obtaining educational 

benefits that would be helpful in their adult lives. The third way was contributions to the 

economy and society because of the successful education of both student-parents and 

their children. Funding is one of the problems this study has addressed; that is, the 

purposes and objectives of campus laboratory school programs vary, depending on the 

department they belong to and the financial assistance they receive (McBride, 1996b). 

Ultimately, having more children of low-income student-parents in the campus 

laboratory school programs appeared to be one of the justifications for their continued 
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existence (Dodd & Snowe, 1997). Providing opportunities for pursuing higher education 

to low-income student-parents and offering high-quality childcare in convenient locations 

at low cost increased the desire for leaving public financial assistance and for achieving 

the American dream. High-value childcare proved effective—every $1 spent for each 

child eventually saved $7 of tax money spent on public social services. For instance, 

children who received high-quality childcare were less likely to get pregnant in their 

teens; their children were less likely to need special education and public-assisted social 

services; and they were less likely to stay on welfare (Dodd & Snowe, 1997).  

A nationwide problem in childcare services is a lack of provision for high-quality 

education by childcare services (Boressoff, 2000). The people most in need of high-

quality education are the children of low-income families. High-quality education for the 

children of low-income families through campus laboratory school programs and for 

student-parents through college education will generate a need for the continued 

existence of campus laboratory schools and will create improvement of the social status 

of welfare mothers. Boressoff stated, “Campus childcare programs are at the crossroad of 

two powerful, cost beneficial, engines to our economy---higher education and quality 

childcare” (p. 2). Boressoff also noted that welfare receivers who obtained their college 

degrees removed themselves from welfare.  

The main benefit of the availability of campus laboratory school programs for 

low-income children at low cost and on-campus for parents enrolled in higher education 

will be the impact of education on their lives (Boressoff, 2000). According to the report 

of Impact of Campus-Based Childcare on Academic Success of Student-parents at SUNY 

Community Colleges in 1989 and Child Development Center Participant Analyses, 
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Bronx Community College in 1994, having campus laboratory schools onsite at the 

college or university benefits students, parents, and their children. The first impact was 

that undergraduate parents who received childcare service on-campus had a better chance 

of finishing college compared to these who did not receive the childcare on-campus. In 

addition, the undergraduate parents who did receive campus childcare services had a 

higher motivation to finish their education, and in fewer years. Moreover, the student-

parents who received campus childcare services revealed that they were more resolved to 

finish school. Finally, student-parents showed higher educational achievement. Most of 

all, according to a report of the Childcare Council at the City University of New York in 

1996, undergraduate student-parents considered the accessibility of childcare on-campus 

as an important point in deciding to attend a college or university (Boressoff, 2000). 

Despite the demand for campus laboratory schools and their significant 

contributions, the continued existence of these schools is in question (McBride, 1996b). 

Rodgers added that campus laboratory schools increased in the 1950s, but began 

declining in the 1960s and continued to decline though the 1980s (as cited in NALS, 

2000). Virtually half were terminated during that time. Because of differing opinions and 

beliefs among administration and various departments, the focus of campus laboratory 

schools varied, depending on which department they were affiliated with. During these 

years directors of campus laboratory schools tended not to alter their roles and functions 

so as to avoid problems that could lead to termination. In 1954 there were 200 campus 

laboratory schools (King, 1987), but in 2000 only 100 campus laboratory schools existed 

in the United States, according to the National Association of Laboratory Schools 

(NALS) (McConnaha, 2000).  
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In order to keep high-quality teachers in the schools, their compensation must 

meet the level provided to other professionals (Spodek, 1995). Spodek indicated that the 

lack of highly qualified teachers due to low pay and highly complicated roles seems to be 

a contributing factor in justifying the closure of the campus laboratory school programs. 

Both the schools and teacher education rank low in social respect. The professional status 

of teachers is not admired because of the low pay scale and the highly stressful work 

environment. Spodek described one of the most precise factors used to determine the 

quality of the program, which is the excellence of the teachers in the program. However, 

teachers were less respected, perceived low compensation, and more occupational stress, 

and carried too great a workload. The quality of education in campus laboratory schools 

and the field of education in general were of questionable status. Lack of consistency in 

state and federal policies in teachers’ compensation added to the uncertain existence of 

campus laboratory schools. According to Spodek, the scarcity of highly qualified teachers 

and the insufficient retention of the qualified teachers were the factors that most threaten 

the campus laboratory schools’ continued existence.  

Campus laboratory school programs are losing credibility as a result of their 

inability to retain highly qualified teachers (Ratekin, 1996). Changes must occur in 

coping with the problems of shrinking funding resources, in dealing with hard-working 

teachers who receive low pay, and in providing more families needing childcare services 

at low cost. State decision makers have expected educators to do more with less money, 

without considering the quality of education. Without further financial support, the 

expanding need for childcare has diluted the existing quality. By the same token, future 

financial support is needed to allow a satisfactory pay scale for retaining the quality 
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teachers. The teachers’ high turnover rate has created a negative effect on the quality of 

the campus laboratory school programs and their continued existence. Neugebauer 

(1996a) stated that a recent complaint of campus laboratory school programs was the 

high turnover rate of teachers. Nationally, about one out of three teachers were leaving 

their positions each year, nearly a 40% turnover rate. The high turnover rate affected the 

children’s connections and emotional affection for their caregivers. Moreover, the high 

turnover rate created parental concerns.  

Quality Indicators 

One quality indicator in the childcare programs can be found in teachers’ 

compensation (Neugebauer, 1996a). Neugebauer stated that the quality of school 

programs is related to the money spent on teachers’ salaries to individual child per hour. 

The lowest, medium, and high-quality programs’ teachers’ salary for each child ranged 

from an average of $1.03,  $1.39, and $1.82 per hour. When schools obtain qualified 

teachers children gain benefit both in their education and in their lives in the short run, 

but society eventually benefits because these children later become contributing members 

of society. According to McBride (1996b), one of the problems is the lack of respect that 

society holds for teaching and childcare service providers; Buck and Miller (1991) noted 

that society puts more emphasis on science and technology.  

Another indicator of the program quality is the children’s learning environment 

and play materials. Neugebauer (1996a) stated that two disturbing matters observed in 

children’ school environment in general were children’s physical aggression with 

playmates due to a lack of stimulating play materials and children’s lack of involvement 

in activities, as they spent a great deal of time doing nothing.  
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As important as highly trained teachers’ retention rate is for the existence of the 

campus laboratory school, the returning rate is also an important indicator of quality. 

Neugebauer (1996b) stated that the excellence of campus laboratory school programs was 

expressed in many ways. An example of a quality indicator of the programs was the 

return rate to the programs, which was measured in three ways. The first indicator of 

returning was parents’ putting their other children in the educational program. A second 

sign of returning, Neugebauer believed, was that the children who finished their early 

education in the campus laboratory school program sometimes returned as teachers. 

According to Neugebauer, the third indicator was the increased involvement of parents 

who themselves finished the programs themselves in the campus laboratory school. 

Evaluation Aspects 

There is a need to evaluate campus laboratory school programs and to expand 

their goals in order to survive threats of cutbacks or the termination of the programs 

(McBride, 1996b). According to Hinch and O’Reilly (1997), campus laboratory schools 

have encountered issues in self-evaluation and in setting goals for the 21st century. These 

issues include expanding childcare service beyond the campus community, exploring the 

further development of daily activities, and evaluating programs. 

Campus laboratory schools need to develop and expand support within and 

outside the system. K. E. Miller (2000b) provided John Goodlad’s ideas through 

interviews concerning the strong need of a support system. Campus laboratory schools 

have not developed provisions for support by outside the campus boundaries, and thus 

they are limited to campus support, such as the teachers and parents who had been 

involved with the laboratory school programs.  



 

16 

 

Little research has been done except for one above quality indicator. It needs 

more research on evaluation of on-campus laboratory school programs’ teacher training, 

research, and childcare missions and their impact on stakeholders, which is related to 

further support of the programs. This influence in turn affects justification for the 

continued existence of the campus laboratory school programs (McBride, 1996b). 

Many campus laboratory school programs play significant roles in supporting 

teacher education, research, childcare, and services in college of education programs, but 

they are under attack, with threats of cutting funding or terminating the programs 

(McBride, 1996b). There is a need to investigate the faculties’, students’, and parents’ 

perceptions of, satisfaction with, and support for the campus laboratory school programs.  

Statement of the Problem 

MacNaughton and Johns (1993) wrote that campus laboratory schools have 

existed almost since teacher education was organized. When faculty members became 

involved in campus laboratory school programs through teaching and supervising in the 

centers, conducting investigations, and serving as informal decision makers, there was a 

high volume of correspondence between the instructional classroom and the practice 

classroom.  

Campus laboratory school programs received less support from faculty in the 

colleges of education than parents and students. Instead, the strongest criticism toward 

the campus laboratory schools came from within the faculties of the universities (Miller, 

2000a). Because of the lack of involvement of faculty members in the campus laboratory 

school programs, there was a problem in reconciling college classroom instruction and 

the laboratory school programs.  
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McBride (1996a) suggested that campus laboratory schools have provided a 

fundamental support for the educational processes and that the programs contribute 

classrooms for child development and early childhood educational practices. Campus 

laboratory schools have had valuable roles and functions in the field of education. In 

addition, their childcare services have helped young mothers who were working and 

going to college (Anderson et al., 1995).  

Many writers (Hoffman, 1997; MacNaughton & Johns, 1993; McBride, 1996a, 

1996b; McBride & Hicks, 1999; Parker, 1987) described the existence of campus 

laboratory schools as endangered. Numerous programs now face the problem of 

justifying their survival on campus (McBride, 1996b).  

Campus laboratory schools are targeted for decreased funding and termination 

due to reduced financial support from state governments. This is a nationwide problem 

(McBride, 1996b). In order to survive the cutbacks and terminations, campus laboratory 

school programs must prove their value through public scrutiny, such as through 

literature, research findings, and the gaining of support (Hoffman, 1997).  

Parker (1987) stated that campus laboratory school programs were valuable sites 

fulfilling teacher preparation in colleges of education of host institutions. However, the 

trend is toward many campus laboratory school programs being in danger of termination. 

One problem that Parker pointed out is that faculty from the host institutions were not 

using campus laboratory schools as their research sites and an insufficient amount of 

research was being supported through the sites. Hoffman (1997) also pointed out that a 

problem for campus laboratory school programs, as MacNaughton and Johns (1993) 
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indicated earlier, was the lack of organized collaboration between faculty and the 

programs.  

McBride and Hicks (1999) indicated that campus laboratory school programs had 

difficulty in fulfilling their three-part mission and, at the same time, providing quality 

childcare service. Staff from campus laboratory school programs struggled to meet the 

needs of diverse clients, such as children and their families, preservice teachers, 

university professors, and investigators, in a climate of diverse demographics.  

Blurring of mission was also a problem due to ownership of campus laboratory 

schools among many departments, and the schools had too many roles and functions to 

carry out (McBride, 1996b). Teachers in campus laboratory school programs dealt with 

complicated assignments, stress from trying to fulfill many roles, constant decision 

making, and low compensation. Directors of campus laboratory schools had to cope with 

the problem of space availability in the host institution, which was expensive to obtain 

and filled with legal responsibilities (Hoffman, 1997). 

A balance between fulfilling diverse missions and keeping high-quality childcare 

was another difficulty faced by campus laboratory school programs (McBride & Hicks, 

1999). The stakeholders (parents, teachers, and researchers) of campus laboratory school 

programs expressed pessimistic perceptions of balancing the quality of service and 

multifaceted functions of the programs, as well as pessimistic concepts about doing 

investigational studies in campus laboratory school programs.  

Three problems inherent in campus laboratory school programs are (a) the danger 

of reduced funding or termination of campus laboratory school programs due to 

diminishing financial resource availability at state institutions; (b) the obscurity of the 
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purposes and objectives of campus laboratory school programs due to the many 

departments competing for financial assistance; and (c) the lack of respect paid to the 

teaching of children and the childcare service providers (McBride, 1996b). In summary, 

problems facing lab schools include (a) their continued existence, (b) balancing diverse 

function and high quality, and (c) their lack of support. 

Purpose of the Study 

The existence of campus laboratory school programs is dependent upon the 

satisfaction of the faculty, parents, and students. Therefore, it is necessary to study the 

degree of their satisfaction and opinions about supporting the campus laboratory school 

programs and the quality of the three-part services provided for teacher education, 

research, and childcare in order to strengthen the campus laboratory schools’ functions 

and support inside and outside the system to ensure their continued existence. A 

satisfaction survey was necessary to illustrate the strengths of the campus laboratory 

school programs and to emphasize the need for further support from the host institutions, 

especially from faculty doing more research at their sites, which need most improvement. 

This study was designed to explore the degree of satisfaction of the stakeholders with the 

quality of the three-part mission: teacher education, research, and childcare in campus 

laboratory school programs (McBride, 1996a). Therefore, the purpose of the study was to 

investigate the degree of clients’ satisfaction with services provided by campus 

laboratory school programs, to document the support and involvement of stakeholders in 

campus laboratory school programs, and to suggest possible solutions for the ongoing 

existence of campus laboratory schools. 
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Research Questions 

This study focused on three areas of services provided by campus laboratory 

schools: teacher education, research, and childcare. The stakeholders in these services 

included students, faculty, and parents. This research reflected the stakeholders’ 

satisfaction with the services and support for the programs. In order to learn the degree of 

satisfaction with and support of campus laboratory school programs, the following seven 

areas were addressed in the modified questionnaires: 

1. To what extent are parents satisfied with the quality of childcare services and the 

campus laboratory school programs?  

2. To what extent are preservice student teachers and child development students satisfied 

regarding the teacher preparation programs of campus laboratory schools? 

3. To what extent are faculty satisfied with campus laboratory schools as research sites? 

4. Do parent, student, and faculty satisfaction differ? 

5. To what extent do parents support the ongoing existence of campus laboratory school 

programs? 

6. To what extent do preservice student teacher education and child development students 

support the continued existence of the campus laboratory school programs? 

7. To what extent do faculty support and advocate the continued existence of campus 

laboratory school programs? 

Significance of the Study 

In March 1991, there were 11 studies presented in 12 published articles 

concerning on-campus laboratory schools in the Early Childhood Research Quarterly. 

This showed a great interest in campus laboratory school programs, which were on the 
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agenda of many child development and early childhood educators. However, since then, 

few studies have been published in early childhood professional journals concerning 

campus laboratory school programs. Within the last 20 years, 10 dissertations have been 

written regarding on-campus laboratory schools or campus childcare centers, as shown in 

Dissertation Abstracts International (Caruso, 1992; Enger, 1996; Keyes, 1980; Kihara, 

1998; McCorriston, 1992; Oge, 1982; Olsen, 1985; Parker, 1987; Sedwick, 1993; Sparks, 

1987).  

Few researchers have addressed the reasons for the decline of campus laboratory 

school programs or the possible solutions for supporting their ongoing existence. This 

study was designed to reveal the degree of stakeholders’ satisfaction and their perceptions 

of their campus laboratory schools’ programs. In addition, this study could contribute 

needed information concerning campus laboratory school programs, their support in the 

field of education, and the requirements for fulfilling their missions. Therefore, the 

current inquiry contributed up-to-date research on the quality of campus laboratory 

school programs and added to research on clients’ attitudes about programs.  

Definition of Terms 

The following terms were used in this study: 

Campus childcare includes taking care of children, providing information, and providing 

opportunities to observe children’s developmental processes and their daily activities 

(McCorriston, 1992). 

Campus childcare center is “a program, usually early childhood, but sometimes school 

age, that exists primarily to serve the needs of student-parents who need someone to care 
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for their child while they attend college” (T. Boressoff, personal communication, August 

31, 2000).  

Campus employees are any individuals hired by the college or university. The personnel 

include administrators, faculty, staff, maintenance, custodial, secretarial, and other 

individuals (McCorriston, 1992). 

Campus laboratory school “usually represents either an early childhood, elementary or 

secondary program that exists primarily to serve the needs of students studying education 

on that campus” (T. Boressoff, personal communication, August 31, 2000).  

Curriculum development includes the creative development of materials that incorporate 

research results and new methods into daily classroom performances to support 

children’s learning processes (Buck, Hymer, McDonald, Martin, & Rodgers, 1991). 

Demonstration includes exhibiting actions of exemplary programs, displaying activities, 

and modeling teaching processes in the classrooms for student teachers (Morrison, 1998). 

Director is the person who has the most responsibility for running the children’s school 

(Parker, 1987).   

Early childhood refers to children from birth to age eight, usually before school age 

(Morrison, 1998).  

Functions (of campus laboratory school program) are the actions designed to fulfill the 

purposes, including the objectives, assignments, roles, job responsibilities, parent and 

student participation, and educational services of a laboratory center (McCorriston, 

1992). 

High-quality includes a smaller number of children in a group having a highly educated 

teacher who uses developmentally age-suitable activities (Anderson et al., 1995). 
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Host institution  is the college or university that supports the campus laboratory school by 

providing facilities, funding, and administrative help (King, 1987; Parker, 1987). 

Laboratory school is a school for children that is a possession of the college or university 

and is administrated by the institution. It is an educational program that provides student 

teachers with opportunities to do practice teaching (Hoffman, 1997).  

Model school  is an American name for the European practice school used for the 

purpose of demonstrating appropriate teaching. The name was later changed to teachers’ 

college (Cornthwaite, 1972). 

Normal school is an institution primarily promoting teacher training; an institution in the 

1880s until the 1890s, and a former name for a teachers’ college (Kelly, 1984). 

Observation is watching children in activities and gaining insight into their thinking, 

learning, and feeling to develop educational plans for individual children in teaching 

practices (Morrison, 1998). 

Research includes any kind of study done by researchers that may impact teachers’ ideas 

about children’s learning, teachers’ teaching methods, and children’s learning materials 

(Morrison, 1998). 

Staff development is the sharing of the knowledge and experiences of teachers of campus 

laboratory schools for training purposes (Buck et al., 1991). 

Student-parents are any individuals receiving a college education who have children, 

especially under 10 years of age (McCorriston, 1992). 

Student observers or participants refer to any individuals enrolled in college classes who 

are required to watch and to do classroom activities as part of course assignments in the 

development of children and their growth (McCorriston, 1992). 
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Student teaching refers to college students who study to become teachers and receive 

training by college instructors and teachers in campus laboratory schools (Buck et al., 

1991). 

Limitations of the Study 

Self-reports by parents, students, and faculty provided data for this inquiry. 

Individuals and groups vary in their background experiences. Therefore, the first 

limitation is that survey participants express their personal knowledge, beliefs, opinions, 

and thoughts concerning the quality of service and support for campus laboratory school 

programs. 

Secondly, parents, students, and faculty participants in current study may be 

essentially different from those who did not complete questionnaires for this survey. In 

addition, some participants, who have a special interest in campus laboratory school 

services, may have unique feelings about the programs and may respond differently.  

The third, some campus laboratory school programs that were not members of the 

National Coalition for Campus Children’s Centers or the National Organization for 

Laboratory Schools were excluded from this survey because these programs were not 

readily available. 
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CHAPTER II  

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

A Brief History of Campus Laboratory Schools 

A historical perspective may assist in understanding campus laboratory schools 

and some of the current problems concerning the justification for their existence. They 

have a rich history, illustrated through their name changes over the years. Historically, 

the names of colleges for teacher education changed, along with the names for campus 

laboratory schools. Campus “laboratory schools over time have been referred to as 

practice schools, training schools, model schools, and experimental schools” (Parker, 

1987, p. 21). Furthermore, the names “campus school or campus laboratory school” were 

used because the facility was located on its host college or university’s property (Buck & 

Miller, 1991, p. 1). However, in the mid-1880s laboratory schools were called both 

“model schools and training schools” (Buck & Miller, 1991, p. 1).  

Today, campus laboratory schools are called campus childcare centers, campus 

laboratory schools, child development centers, and child development laboratories. An 

early history of campus laboratory schools traces back to 1774, when Pestalozzi’s 

theories were demonstrated and experimented with in Yverdon, Switzerland. In the 

United States, campus laboratory schools began in 1808, when Mother Seton (Zwicke, 

1983) established an institution for training teachers focused on teacher education 

purposes at Emmetsburg, Maryland (Shen, 2000). On the other hand, Hoffman (1997) 
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stated, “New England normal schools took the lead in developing laboratory schools” (p. 

34). Goudie (1988) viewed the development of campus laboratory schools in the United 

States as one of the foremost occurrences in the history of teachers’ instruction because 

of their diverse contributions in providing observation, investigation, and examination of 

theories, preservice teachers’ practices, and instructional sites. 

According to Goudie (1988), training student teachers in campus laboratory 

schools was a common phenomenon by the middle of the 19th century. In illustrating that 

phenomenon, Goudie indicated, “The early training school was designed to train normal 

school students in techniques of classroom instruction and management for public school 

teaching” (p. 31). At that time the program mainly provided observational opportunity 

and the modeling of appropriate classroom management skills. As a result, student 

teachers became familiar with teaching techniques through observing master teachers’ 

demonstrations. This period of observing and familiarizing themselves with teaching 

methods permitted student teachers to strengthen pedagogical values.  

Kelly (1984) defined demonstration schools as an old name used for campus 

laboratory schools in the teachers’ college. These schools were mainly designed to model 

proper beliefs and practices in teaching. Buck and Miller (1991) indicated that throughout 

the 19th century, training teachers occurred in the normal schools, which was an early 

name for teachers’ colleges. The normal school concept was expanded quickly 

throughout the United States from the late 1880s through the early 1900s, as was the 

concept of campus laboratory schools. Hoffman (1997) stated that campus laboratory 

schools were started as a part of the normal school for student teacher training programs 



 

27 

 

in which the students could watch senior teachers perform teaching activities and utilize 

teaching skills (Dishner & Boothby, 1986; Hoffman, 1997).  

The spreading of normal schools was related to an extension of campus laboratory 

schools. Eubanks acknowledged that, historically, early campus laboratory schools were 

a part of the normal school (as cited in Page & Page, 1981a). The first three normal 

schools to provide places for training teachers were established at Lexington, Barre, and 

Bridgewater in Massachusetts, between 1839 and 1840. Eubanks stated that, in 1839, 

normal schools were initiated in Lexington, Massachusetts (as cited in Page & Page, 

1981a). As normal schools expanded, campus laboratory schools became components of 

these institutions (Zwicke, 1983). 

Recognizing the European influence on early education in the history of 

American education is not difficult. Zwicke (1983) mentioned that the history of early 

campus laboratory schools should give credit to the early 1880s European influence, 

especially the ideas of Maria Montessori in Italy and Margaret McMillan from Great 

Britain.  

Between 1920 and 1930 colleges and universities started campus laboratory 

schools, mainly for the purpose of modeling, demonstrating, and conducting research 

rather than as educational services for young children or childcare for families. To some 

extent, early nursery schools and campus laboratory schools in the 1920s were mainly 

targeted to serve student teachers. In 1921, Abigal Eliot, who studied at the MacMillan 

school in England, established Ruggles Street Nursery School and Training Center in 

Boston for the purpose of serving young children and training student teachers. In the 

1930s and the 1940s many colleges and universities started laboratory schools in order to 
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expand preservice teachers’ practices in the colleges of education on many campuses 

(Smith, 1991). 

In 1896, John Dewey, at the University of Chicago, began the earliest campus 

laboratory school, which focused on a child-centered curriculum and was more research-

oriented than was Mother Seton’s school in 1808 (Zwicke, 1983). DuCharme (1993) 

explained that in 1896 John Dewey became the leader of the campus laboratory school at 

the University of Chicago, with two teachers and 16 children. By the next year, the 

school had 65 children. John Dewey created an important turning point in the educator’s 

perceptions; he declared that educators were not tools for delivering knowledge to 

children, but rather a mechanism for children to recognize the process of interest in 

learning. According to Hoffman (1997), Dewey altered the responsibility of teachers 

from simply providing information to supporting the process of children’s learning 

experiences. DuCharme (1993) described Dewey’s school as having many activities that 

were initiated by the children and also as having a close collaboration between the 

children and the teachers in choosing materials and books for the exploration of emerging 

ideas. In McPherson and McGee’s study, Dewey received credit for creating research and 

experimental functions more than merely teacher training in campus laboratory schools 

(as cited in Dishner & Boothby, 1996).  

In the 1920s and 1930s, when campus laboratory schools were spreading across 

the United States, nursery schools were also growing in number. Nursery schools were 

mainly for taking care of children while their parents were at work, as compared to 

preschools, whose programs were more focused on children’s education. The most 

persuasive argument for the preschool concept came from parents’ desires to leave their 
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children in a childcare center for nurturing while they were working. In 1915, two kinds 

of childcare centers existed (Eliot, 1972). One was the day nursery, a center for caring for 

children of working mothers. The other was the preschool, which provided educational 

programs. In 1916 wives of faculty members at the University of Chicago started a 

nursery school, as did Harriet Johnson in 1919 (Eliot, 1972).  

Funding is important to campus laboratory schools in carrying out their missions. 

In the 1920s the real movement of campus laboratory schools started because of $12 

million that the Laura Spelman Rockefeller Memorial Fund distributed each year for 

child study. A portion of the fund, $500,000, was used at Columbia Teacher’s College in 

1924 to set up an institute for child study.  Also, in 1925, the University of Minnesota 

established a child study center because of the Rockefeller fund. Lawrence Frank, a 

member of the Working Council of the Bureau of Educational Experiments who was in 

charge of the fund, believed that child development and early childhood should be a part 

of home economics departments. Therefore, Frank provided the funds through the home 

economics departments at Atlanta University, Cornell College, Georgia State College, 

Iowa College, Iowa State Teachers College, Spelman College, and others (Zwicke, 1983). 

Because of Frank’s belief about providing funding through home economics departments, 

many campus laboratory schools became divisions of the home economics departments. 

In 1925, twenty-five professionals gathered to discuss the expanding interest in 

young children’s education. This was the beginning of the National Association for 

Nursery Education (Osborn, 1991). In 1929, The National Association for Nursery 

Education was founded. This name was later changed to The National Association for 
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Young Children (NAEYC), a group that has promoted the accreditations of preschool 

facilities and programs.  

Parent accommodation was set in place by the faculty of the University of 

Chicago (Keyes & Boulton, 1995). During the 1930s and the 1940s the number of 

campus laboratory schools increased twofold. However, the campus laboratory school 

program could not meet the demand for preservice teachers’ practical experience. This 

caused the institutions to look for alternatives, which they found in public schools. The 

1970s brought an increase in the college and university enrollment of students with 

children, which impacted student service offices. Through student services, many campus 

childcare centers were initiated. In 1987 there were 184 campus children’s schools, as 

reported by the National Coalition for Campus Childcare.  

The Roles and Functions of Campus Laboratory Schools 

By broadening their roles and functions, campus laboratory schools could serve 

many different people in a variety of ways. Researchers generally agreed that campus 

laboratory schools have three major roles: teacher training, research, and childcare 

services (Couchenour & Chrisman, 1989; McBride, 1996a). The review of literature 

revealed that campus laboratory schools have many important tasks and many services to 

offer clients. Cooney et al. (1997) noted that, “historically, the role of the laboratory 

school in the university environment was to provide easily accessible research and 

practicum sites to the teacher education program” (p. 11). Similarly, Parker (1987) stated 

that campus laboratory schools were acknowledged for the importance of their roles in 

preparing student teachers in colleges of education. Campus laboratory schools played a 
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significant role in delivering educational theories into practice in the classrooms (Smith, 

1991).  

Based on the literature review, campus laboratory schools need to expand their 

roles and functions and become more customer oriented, such as extending the role of 

professional development from merely serving as laboratory schools to becoming more 

customer oriented. Smith (1991) noted that, by nature, campus laboratory schools had a 

pessimistic impression about the retraining of public school teachers; their relationships 

with the public schools were not going beyond training purposes. Smith also observed 

that the campus laboratory schools need to broaden their target populations, to serve the 

same “racial, cultural, and socioeconomic mix of the public schools” (p. 16).  

Additionally, Page and Page (1981a) reported that campus laboratory schools 

were involved in a three-part mission: lecturing and educating student teacher purposes 

(73%), studying (researching) purposes (13%), and retraining teacher purposes (12%). 

These writers noted that some campus laboratory schools were having difficulties in 

maintaining their roles in the mission programs due to lack of support in funding. 

Therefore, they recommended that there was a strong need to modernize campus 

laboratory schools by concentrating on professional study, staff development programs, 

and enhancing educational programs for teachers.  

A number of the researchers indicated that service for preservice teachers was the 

main role and function of the campus laboratory schools, with research and childcare 

services as secondary roles (Buck et al., 1991; Couchenour & Chrisman, 1989). In regard 

to these functions, Cornthwaite (1972) defined the roles and functions of campus 

laboratory schools through the findings from his research of directors and administrators 
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of campus laboratory schools. He indicated that observing, demonstrating, participating, 

experiencing, innovating, and disseminating were involved in defining these roles or 

functions. The first function was to support teacher education by providing sources for 

student teachers to experience first-hand the teaching of children. The second function 

was to conduct investigational, explanatory, developmental, and scientific inquiries, and 

high-endeavor research. The third function was related to public relations in the areas of 

serving children and families and communicating and publicizing new findings from 

research. 

Hoffman (1997) summarized the three main advantages of campus laboratory 

school programs as their suitable locations, reasonable assignments, and availability for 

observing and experiencing theory in action. For instance, the faculty creates a theory and 

testes it through the diverse resources in all program subjects. In order to validate 

experiments into theory, there must be an evaluation of present circumstances, the finding 

of achievable development, a collecting of pertinent data, and the reporting of results and 

suggestions (Dishner & Boothby, 1986). The availability of on-campus laboratory school 

programs has attracted both students and faculty. Each college or university has also 

received the benefits of maintaining employment without spending money on 

advertisement (Schwartz, 1991). 

Campus laboratory schools have maintained their valuable characteristics. They 

have diverse values, as shown by the following evidence. Townley and Zeece (1991) 

noted that, in the 1970s, the primarily function was childcare service for families, yet 

they presented several characteristics of campus laboratory school programs. The first 

characteristic had to do with integrating and pursuing the best possible relationships 
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among childcare providers within the host universities and in the communities. A second 

characteristic was the ability to respond to a wide range of clients, from part-time to full- 

time needs and special needs. The third characteristic was giving children, families, and 

staff the opportunities to experience multiplicity of education. Well-trained educators 

could integrate with diverse populations of people in a mixture of settings while serving 

the diverse functions of campus laboratory schools. A fourth characteristic was allowing 

faculty and staff to experience diverse professional study experiments that searched for 

answers to both fundamental and practical inquiries. The last characteristic was flexibility 

and a readiness to contribute and collaborate in experimental and diverse methods and in 

innovation. 

Campus laboratory schools in the beginning were in a better condition in many 

ways. Cook (1984) stated that, in the past, campus laboratory schools were known to 

have modest numbers of children per class, a high ratio of teachers to children, and 

excellently trained teachers with master’s degrees. As time went by, these schools 

compromised their quality by easing their financial problems through the hiring of 

student employees. Townley and Zeece (1991) believed that student employees at 

minimal wages helped the financial burden of campus laboratory schools and helped to 

sustain the high teacher/child proportion. With that compromise, however, campus 

laboratory schools were not able to sustain the quality of their roles and functions for 

colleges of education. In the 1980s, campus laboratory schools prioritized their roles in 

the following order: student instruction, education of student teachers, conducting of 

research, and childcare services (Page & Page, 1981b). The next sections explore each 

role. 



 

34 

 

The Function of Teacher Training 

Training teachers was not the only purpose of normal schools in the history of 

education, but it is still the dominant feature of campus laboratory schools in the United 

States. Couchenour and Chrisman (1989) mentioned that teacher training was a main 

function of early campus laboratory schools through the provision of observational sites 

so that student teachers could watch, learn, and master the necessary skills for teaching 

young children. Current teacher training methods can be traced back to the campus 

laboratory schools associated with normal schools, whose main functions included 

demonstrating, observing, participating, and experimenting with putting theories into 

practice (Buck et al., 1991).  

According to the National Coalition for Campus Children’s Centers (NCCCC, 

2000) and The National Association of Laboratory Schools (NALS, 2000), campus 

laboratory schools still have critical roles and functions in the host institution, and they 

remain productive in many ways for teacher training purposes. Dishner and Boothby 

(1986) indicated that, in spite of the reduced numbers of campus laboratory schools, the 

importance of providing initial experiences for student teachers continued to be expressed 

in professional writings. It was important for student teachers to see how theories were 

carried out in classroom action. For instance, student teachers observed the classroom 

structure and watched the demonstration of teaching methods by experienced teachers. In 

addition, the functions of campus laboratory schools were expanded for student teachers 

in diverse ways by including the developing of instructional methods, professional study, 

planning the learning framework, using instruments for testing, observing and modeling 
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exposure, retraining teachers, testing new materials, and participating in instruction 

(Buck et al., 1991). 

Among the variety of functions of campus laboratory schools, testing new 

theories and beliefs is the main aspect of  teacher education. Couchenour and Chrisman 

(1989) related that any study concerning teacher training should include the following 

areas: child development and family studies, teacher education both for student teachers 

and for retraining teachers, and evaluation of programs. Testing on a small scale the 

activities of a new theory or new belief appears to be an important strategy. In regards to 

this matter, Foshay (1991) noted that in campus laboratory schools educators could find 

and correct mistakes while the problems were minor so that educators could avoid major 

mistakes. Foshay emphasized that a function of the campus laboratory schools was the 

need to try out new ideas and methods through educational experiments. By doing 

experimentation, a campus laboratory school could keep its leadership role in the field of 

education, which was the purpose of its existence. Foshay urged that campus laboratory 

school personnel need to be leaders in the field so that their schools can be at the 

forefront of experimental education. Dishner and Boothby (1986) gave an illustration of a 

successful campus laboratory school in 1983-- the 100-year celebration of the 

establishment of the Malcolm Price Laboratory School at the University of Northern 

Iowa, where the faculty developed theories and tested them by collaborating with the 

laboratory school through curricular materials. The Malcolm Price Laboratory School 

took a leadership role in hosting professional conferences, conducting intensive 

workshops, and publishing instructional materials. 
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The Function of Research 

Although performing many valuable roles and functions, campus laboratory 

schools have room to grow in other ways, such as communication and involvement. In 

the 1970s and early 1980s, according to Kelly (1984), the important functions of campus 

laboratory school programs were, in order, preservice training and preparation, 

curriculum expansion, inservice instruction, and investigation.  

Kelly (1984) predicted that the future roles would be to place emphasis on more 

research-oriented programs. The tasks of campus laboratory schools would shift from 

childcare and inservice training to curriculum improvement and research. Anther shift in 

the functions of the campus laboratory schools would put more stress on the education of 

teachers and provide practical training, investigating, and experimenting directly in the 

programs. Three implications for directors and administrators were provided: to 

collaborate closely with other departments, to provide additional interest for research 

assignments, and to communicate directly with instructors in the teacher education 

department. Campus laboratory schools have failed to make a strong linkage with other 

disciplines for conducting research projects on their sites. 

Few staff members from campus laboratory schools were involved in conducting 

research. McBride (1996a) indicated his concerns about the research functions of the 

campus laboratory school, which included the fact that campus laboratory school 

programs were deficient in dedicating program employees, affiliates, and administrators 

to research investigations. McBride also noted that campus laboratory programs had few 

assets and little practical proficiency for making investigation projects possible. 

Moreover, colleges and universities have given inadequate attention to the lab program 
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services. Most research done in campus laboratory schools has been conducted through 

external investigators. However, Page and Page (1981b) mentioned that, as the number of 

these schools diminished, the remaining schools were attempting to expand their tasks, 

especially in conducting studies. The motivation for conducting research involves self-

enhancement, tenure track, and continued growth professionally. Several barriers have 

limited research participation by campus laboratory school personnel, including 

restriction of time and funds and inadequate professional study techniques (Page & Page, 

1981b). 

Conducting research in campus laboratory schools and publishing research 

findings in professional journals may provide a way to bring public awareness of the 

functions and roles of the programs. Page and Page (1981b) pointed out that research was 

one of the dominant roles of the campus laboratory schools in the 1970s. Even though 

research was not the main focus of the campus laboratory schools, research through 

campus laboratory schools received the attention of the public. Perrodin stated, in 1887, 

that the Horace Mann School, the campus laboratory school at the Teacher’s College in 

New York City, was a place for testing professors’ educational theories (as cited in Page 

& Page, 1981b). In the 1980s campus laboratory schools prioritized their roles in the 

following order: giving student instruction, teaching student teachers, conducting 

professional study, and providing childcare service.  

Research has never been the major role or function of campus laboratory schools. 

The main role has been teacher education, and the second role has been childcare, with 

research following third (Kelly, 1984; McBride, 1996b). However, research is crucial in 

its contribution to testing new theories and sharing new solutions with the public. 
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Couchenour and Chrisman (1989) highlighted John Dewey as usually receiving credit for 

emphasizing educational investigation in the functioning of campus laboratory schools. 

According to Couchenour and Chrisman, there were two main research functions in 

campus laboratory schools. The first function was to provide a site for collecting data and 

other research activities. A second function was to show hands-on application of 

comparative study results. Goudie (1988) stated that although John Dewey stressed the 

investigation and experimentation purposes of campus laboratory schools, watching 

experienced teachers and practicing teaching methods by student teachers has been the 

dominant function of campus laboratory schools for many decades. 

The Function of Childcare 

Despite the fact that funding resources are not secure for most campus laboratory 

schools, campus childcare is still in demand. Neugebauer (1998) reported that over 

170,000 children were enrolled in campus laboratory schools. Neugebauer added that 

approximately 60% of higher education institutions serve some type of preschool 

programs for young children. Among these programs, approximately 80% provide full-

day childcare services for young children and families. Neugebauer (1998) stated, 

“Providing care for children of students is the prime mission of most campus programs” 

(p.21). For instance, in the state of New York universities, 80% of the students made 

decisions for attending that school fundamentally due to the accessibility of campus 

childcare. More recently, in 1999, The National Coalition for Campus Children’s Centers 

had an individual membership of 420 (NCCCC, 1999), and the National Organization of 

Laboratory Schools had an organizational membership of 104 in the United States 

(personal communication, NOLS, August, 2000). 
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Childcare has been the other function of campus laboratory schools, along with 

teacher education and research (McBride, 1996b). Until the beginning of the 1970s, 

campus laboratory schools did not offer childcare services as a main function of campus 

laboratory schools for children and families (Townley & Zeece, 1991). However, serving 

young children with high-quality care has a rich history in campus laboratory schools. 

Not serving a diverse population of children created a negative image for campus 

laboratory schools, which urgently need to resolve this aspect because public scrutiny of 

their programs is intense in relation to childcare. Zwicke (1983) believed it was necessary 

for campus laboratory schools to seek to serve more culturally and socioeconomically 

impoverished families with income-based fees, because high-priced fees appear to be the 

main problem for these families. In addition, the programs need to seek more options for 

subsidy sources and to grant scholarships to low-income families to attract this category 

of families. 

Additional literature concerning on-campus laboratory schools revealed that the 

service components of campus laboratory schools are diverse in nature because they 

serve various groups and needs of people. Couchenour and Chrisman (1989) explained 

that campus laboratory schools have served parents and children in many ways. The first 

was to provide childcare services for parents and to provide parenting information for 

both parents and the personnel who work with parents and families. A second service was 

to provide support for children and families concerning childcare and family issues. The 

last service noted was to refer individuals to organizational resource services as needed, 

especially those with special needs. Not only have campus laboratory schools served the 

children of faculty and students, but also children from the community. Moreover, 
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campus laboratory schools have served parents by providing current information about 

child rearing through hosting parent education seminars and workshops.  

Just as campus laboratory schools are as diverse in their characteristics for serving 

various people and various purposes, their funds are also from diverse resources. Thomas 

(1997) indicated that campus laboratory schools are varied in makeup in order to fulfill 

the necessities of the diversity of people they assist. According to the National Coalition 

for Campus Childcare survey in 1995, with over a 50% response rate, results showed that 

most schools’ funding resources were from parent fees (50%), straight subsidies (21%), 

contributions from host institutions (10%), and grants (19%). Page and Page (1981b) also 

acknowledged the problem of campus laboratory schools’ questionable existence because 

of funding problems. 

The Function of Directors 

Parker (1987) found that directors were essential personnel and that their 

leadership affected every function of campus laboratory schools. However, directors’ 

actual roles varied from their perceptional roles in three-part areas: teacher education, 

investigation, and childcare, according to the National Council for Accreditation of 

Teacher Education survey. Directors believed that their perceptional roles were more 

important than their factual roles. Parker illustrated their factual roles as seen in each area 

of service. In the instructional role, there was not in fact much collaboration between 

campus laboratory human resources and the faculty of the hosting institution regarding 

preparation and education of undergraduate students. In the research role, the faculty of 

the host institution was not adequately coordinating with the directors about campus 

laboratory schools’ activities in a resourceful way. In the service area of the directors, 
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campus laboratory schools connected with campus personnel rather than reaching beyond 

the host institutions.  

Vitalizing the program can be accomplished by the directors’ efforts to expand 

their knowledge of the field, by their sharing of information, and by their seeking 

collaboration with internal and external groups. Foshay (1991) suggested that directors of 

campus laboratory schools who take a leadership role are important to the revitalization 

of the programs. The first point Foshay made for this leadership role was that the 

educational experience of students has to be the central role of campus lab programs, 

even so far as to compromise the training of student teachers, the observation by external 

groups, and the demonstration of proper instruction. Foshay’s second point concerning 

the leadership role was about the preservation of the rights of campus laboratory school 

children so as to safeguard their well-being. Thirdly, Foshay noted the importance of the 

leadership role in maintaining the quality of the program and also retaining highly trained 

teachers in the fields of both teaching and research. A fourth point was about leadership 

itself, which entails complicated thinking skills and the ability to predict educational 

phenomena, in order to guide and to do actual research. Finally, directors of campus 

laboratory schools are important to the dissimilation of knowledge and ideas in the field 

of education by presenting educational forums and encouraging the exchange of 

information. 

Directors bring together the needs of diverse stakeholders in the campus 

laboratory school. McBride (1996a) observed that systemizing research procedures in 

campus laboratory schools is a way to balance the needs of all interested groups of 

people. Meeting the objectives of the campus laboratory schools requires the directors to 
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be involved in leadership activities, such as participating as experts  in symposia, 

developing personnel guidance implements, participating in professional associations, 

and recognizing useful events.  In addition, McBride also indicated a way to balance 

meeting the diverse needs of campus laboratory schools in research functions by 

systemizing the necessary procedures for meeting the needs of all interested groups, 

including faculty, researchers, teachers, sponsors, children and families, staff, institutions, 

and educational fields.   

Primarily, directors need a profound understanding of trends in education, 

evaluation skills, and an exchange of information with other professionals (McBride, 

1996b). The following six aspects detail the directors’ roles in assisting research projects. 

First, directors need to identify the appropriateness of the study and to exam the program 

that can assist in the study. Second, directors need to develop an evaluation procedure 

that could reflect interested groups’ perspectives. Third, directors need a written policy 

for the research process, which could help clarify the methods and activities used in the 

research. Fourth, directors need to set up a training program for all participants, such as 

the research conductor, the research assistant, and program employees, so that the 

investigation would be properly conducted with the least amount of interference with the 

program. Fifth, directors need to schedule research procedures in a written format and 

post them in the classroom to help prepare the staff for the researchers. Lastly, directors 

need to establish a feedback system for sharing findings about the research projects to 

help keep a good balance between service providers, researchers, and stakeholders to 

everyone’s satisfaction (McBride, 1996a).  
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Reasons for Decline of Campus Laboratory Schools 

Regarding the number of existing campus laboratory schools, Jackson (1986) 

reported the existence of 252 lab schools in 1959, but the figure had diminished to 87 by 

1983. Jackson also cited the first reason for this decline as related to the expense of 

running laboratory schools, which are costly compared to public schools. The second 

reason related to a tug-of-war in the campus laboratory school’s focus: childcare services 

or professional study services, the disparate ideas between the lab school and the host 

institution.  The third reason concerned the demographics of the parent population, which 

came mainly from mid- or high-socioeconomic levels. These demographics diminished 

the credibility of any research conducted in the laboratory schools. The last reason for the 

decline of campus laboratory schools was based on the lack of retention of teachers due 

to low wages and a complicated work environment created by the need to offer various 

services for diverse people. In addition, the lack of financial support from governmental 

bodies contributed to the decline of the campus laboratory school and undermined respect 

for quality education by U.S. society (McBride, 1996b). All of the above reasons 

contraindicate the continued existence of campus laboratory school programs today. 

College and university students with young children desire to have childcare 

service on-campus (Anderson et al., 1995). For instance, for the purpose of serving 

college students in the New York area, administrators revealed that they considered it 

necessary to meet the childcare needs of students who have children and want to pursue 

higher education. Alger (1988) reported the efforts of New York City, which provided 

childcare services for students who wanted higher education. Millions of dollars were 

spent in establishing and maintaining childcare services for students in 18 State 
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University of New York (SUNY) schools and 16 City University of New York (CUNY) 

schools. As reported, college and university institutions had the need to support campus 

childcare because of the increasing number of single parents and working parents. SUNY 

and CUNY revealed the desire of parents  “to get a college education or work on public 

college/university campuses while their children receive good care” (Alger, 1988, p. 22). 

SUNY and CUNY legislatures advocated that they were supporting campus childcare 

through competent wages and retirement plans for employees. Master teachers were vital 

members who made a difference in the excellence of education for children and who 

contributed a high-quality program to the instructional curricula for undergraduates 

(Alger, 1988). 

No one reason created the decline in campus laboratory schools in the United 

States, but several reasons have been discussed among professionals in the educational 

field. Generally, a basic reason for the declining favor of campus laboratory schools was 

the social and economical effects of the economic depression in the 1930s (MacNaughton 

& Johns, 1993). According to Prince, Buckley, and Gargiulo (1991), previous to World 

War II, campus laboratory schools provided excellent instructive services; however, after 

World War II, this service became distorted by the baby boom. Colleges of education 

could not satisfy the increasing requests for teachers trained in laboratory schools. As a 

result, normal schools fell out of favor, as did campus laboratory schools. Nielsen (1991) 

reported that, between 1960 and 1980, virtually half of the campus laboratory schools in 

the United States were closed. Hughes’s 1959 study reported that there were 252 campus 

laboratory schools, and the National Association of Laboratory Schools reported in 1980 

that there were 123 campus laboratory schools in the United States (as cited in Page & 
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Page, 1981b). In spite of this, campus laboratory schools failed to remain in good favor 

on the campuses. In exploring the reasons for this decline, MacNaughton and Johns 

(1993) suggested that it began after World War II. 

According to Jackson (1986), campus laboratory school programs were 

vulnerable for the following three reasons: First, administrators were not able to prioritize 

the functions, such as educating children, putting new theories into practice, conducting 

professional studies, providing inservice teaching, publishing research findings, and 

lacking the ability to harmonize the functions in implementing these functions. The 

second reason for the vulnerability was the varying beliefs among faculty and 

administrators and their different attitudes about what the centers needed to focus on the 

development of the programs. A third weakness came from having no inside or outside 

support systems, which was the most important factor for the survival and sustaining of 

the campus laboratory school programs. The most important aspect of the continued 

existence of campus laboratory school programs was collaboration among faculty, 

administrators, and teachers to carry out the functions of the programs.  

In describing factors involved in eliminating campus laboratory schools, a variety 

of reasons were presented. According to Dishner and Boothby (1986), several factors 

were involved in the decline of U.S. campus laboratory schools. The first factor was the 

financial problem incurred by the lab school program. To own, run, and maintain the 

campus laboratory school program was expensive. For instance, one center’s tuition 

ranged between $587 and $521 a month and had a low enrollment of children (M. Smith, 

personal communication, September, 2000).  
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The second factor pertained to lab school children, who were not typical of the 

children whom student teachers ultimately would educate (Dishner & Boothby, 1986). A 

demographic composition of children in the campus laboratory school was based on 

parents who had middle or high educational and income levels. The third factor was the 

accelerated expansion of teachers’ colleges into regular colleges and, eventually, to 

universities. Teachers’ colleges expanded rapidly to universities, which offered a wider 

range of subjects and majors to college students.  

The fourth factor involved the multifunctional roles of the staff and the difficulties 

created by their complicated tasks (Dishner & Boothby, 1986). Trying to perform diverse 

services to stakeholders overwhelmed the teachers and staff of campus laboratory school 

programs. A fifth factor was the overuse of underpaid hourly employees, which caused 

direct damage to many programs’ existence. Overusing part-time workers to reduce the 

cost resulted in a “watered-down” effect on the quality and permanence of the programs. 

The sixth factor was the intensification of pressure to have teaching practice in public 

school classrooms. Increasingly, student teachers did their student teaching in public 

school settings.  

A seventh factor was the rivalry among community schools for state financial 

support and endowments(Dishner & Boothby, 1986). Because of limited financial 

resources available from state governments, these institutions competed for funding. 

Finally, the eighth factor was the conflict between the faculty of the host institutions and 

the faculty of the campus laboratory school programs. Faculty from the university rarely 

became involved in the campus laboratory school program activities. 
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Historically, the future of the campus laboratory schools was tied to the future of 

colleges of education (Dishner & Boothby, 1986). This future followed the changes in the 

philosophy of education, which reflected the movement of the era and the development of 

social and political beliefs. As noted by current trends in educational struggles, teaching 

as a profession was not an admired job. Hence, teaching children was not a prized 

position in the job market. In addition to the decline of respect for education generally, 

teacher education faced criticism. Because of the competition between Russia and the 

United States after Sputnik, Eisenhower pushed for studying more mathematics and 

science; politically and socially the priorities turned to mathematics and science, 

especially with federal funding of the technology educational programs, which 

contributed to a diminished interest in the field of education (Buck & Miller, 1991; 

Clinton, 1996).  

Campus laboratory schools could not provide proper training through observation 

and practice in student activities to preservice student teachers (MacNaughton & Johns, 

1993). In order to explore this problem, researchers described the problems within the 

institution. They indicated that the first reason for campus laboratory schools to lose 

favor was the high cost required to maintain programs. A second reason for campus 

laboratory schools’ being out of favor was the socially and politically created influence of 

Standard VII A, enacted in 1948: This law permitted student teachers to practice their 

teaching in off-campus schools (Flowers, 1948). The third reason was that students who 

graduated from normal schools succeeded in fields of endeavor other than teaching. 

Unfortunately, endangered surviving normal schools urgently needed students in order to 
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maintain their programs. This caused them to accept students who were not likely to 

remain in the field of education. 

According to McConnaha (2000), current campus laboratory schools in the 

United States number just over 100 institution members in the National Association of 

Laboratory Schools (NALS, 2000). However, after the initial rapid decline of campus 

laboratory schools, the last 10 years have seen a steady decline (NALS, 2000). Goudie 

(1988) stated that, as the number of campus laboratory schools has decreased, the early 

childhood and child development journals have continued to emphasize the necessity for 

them, but in a different way. 

Status of Campus Laboratory Schools in the United States 

Numerous campus laboratory schools have closed; some are closing; and others 

are at risk of being closed (Hoffman, 1997; Keyes, 1991; McBride, 1994, 1996a, 1996b; 

McBride & Hicks, 1999; McConnaha, 2000; Nielsen, 1991; Parker, 1987; Spodek, 1995;  

Swick, 1991). For instance, one center director stated that “unfortunately our College 

Children’s Center is closed; we may reopen this fall; however, no date has been set for 

our reopening” (personal communication, September 2000). According to a report by the 

National Association of Laboratory schools, there are currently over 100 campus 

laboratory schools in the United States (McConnaha, 2000). The rationale for the 

reduction in numbers of campus laboratory schools can be found in the following 

discussion. S. A. Miller (1987) stated that the rationale for discontinuing campus 

laboratory schools was an economic problem, resulting in the reduction of expenditures, a 

diminished enrollment in education, a conflict between programs needing space, and 

changing institutional political beliefs. In addition, Miller suggested that the strategies for 
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sustained existence included recruiting parental backing, increasing fees, increasing 

children’s enrollment, maintaining a program of diverse activities onsite, promoting 

realistic instructional beliefs, announcing upcoming programs, and clarifying the lab 

school’s objectives, all in an open, visible location. 

Zwicke (1983) implied a linkage between campus laboratory schools’ financial 

problems and dependence on the host institution for their resources. This dependence by 

campus laboratory schools on the financial resources of the host institution had a negative 

effect on their continued existence. According to Zwicke, campus laboratory schools are 

dependent on support from the host institution’s financial resources, and the willingness 

to subsidize lab schools decreases proportionally to the declining enrollment in the host 

institution, especially in the field of teacher education. Furthermore, students tended to 

choose fields with more economical potential than child development or early childhood 

education—a fact that eventually adversely affected the laboratory schools’ existence.  

To find solutions to the campus laboratory schools’ problem of uncertain 

continued existence, Page and Page (1981b) recommended that campus laboratory 

schools develop fact-finding and analyses programs, implement inservice programs, and 

expand the quality of their teacher education. Keyes (1988) described the continuation of 

laboratory schools as a debatable matter as far as “ funding, sponsorship and staffing” 

were concerned (p. 7). Campus laboratory schools were secluded from the mainstream of 

society, where they needed to be located so that they could attract notice. Directors stated 

that they were having difficulties balancing trouble financial support and constant 

requests for services from customers. 
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Descriptions of the factors that threaten the existence of campus laboratory 

schools and discussions of the status of campus laboratory schools become meaningful in 

uncovering solutions and providing suggestions for their continued existence.  Zwicke 

(1983) believed that four factors were significant in the diminishing of the campus 

laboratory schools in the United States. The first was that student teachers in the campus 

laboratory schools were declining in numbers due to the lack of a varied and cross-

sectional balance that characterized the children they would eventually serve, such as 

those found in public schools. The second reason was that, for development of 

educational uniqueness, Standard V II A permitted students to practice teach outside the 

campus laboratory schools. The third reason for decline was financial problems due to the 

high cost of running the schools and insufficient funds. The fourth factor was the focus 

on creating student teacher training programs rather than conducting research, even if 

student enrollment was reduced.  

Issues and Challenges of Campus Laboratory School Programs 

Although there are advantages to having the campus laboratory schools, some 

troublesome areas should be discussed. McBride (1994) noted that campus laboratory 

schools have contributed valuable resources, such as supporting student teacher 

education, supporting investigation of research projects, and serving families and 

children. Nevertheless, these programs have encountered serious difficulties.  

The main problem seems to be diminishing funding resources, as discussed in 

chapter 1. Many campus laboratory schools are dismayed by the termination or the 

cutback of funding due to a decrease in accessible assets in the host college or university. 

Moreover, campus laboratory schools have unclear impressions of their position in the 
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programs because of a lack of steady ownership by one department. Frequent shifting of 

affiliation and support from one department to another in the host institution have caused 

conflict about ownership among the departments, such as “home economics, psychology, 

education, social work, and nursing” (McBride, 1996b, p. 18). Campus laboratory 

schools create another challenge because of a blurry impression in the operating of the 

programs for stakeholders. The fact that society places little weight on teacher education 

and on education in general appears to be a problem.  

Regardless of the difficulties facing campus laboratory programs, McBride (1994) 

reported that two interesting phenomena were transpiring. More mothers have joined the 

workforce, causing an increase in childcare needs. At the same time, in the childcare 

market, some concerns have been raised about the excellence of the programs, about the 

accessibility of the programs, and about the financial requirements of parents using the 

programs. All of these concerns need to be investigated. In order to survive these 

challenges and to develop provisions for the programs, campus laboratory schools must 

prevail over four concerns: “1) expanding program services, 2) reevaluating personnel 

training functions, 3) revitalizing model program/leadership activities, and 4) expanding 

research opportunities” (McBride, 1994, p. 1).  

The National Coalition for Campus Childcare stated as their position on program 

quality that campus childcare programs needed to respond to and offer excellent childcare 

service to assist the student population. Moreover, campus childcare programs should be 

examples to parents, early childhood educators, society, and decision makers. The 

program personnel should coordinate their functions with the faculty of higher education 

and should exhibit their professionalism in teacher and parent education (NCCCC, 1990).  
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Parents desire to have childcare services on the campus where they work or go to 

school. A Miami-Dade study (Belcher, 1990) about the needs of childcare indicated that 

more than 50% of faculty and 20% of students had children under age 12. Their study 

showed an increased interest in campus childcare. For instance, 81.6% of parents of 

children under age 12 wanted campus childcare so that they could be near their children 

in case of an urgent situation. Fifty-six percent of respondents failed to show up at the job 

or class because of the shortage of childcare. Students with multiple roles such as parent, 

worker, and student were jeopardizing their academic success. However, campus 

childcare services could help accommodate the needs of these students in order to 

improve their prospects for excellent college results (Gonchar, 1995).  

McBride (1994) believed that having tenure track professors in the director’s 

position in campus laboratory schools could possibly vitalize the programs. Because 

campus laboratory schools were not representing actual world demographics, they were 

subject to objections and attacks and threatened with reduction of funding or termination. 

One way to revitalize the campus laboratory school was to have a tenure track director, 

which would produce better links between the program and other departments on the 

campus. This person would have more status and an ambience of influence for the 

program. The tenure track personnel’s outreach endeavors would include producing 

pamphlets, supervising investigations, pursuing the achievement of the programs, and 

providing schematics for the assignment of student teachers at the lab school. Directors’ 

outreach endeavors would also include giving presentations at regional or national 

conference sessions and writing articles about the campus laboratory schools for 

institution of higher education periodicals (McBride, 1996b).  
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Campus laboratory schools are struggling both to find sources of funding and to 

raise their status. Keyes (1991) demonstrated that directors’ reports about their problems 

regarding campus laboratory schools included threats to end the programs, termination by 

one host department and then being operated by another, being totally ignored, being 

pulled in various directions by other programs in the host institution, having leakage of 

the funding or the funding not coming as promised, being classed as a service instead of a 

teaching department, and being housed in insufficient facilities. Keyes described this 

struggle as beginning in the 1970s and continuing into the middle 1980s.  

Currently, public schools offer sites for student teacher training experiences at 

much less cost than campus laboratory schools. Hoffman (1997) observed that three 

roles, teacher preparation, research, and services of campus laboratory schools, continued 

to exist for campus laboratory schools. However, the emphasis on field experience at the 

campus laboratory schools has been changed to rely on public school settings rather than 

lab school sites. For instance, Page and Page (1981a) indicated that the reason for leaning 

toward public schools’ student teacher training services was that the public schools could 

deliver the equivalent assistance at less expenditure of funds than what the campus 

laboratory schools must expend. This weak point made campus laboratory schools 

objects for a decrease in funding resources in supporting curriculum and human 

resources. Furthermore, the need for systematic participation between the faculty of 

colleges of education and staff of campus laboratory schools created a challenge for 

maintaining and developing the excellence of the programs of campus laboratory schools 

(McBride, 1996b).  
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In addition to the high price of running campus laboratory schools, they were 

inadequate practice sites for real-life demographic composition. Therefore, campus 

laboratory schools gradually brought disapproval because of the impractical field sites 

and the demographic composition of the high or middle levels of clients. In addition, the 

expense of operating a laboratory school was cited as a prevailing reason for 

discontinuance of campus laboratory schools (MacNaughton & Johns, 1993). 

The Children’s Center at the University of South Carolina at Columbia decided to 

close at the end of the 1991-1992 program year due to the inadequate financial condition 

of the center, even with the excellence of its service quality and with nationwide 

recognition and its exhibition as a model program (Swick, 1991). As a matter of fact, 

childcare demands had increased and created a greater need for its services.  

Terrell (1989) described the request for childcare services as expanding, but stated 

that many sites are not properly prepared for serving young children. McBride and Hicks 

(1998) found that the schools have had difficulties in performing the three-part objectives 

while trying to continue the excellent in the programs needed to impress stakeholders. 

According to Parker (1987), many roles are necessary for the proper functioning of 

campus laboratory schools. These roles are important to many stakeholders, yet their 

written roles are ambiguous in detail and unclear in responsibilities for each staff, 

resulting in hard-to-perform job descriptions.  

Parker (1987) found that if some colleges and universities support professional 

studies as a primary service, this might cause undesirable effects on the quality of 

programs and services. McBride and Hicks (1998) suggested that directors and 

administrators reduce the possible nonessential investigational activities on the agenda or 
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reconsider safety measures for children in the programs. The three undesirable effects 

McBride and Hicks mentioned concerning campus laboratory school programs were 

frequent changes of teachers due to low wages and student employees’ class schedules; 

multiplicity of tasks and working conditions due to service to many different populations; 

and semester vacations, which can distress children because of changes in their routines. 

Couchenour and Chrisman (1989) discussed the three roles of teacher training, 

research, and childcare service, which needed to be included in campus laboratory 

schools. However, faculty and administrators did not necessarily agree with the priorities 

given for the roles and functions. Therefore, strong leadership played a critical role in 

developing service functions for the sake of the campus laboratory schools’ growth. 

Through this effort, leaders in campus laboratory schools might offer diverse 

contributions to advanced education. Leadership required reliable communications for 

involving campus laboratory schools with other administrators and decision makers. 

Hymes (1995) noted that children were costly to rear in good educational 

environments because of the considerable labor expenses. Due to the enormous 

expenditures for labor, many campus laboratory schools had contradictions between 

operating campus childcare centers and providing high-quality education at a reasonable 

expense for working parents. “That is the same problem Harvard, Yale, Stanford, and 

every other good university in the country faces” (pp. 37-38). Hymes implied that young 

children’s education was a public responsibility and suggested that taxpayers should be 

willing to pay the price so that children could have good beginnings. 

McConnaha (2000) suggested that campus laboratory schools ought to do two 

things to survive the threats of termination. One was to find and develop the unique 
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services that a campus laboratory school could offer. The other was to have campus 

laboratory schools present themselves to a broader learning population. Serving a broader 

educational population and meeting local residents’ needs are a critical matter in 

preventing termination. 

Historically, the philosophy of campus laboratory schools closely followed the 

philosophy of the host institution in teacher education (Hoffman, 1997). Nonetheless, 

there were more difficulties to work out. K. E. Miller (2000b) discussed the problems of 

teacher education in campus laboratory schools as lacking in providing satisfactory role 

models and sufficient ideas. Page and Page (1981a) suggested that resolving campus 

laboratory schools’ problems involve expanding research opportunities, utilizing teacher 

education, continuing evaluations, and strengthening the roles.  

McBride (1996b) presented the three challenges facing most campus laboratory 

schools. One concerns a lack of available resources and support from the host institution. 

The host institutions also have suffered financial crises due to shrinking financial 

resources from state governments. The impact of this financial burden on-campus 

laboratory schools has created problems in focusing on the three major roles and 

functions. A second challenge concerns a lack of clarity in campus laboratory schools’ 

goals and missions due to the decline of financial and administrative support from the 

host institution.  To carry out a concrete mission without reliable financial support creates 

a blurring situation in the operation of the programs. The last challenge has to do with 

society’s unwillingness to give preeminence to education and the training of educators.  

Lack of financial support from state governments results from the general public’s low 
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regard for teaching and the preparing of childcare human resources, which are related to 

the poor prospects for the continued existence of campus laboratory school programs.  

McBride (1996b) recommended the solutions for the challenges. Campus 

laboratory schools need to develop support systems for their programs while continuing 

to concentrate on their mission: “expanding program services; revaluating personnel 

training functions; revitalizing model programs/leadership activities; and expanding 

research opportunities” (McBride, 1996b, p.18). Recommended survival skills for 

campus laboratory schools might include serving infant/toddlers, being open longer hours 

and full-day/year around, serving low-income families, connecting research findings to 

actual practice, and publishing research findings. Campus laboratory schools should be 

willing to be open to change through their evaluation of the programs by which the 

community’s and society’s demands and needs are being met (Zwicke, 1983). 

Jackson (1986) suggested that the way to ensure the status and existence of 

campus laboratory schools is through increased insider and outsider support groups. A 

working harmony between lab school personnel and university teaching staff helps to 

improve and maintain quality curricula; they jointly decide upon objectives and purposes 

of the school. Also, the function of campus laboratory schools is to create a fundamental 

awareness, giving the community reasons to be involved with campus laboratory schools. 

Thus, campus laboratory schools would gain inside and outside sustaining systems 

through creating a connection between the laboratory school and the local school system. 

The attention of directors and administrators’ paying attention to collaboration 

with other departments and staffs involved in research projects generates the 

improvement and maintenance of a high quality of service in campus laboratory schools. 
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In expansion of the campus laboratory schools, directors’ perceptions could represent a 

crucial role. McBride (1996b) suggested that directors need to encourage staff members 

to engage in professional study procedures such as “reviewing proposals, assisting in 

project implementation, and providing feedback to researchers” (p. 20). 

In summary, campus laboratory schools originated as part of normal schools, an 

earlier name for teacher’s colleges.  Early childhood professionals recognized John 

Dewey as an American pioneer for campus laboratory schools. Historically, early campus 

laboratory schools had the main function of serving teacher education. Unfortunately, the 

Great Depression, the post-World War II era, Sputnik, and less respect for the educational 

profession in general initiated the decline in campus laboratory schools’ numbers. 

Generally speaking, since then, most campus laboratory schools have struggled to 

survive. Currently, financial alternatives, faculty’s effective research, and the directors’ 

collaboration with other departments are all essential to the survival of campus laboratory 

schools.  

Generally, the educational profession agrees that the campus laboratory school 

has three main functions. Testing new theories and training student teachers are the main 

functions of campus laboratory schools. Research functions assist campus laboratory 

schools in their growth and create recognition through the public publishing of analytical 

findings in professional journals. Childcare service demands are high even though 

campus laboratory schools do not receive enough support from host institutions because 

of a lack of collaboration and involvement between center directors and the faculty of the 

host institution. Campus laboratory schools have problems to overcome, including 

funding, unclear missions, population demographics, and lack of respect for education 



 

59 

 

and educators. Most of all, providing high-quality services in their three-part mission to 

diverse groups of peoples and satisfying the differing levels of needs are the major 

challenges for campus laboratory schools.  

Solutions to these challenges may be found after investigating the stakeholders’ 

satisfaction concerning the quality of service provided by campus laboratory schools in 

their roles and functions. Any solutions drawn from the investigation may help to solve 

the problem of funding, assuring the continued existence of campus laboratory school 

programs. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Campus laboratory school programs generally have three main roles: teacher 

education, research, and childcare (McBride, 1996a). The programs serve diverse groups 

of people, such as students, faculty, children, and parents, through various services such 

as observation, instruction, research, childcare, and parent involvement and education. 

Therefore, these programs can contribute to the overall quality of services in numerous 

colleges and universities. According to McBride’s research, many campus laboratory 

school programs maintain a questionable status in regard to their continued existence. It 

is necessary to investigate the stakeholders’ (parents, faculty, and students) perceptions of 

the programs’ quality, their satisfaction with the programs, and their support for the 

programs’ continued existence.  

A primary purpose of the present study was to reveal the stakeholders’ opinions 

concerning three-part services: the campus laboratory school programs and the quality of 

(a) the teacher education, (b) research, and (c) childcare. Stakeholders’ satisfaction 

provides one piece of information to justify the ongoing existence of campus laboratory 

school programs. The purpose of the survey in this study was to illuminate the extent of 

quality satisfaction with the campus laboratory school program and to shed light on the 

need for further support from the host institutions. This inquiry may provide insight into 

involving faculty in research projects in campus laboratory school programs or suggest 

ways of securing their support for the programs. The investigation contributes additional 
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knowledge about campus laboratory school programs of quality, their requirements for 

fulfilling program missions, and their need for continued support. 

Subjects 

The subjects in this descriptive study included 246 parents, 200 students, and 207 

faculty resentatives from campus laboratory schools located in colleges and universities 

throughout the United States. This investigator sent a letter and enclosed a signup sheet to 

directors of campus schools throughout the United States regarding their participation in 

the current inquiry. Names and addresses of center directors were identified through the 

directory of the National Coalition for Campus Children’s Centers (NCCCC) and The 

National Organization of Laboratory Schools (NOLS). NCCCC members are involved 

mainly in early childhood and child development professions, but NOLS covers 

preschool through high school ages. Memberships in both organizations (NCCCC-420 

centers, including 5 centers overseas; and NOLS-104 centers, including 20 centers 

overseas) total 499 in the United States. Centers located outside the United States were 

excluded from this investigation. The researcher also excluded five middle and high 

schools with NOLS members to maintain a focus on early childhood school programs. 

Therefore, the current researcher surveyed members from 494 centers in the United 

States, of which 415 were NCCCC centers and 79 were NOLS schools. 

Thomas (1997) indicated that among 415 centers of  the NCCCC, 153 (37%) 

programs provide childcare service alone; 45 (11%) sites assist laboratory schools only; 

and 215 (52%) centers serve both purposes, childcare service and laboratory school. 

Programs serving only childcare purposes were excluded by the electronic screening 

process, in which directors responded through email (see Appendix C) , indicating with 
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(1) laboratory school only, (2) childcare only, and (3) both, because this study was 

focused on the functions of campus laboratory schools and their clients’ satisfaction and 

support. 

In the present study, the investigator requested that directors of centers have 9 

volunteers signup for the inquiry: 3 parents, 3 students, and 3 faculty from each program. 

Participating centers included 122 campus laboratory school programs, with 226 

individual subject names for participation; 89 center directors preferred to distribute the 

survey questionnaires themselves. The questionnaires, accompanied by an information 

letter, were sent to each volunteer participant. This researcher mailed one followup letter 

with the questionnaire and made one telephone call to those contributors who had not 

responded promptly in 4 weeks. The survey questionnaires had a 45.6% return rate, 

providing 653 subjects for data analysis.  

In addition, this researcher attended the annual conference of the National 

Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC) on November 8-11, 2000, in 

Atlanta, Georgia. The researcher attended two sessions; one was titled “Lab Schools” and 

was presented by Tom Chiaromonte,  and the other was “An Examination of the Roles of 

Child Development Laboratory Programs in Early Childhood Education” led by Brent 

McBride. Attendance at these two sessions was used as a means of generating support for 

this inquiry. This investigator believed that most attendees were directors, teachers, and 

professionals who were associated with campus laboratory school programs. These 

conferences provided important personnel for assisting in collecting data for the current 

study. Survey packets were distributed including 1 letter to directors, 9 questionnaires, 

and 1 stamped and self-addressed return envelope for 31 attendees. Twelve of these 31  
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centers returned the survey questionnaires. NAEYC attendees were informed that if they 

had received a survey packet in the mail, they did not need to take another one.  

Data Collection and Instrumentation 

Contacts with directors of children’s centers included three mailed questionnaires, 

one mailed followup, one telephone followup, and two electronic followups. This 

researcher was able to obtain electronic mailing addresses beforehand through directories 

of NCCCC and NOLS, which assisted in data collection. As a first step, an initial letter of 

request was sent, with a signup sheet and return envelope enclosed, to directors of 

campus laboratory school programs in the United States asking for volunteers’ names, 

addresses, and e-mail addresses in September 2000. Investigator also screened 

participants in order to have centers with laboratory functions in September 2000 by 

asking directors of centers whether the facility served as a laboratory school only (1), 

served as childcare only (2), and/or served both functions (3). Directors were asked to 

reply (C. Hagen, personal communication, September 24, 2000). The second step was to 

send questionnaires with return envelopes to individual participants. Questionnaires were 

mailed in November 2000. The third step was to send followup letters with 

questionnaires, return envelopes to the nonrespondent volunteers, and followup telephone 

calls and using electronic followups to encourage response in November 2000. The Step 

four included the researcher attendance at two sessions of the annual conference of the 

National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC) in Atlanta, Georgia. 

In addition, one more electronic followup was made in December 2000 to encourage 

nonrespondents to return survey questionnaires. 
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Each survey was sent to the respective participant: parent, faculty, or student. 

These three questionnaires were adapted from McBride and Hicks (1998) in their inquiry 

into the perceptions of parents and staff members about laboratory schools. After reading 

McBride and Hicks’s study, the researcher contacted McBride and obtained permission to 

use and modify the instrument. In the researchers’ inquiry, they compared the mean 

scores of 14 program quality indicators, from program philosophy to parent involvement. 

The authors noted that, “these 14 items were drawn from the extensive research literature 

on structural indicators of program quality in early childhood settings” (pp. 24-25). The 

researchers also verified Howes and Hamilton’s (1993) conclusion, that “‘each of these 

structural indicators has been found to be significantly related to program quality’” (as 

cited in McBride & Hicks, 1998, p. 25). McBride and Hicks used a 5-point scale ranging 

from: 1=negative impact on quality to 5=positive impact on quality.  

This researcher focused on on-campus laboratory school programs in colleges and 

universities in the United States. The three main reasons for targeting these programs 

were that (a) they were representative of teacher training for early childhood education 

and child development;  (b) they were members of NCCCC and NOLS, which were 

involved in research through universities; and (c) the programs served preschool-age 

children and their families.  

Parents participated by completing the survey questionnaires in order to express 

their opinions on the childcare services. Undergraduate college students majoring in early 

childhood education or child development participated by expressing their opinions based 

on their experiences in campus laboratory school programs. Faculty participated in the 

study by indicating their opinions on the quality of the programs, their willingness to take 
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advantage of research opportunities, and their opinions on further support for campus 

laboratory school programs. Individual participants were asked to complete the consent 

forms and return them with the questionnaires. Participants received information in a 

cover letter the purpose of this study, the length of the project, and the procedures. Their 

right to withdraw at any time during the project and the benefits of the inquiry were 

explained. The researcher used numbers only and assured participants that their names 

would not be used in the research project or released in any way. Participants were told 

that it would take about 15-20 minutes to complete the questionnaire.  

Description of Measures 

Instruments 

In the current study, the parent questionnaire targeted parents’ satisfaction 

regarding the quality of campus laboratory school programs and their support for the 

continued existence of such programs. Student questionnaire targeted preservice students 

concerning their satisfaction with the campus laboratory school program for preparing 

student teachers and their support for the continued existence of the programs. Faculty 

questionnaire targeted faculty’s opinions on the quality of the programs, their opinions 

about conducting research at campus laboratory school sites, and their opinions on 

support for their continued existence (see Appendix D for copies of these questionnaires).  

Demographic Information  

Parents, students, and faculty participants completed similar forms of the same 

questionnaire. Five to 7 questions on demographic measures comprised Section I and 

were answered by multichoice selection. This investigator asked for demographic 

information from individual participants: parents--educational background, age, child’s 
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age, parental status, ethnic background, and others; for students--major, age, status of 

having a child, and enrollment of the child; for faculty--educational level, present 

position, ethnic background, and age.  

Parent who completed survey questionnaires were mainly White (67.8%) and 

were mothers (87.8%). The result of data analysis revealed that 93% (n=228) of parents 

who completed the survey questionnaire had children, birth to age 8. Parents believed the 

main role of laboratory program was, first, childcare service (60%, n=194); second, 

teaching (teaching referred to instruction and student teaching) (32%, n=104); and 

finally, research (7.43%, n=24). 

Students who completed the survey questionnaire were majoring in early 

childhood (42.6%, n=83), child development (9.2%, n=18), elementary education 

(20.5%, n=40), and double majors (9.8%, n=19). The students’ average age was 25; 27% 

had a child or children; and 9% had a child or children who were enrolled in campus 

laboratory school programs. Students believed that the main role of their program was 

teaching (60%, n=144), then childcare services (30%, n=72), and finally research (9.57%, 

n=23); the first two were the reverse of parents’ perceptions.  

Eighty percent of the faculty were White; 7% were African American; 1.5% were 

Asian; 3% were Hispanic; and 8.5% were others. Faculty believed that the main role of 

laboratory programs was teaching (64.8%, n=188; then childcare services (24.5%, n=71); 

and, finally, research (10.7%, n=31); their responses were similar to students’ 

perspectives. Students and faculty believed that the main role of the campus laboratory 

school program was teaching, whereas parents believed that the main role of the program 

was childcare.  
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Each questionnaire in Section II had 14 items of quality indicators asking the 

participant to rank his/her satisfaction on the items. Subjects responded to a 5-point scale: 

1=highly unsatisfied, 2=dissatisfied, 3=undecided, 4=satisfied, and 5=highly satisfied 

(Isaac & Michael, 1995; L. Kinnison, personal communication, September 26, 2000). 

Section III explored five to eight questions about participants’ opinions on support on 

each questionnaire. Parents, students, and faculty expressed their willingness to 

participate in supporting measures by replying according to a 5-point scale: 1=not ever, 

2=rarely, 3=not sure, 4=probably, and 5=definitely. These questions targeted the quality 

indicators of the campus laboratory school program’s three main functions: teacher 

education, research, and childcare, as well as questions about funding and continuing 

support for the campus laboratory school programs. In addition, the current researcher 

included one open-ended question (to add a qualitative element to the investigation) that 

the subjects could use to explain their positive and/or negative experiences and opinions 

in detail (R. Henson, personal communication, September 28, 2000).  

Three early childhood education and child development professionals reviewed 

the parent, student, and faculty survey instruments as to whether these questionnaires 

measured what they were supposed to measure. Most of the professionals agreed that the 

instrument used was purposely designed to answer the seven research questions, and 

therefore had face validity. Moreover, the 14 quality indicators in Section II were 

matched with the principles of developmentally appropriate practice of the National 

Association for the Education of Young Children (Bredekamp & Copple, 1997). 

The current investigation was descriptive research. Gall et al. (1996) defined 

descriptive research as a quantitative study, dealing with numbers, that described specific 
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educational phenomena cautiously. Descriptive research is a description of “what is.” 

This inquiry described the stakeholders’ degrees of satisfaction about the quality of 

laboratory school programs and their opinions about further supporting the campus 

laboratory school programs.   

In Section II, 14 items concerning quality indicators in the parent questionnaire 

were used to answer research question 1. Section II of the student questionnaire was used 

to answer research question 2. Section II of the faculty questionnaire was used to answer 

research question 3. Section II of each questionnaire, Section III (faculty supporting 

measure as research site), and Section IV (open-ended question) were used to answer 

research question 4. Section III of the parent questionnaire was used to answer research 

question 5. Section III of the student questionnaire was used to answer research question 

6. Lastly, Section III of  the faculty questionnaire was used to answer research question 7. 

The instruments were designed to answer seven research questions presented by 

the current study: 

1. To what extent are parents satisfied with the quality of childcare services and the 

campus laboratory school programs?  

2. To what extent are preservice student teachers and child development students 

satisfied regarding the teacher preparation programs of campus laboratory 

schools? 

3. To what extent are faculty satisfied with campus laboratory schools as research 

sites? 

4. Do parent, student, and faculty satisfaction differ? 
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5. To what extent do parents support the ongoing existence of campus laboratory 

school programs? 

6. To what extent do preservice student teacher education and child development 

students support the continued existence of the campus laboratory school 

programs? 

7. To what extent do faculty support and advocate the continued existence of 

campus laboratory school programs? 

The instrument (see Appendix D) was composed of four parts: section I--

demographic questions; section II--quality indicators, which was quantitative measure 

(adapted and modified from McBride and Hicks’s [1998] research instruments by 

permission); section III--opinions on support, which was also quantitative measure that 

the current investigator developed; and section IV--an open-ended question, which was 

qualitative measure. Individual participants expressed their feelings about the quality of 

the program of the campus laboratory school based on their experiences and their desire 

to support the continued existence of the programs on a 5-point scale. 

Research Design and Data Analyses 

The present study involved descriptive research describing certain educational 

phenomena-- that is, the expression of the subjects’ opinions on the quality indicators and 

the need for support to continue the existence of campus laboratory school programs. 

Furthermore, the study was both a satisfaction survey and an opinion survey. Descriptive 

statistics were used for responses. The research design was both quantitative and 

qualitative concerning participants’ opinions of the quality and support for campus 

laboratory school programs. These data were analyzed using the Statistical Package for 
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the Social Sciences version 10 (SPSS v.10). For qualitative data analysis, the researcher 

used Ethnograph 5, a qualitative data analysis software program. The researcher used 

analysis of variance (ANOVA) to compare mean differences of perceptions of clients 

among parents, students, and faculty groups. The researcher used satisfaction as a 

dependent variable and group identification as an independent variable to identify the 

group mean difference and its statistical significance at alpha level p <.05. Tables are 

used to display data for easy discussion.  
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

The focus of the present study was to investigate the degree of parent, student, 

and faculty satisfaction with services provided by campus laboratory school programs, to 

document the stakeholders’ opinions concerning the supporting of measures in campus 

laboratory school programs, and to suggest possible solutions for the ongoing existence 

of campus laboratory school programs. One primary purpose of the current study was to 

determine to what extent parents, students, and faculty are satisfied with the programs 

and to what extent they are supporting the programs. Moreover, the researcher 

investigated whether the satisfaction levels of the three groups were different from one 

another. Finally, the results of qualitative data revealed the positive and/or negative 

experiences of parents, students, and faculty concerning campus laboratory school 

programs. 

Results of the present study are provided in four main sections in this chapter. The 

first section, answering research questions 1-3, describes the findings related to the 

satisfaction of parents, students, and faculty with programs provided by campus 

laboratory schools. The first section also describes quality indicator ratings from Section 

II of the survey questionnaires. The second section answers research question 4 by 

presenting quantitative data using analysis of variance (ANOVA) to explore possible 

differences among three group variables (parents, students, and faculty). Section three, 

also answering research question 4 in qualitative measure, gives frequencies of responses 
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to the open-ended item from Section IV of the questionnaires. An open-end question 

helped to answer research question 4 in qualitative data by identifying the most common 

positive or/and negative experiences of campus laboratory school programs cited by 

parents, students, and faculty. The fourth section, answering research questions 5,6, and 

7, presents the findings related to the opinions of parents, students, and faculty 

concerning their support of the measures described in Section III of the surveys.  

Parents, Students, and Faculty Satisfaction 

Means and standard deviations were computed on each of the 14 quality indicator 

variables to explore parent, student, and faculty participants’ satisfaction concerning 

campus laboratory school programs. These findings suggested that all three groups 

related the 14 quality indicators as satisfactory. Results indicated that parents, students, 

and faculty were satisfied with the programs provided by campus laboratory schools, 

with grand means of 4.47 for parents, 4.37 for students, and 4.24 for faculty participants 

on a 5-point scale (1=highly unsatisfied, 2=dissatisfied, 3=undecided, 4=satisfied, and 

5=highly satisfied) (see Table 1). The scale used in data analysis was reverse scaling of 

the survey questionnaires to match the other scale of survey Section III, supporting 

measure. Parents and students were similar in the degree of their satisfaction with 

programs provided by campus laboratory schools. Parent (M=4.72) and student (M=4.70) 

groups were most satisfied with the developmentally age-appropriate activities for 

children, whereas faculty (M=4.50) were most satisfied with the education level and 

experience of teachers. Faculty rated developmentally age-appropriate activities for 

children as a second most satisfied quality indicator (M=4.48). However, all three groups 

viewed the cultural diversity of teachers employed in the program as at least a satisfied 
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quality indicator (M=4.07, M=3.80, and M=3.39 for parents, students, and faculty, 

respectively). 

Table 1 

Means and Standard Deviations of Parents, Students, and Faculty Satisfaction Ratings 

Quality 
indicator 

Parents Students 
 

Faculty 
 

 M SD M SD M SD 
1 4.61 .58 4.63 .58 4.50 .70 
2 4.72 .51 4.70 .51 4.48 .72 
3 4.56 .72 4.58 .66 4.39 .99 
4 4.67 .55 4.55 .62 4.54 .62 
5 4.51 .74 4.27 .82 4.36 .83 
6 4.48 .67 4.33 .67 4.43 .74 
7 4.60 .56 4.57 .60 4.49 .71 
8 4.27 .94 4.21 .95 3.77     1.17 
9 4.24 .87 4.23 .92 3.74     1.16 
10 4.07 .91 3.80     1.04 3.39     1.10 
11 4.53 .68 4.43 .67 4.33 .80 
12 4.10     1.04 3.95 .94 4.13     1.07 
13 4.55 .69 4.41 .76 4.31 .87 
14 4.67 .50 4.52 .61 4.43 .76 

Total M 4.47 .45 4.37 .43 4.24 .52 
Note. (1) Educational level and experience of teachers; (2) Developmentally age-
appropriate activities for children; (3) Teacher/child ratios; (4) Teacher and child 
interactions; (5) Program’s methods of discipline and behavioral guidance; (6) Focus on 
individual childcare; (7) Health and safety procedures of the program; (8) Physical 
facility of the program; (9) Number of diverse children served in the program; (10) 
Cultural diversity of teachers employed in program; (11) Parent-teacher communication; 
(12) Staff turnover rates; (13) Opportunities for parent involvement; and (14) Overall 
with the program. 
 

A one-way three-level ANOVA analysis revealed statistically significant 

differences among the mean satisfaction of parent, student, and faculty groups concerning 

the quality of the programs provided by campus laboratory schools; to compare group 

differences on satisfaction, dependable variable scores were created, taking the 

unweighted mean of each person’s responses on the 14 indicators F (2, 650)=13.84, p 
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<.001. An LSD (least significant difference) post hoc test was used to explore the group 

mean differences. The post hoc test (LSD) revealed that between the parent and faculty 

group there was a larger mean difference (.232, p= .001) than that between the parent and 

student group mean difference (.099, p= .027). The parent group was higher in the mean, 

then the student group, then, finally, the faculty group. Although data analysis showed 

statistical significance on satisfaction, however, the calculated the eta2 effect size 

(6.04/147.79=.04%) revealed that there was not much difference among the groups. 

Statisfical significant was due to a large n, and effect size revealed minimal separation 

about the group means. 

Table 2 
 
One-way ANOVA Summary for Satisfaction by Group Membership 
 

 SS df MS F Sig. eta2 
Between groups       6.04 2 3.02 13.84 0.001 .04 
Within groups 141.75 650 0.22    

Total 147.79 652     
 

Parent Satisfaction  

This researcher used descriptive data analysis including frequency, mean, and 

standard deviation to address the first research question: To what extent are parents 

satisfied with the quality of children care services and the campus laboratory school 

programs? The results of data analysis for the parent group, as reported in Table 3, 

revealed that parents were generally satisfied with the quality of the program provided by 

campus laboratory schools, with a total mean of 4.47 on a 5-point scale (1=highly 
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dissatisfied to 5=highly satisfied). In examining group means across quality indicators, 

parents were least satisfied with the cultural diversity of teachers employed in program. 

Table 3 

Parents’ Satisfaction on a 5-Point Scale 
 
Quality 

indicator 
Highly 

dissatisfied Unsatisfied Undecided  Satisfied  
Highly 

satisfied M  SD 
  % n % n % n % n % n     
1 0 0 1 2     2.4 6 31 77    6.54 161 4.61 0.58 
2 0 0 1 2     0.4 1 24 60 74.4 183 4.72 0.51 
3 0 0 4 9     2.8 7 26 64 67.5 166 4.57 0.72 
4 0 0 1 2     1.6 4 27 67 70.3 173 4.67 0.55 
5 0 0 4 9      4.1 10 30 73 62.6 154 4.51 0.74 
6 0 0 1 3     6.5 16   36.5 90   56 137 4.48 0.67 
7 0 0 0 1      2.4 6    34.0 83 63.4 156 4.60 0.56 
8 2 4 7 16      4.9 12    37.4 92   50 122 4.27 0.94 
9 1 2 5 11 11 26    38.2 94   46 113 4.24 0.87 
10 1 2 6 15 15 38    41.0 101   37 90 4.07 0.91 
11 0 0 2 4     5.7 14    30.0 73   63 155 4.53 0.68 
12 3 8 6 14 13 31    34.9 86   44 107 4.10 1.04 
13 0 0 3 7      3.3 8    29.0 72 64.6 159 4.55 0.69 
14 0 0 0 0      1.6 4    29.0 71 69.5 171 4.67 0.50 

 Total                     4.47 0.45 
Note. (1) Educational level and experience of teachers; (2) Developmentally age-
appropriate activities for children; (3) Teacher/child ratios; (4) Teacher and child 
interactions; (5) Program’s methods of discipline and behavioral guidance; (6) Focus on 
individual childcare; (7) Health and safety procedures of the program; (8) Physical 
facility of the program; (9) Number of diverse children served in the program; (10) 
Cultural diversity of teachers employed in program; (11) Parent-teacher communication; 
(12) Staff turnover rates; (13) Opportunities for parent involvement; and (14) Overall 
with the program. 
 
Student Satisfaction 

The researcher used descriptive data analysis including frequency, mean, and 

standard deviation to address the second research question: To what extent are preservice 

students and teacher education and child development students satisfied regarding the 
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teacher preparation programs of campus laboratory schools? Results of data analysis for 

the student group, reported in Table 4, revealed that students were generally satisfied 

with the campus laboratory school program as a teacher preparation program, with a total 

mean of 4.37 on 5-point scale (1=highly dissatisfied to 5=highly satisfied). Indicators 10 

and 12 were noted lowest, although still strong. In examining group means across quality 

indicators, students were least satisfied with the cultural diversity of teachers employed in 

program. 
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Table 4 

Students’ Satisfaction on 5-Point Scale 

Quality 
indicator 

Highly 
dissatisfied  Unsatisfied Undecided Satisfied  

Highly 
satisfied M SD 

  % n % n % n % n % n     
1 0 0 1.5 3    0.5 1 31 62 67 134 4.63 0.58 
2 0 0 0.5 1 1 2 26 52 72.5 145 4.70 0.51 
3 0 0   2 4    3.5 7 29 58 65.5 131 4.58 0.66 
4 0 0 1.5 3    2.5 5 35 70 61 122 4.55 0.62 
5 0 0 4.5 9 10 20 40 80 46 91 4.27 0.82 
6 0 0   1 2    8.5 17 48 96 43 85 4.33 0.67 
7 0 0 0.5 1 4 8 33 66 62.5 125 4.57 0.60 
8 2 4 4.5 9 11 22 36 72 47 93 4.21 0.95 
9  0.5 1   6 12 12 24 33 66 49 97 4.23 0.92 
10 1 2 11.5 23 25 50  31.5 63 31 62 3.80 1.04 
11  0.5 1    0 0     7.5 15  40.5 81 52 103 4.43 0.67 
12 1 2 4.5 9 27 54 33 66 35 69 3.95 0.94 
13  0.5 1 2.5 5     6.5 13  37.5 75 53 106 4.41 0.76 
14 0 0    1 2     3.5 7  37.5 75 58 116 4.52 0.61 

 Total mean                     4.37 0.43 
Note. (1) Educational level and experience of teachers; (2) Developmentally age-
appropriate activities for children; (3) Teacher/child ratios; (4) Teacher and child 
interactions; (5) Program’s methods of discipline and behavioral guidance; (6) Focus on 
individual childcare; (7) Health and safety procedures of the program; (8) Physical 
facility of the program; (9) Number of diverse children served in the program; (10) 
Cultural diversity of teachers employed in program; (11) Parent-teacher communication; 
(12) Staff turnover rates; (13) Opportunities for parent involvement; and (14) Overall 
with the program. 
 

Faculty Satisfaction 

This investigator used descriptive data analysis including frequency, mean, and 

standard deviation to address the third research question: To what extent are faculty 

satisfied with campus laboratory schools as research sites? Results of data analysis for 

faculty group, as reported in Table 5, revealed that faculty were satisfied with campus 
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laboratory school program quality in general, with a total mean of 4.24 on a 5-point scale 

(1=highly dissatisfied to 5=highly satisfied). In examining group means across quality 

indicators, parents were least satisfied with the cultural diversity of teachers employed in 

program (M=3.39). Indicators 8, 9, and 10 were noted lowest, although all were above 

the midpoint.  

Table 5 

Faculty’s Satisfaction on 5-Point Scale 
 

Quality 
indicator 

Highly     
dissatisfied  Unsatisfied Undecided  Satisfied  

Highly 
satisfied  M SD 

  % n % n % n % n % n     
             
1 0 0 0.8 2 2.4 6 31.3 77 65.4 161 4.5 0.79 
2 0 0 0.8 2 0.4 1 24.4 60 74.4 183 4.48 0.72 
3 0 0 3.7 9 2.8 7 26 64 67.5 166 4.39 0.99 
4 0 0 0.8 2 1.6 4 27.2 67 70.3 173 4.54 0.62 
5 0 0 3.7 9 4.1 10 29.7 73 62.6 154 4.36 0.83 
6 0 0 1.2 3 6.5 16 36.5 90 56 137 4.43 0.74 
7 0 0 0.4 1 2.4 6 33.7 83 63.4 156 4.49 0.71 
8   1.6 4 6.5 16 4.9 12 37.4 92 50 122 3.77 1.17 
9 0.8 2 4.5 11 10.6 26 38.2 94 46 113 3.74 1.16 
10 0.8 2 6.1 15 15.4 38 41 101 37 90 3.39 1.1 
11 0 0 1.6 4 5.7 14 29.7 73 63 155 4.33 0.8 
12 3.3 8 5.7 14 12.6 31 34.9 86 44 246 4.13 1.07 
13 0 0 2.8 7 3.3 8 29.3 72 64.6 159 4.31 0.87 
14 0 0   0 0 1.6 4 28.9 71 69.5 171 4.43 0.76 

Total mean                     4.24 0.52 
Note. (1) Educational level and experience of teachers; (2) Developmentally age-
appropriate activities for children; (3) Teacher/child ratios; (4) Teacher and child 
interactions; (5) Program’s methods of discipline and behavioral guidance; (6) Focus on 
individual childcare; (7) Health and safety procedures of the program; (8) Physical 
facility of the program; (9) Number of diverse children served in the program; (10) 
Cultural diversity of teachers employed in program; (11) Parent-teacher communication; 
(12) Staff turnover rates; (13) Opportunities for parent involvement; and (14) Overall 
with the program. 
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Furthermore, the results of data analysis indicated that faculty were supportive of 

laboratory schools as research sites, with a total mean of 3.84 on three research site 

questions on a 5-point scale (1=not ever, 2= rarely, 3=not sure, 4=probably, and 5= 

definitely), (see Table 6). Faculty who has ever conducted research at the campus 

laboratory school was only 2.92 out of 5. This indicates that even though faculty were 

supportive of campus laboratory school programs being used as research sites, many 

faculty are not conducting research with lab school programs. 

Table 6 
 
Faculty’s Support Measure of Research Sites on 5-Point Scale 
 

Support 
measure Not ever  Rarely    Not sure  Probably  Definitely  mean  

Standard 
deviation 

 % n % n % n % n % n   
Conducted 

research 37 76 15 30 1.4  3 12 24 34 71 2.92 1.76 
Willing to 
research 3.4 7 3.4 7 16 32 25 51 39 80 4.07 0.99 

Willing to 
recommend 0.5 1   1 2 5.3 11 31 65 60 125 4.52 0.69 
Total mean           3.84   .90 
Note. The higher the score is, the greater the support. 

Difference in Group Satisfactions 

Table 7 displays the results of the analysis of variance. The difference on the 

variable satisfaction (F (2, 650)=13.84, p< .001) was statistically significant. Finding a 

statistically significant difference among group means, the researcher ran a post hoc test. 

Table 7 displays the results of the post hoc comparisons. The research needed to 

determine which pairs of means were different, using the least significant difference 
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(LSD) post hoc comparison method. The results revealed that there were significant 

differences between the parent group and the student group, the student group and the 

faculty group, and the parent and faculty group. 

The results of data analysis revealed that parent and faculty groups had larger 

mean differences than either parent and student groups (.099, with a standard error of 

.044 and a probability of .027) or student and faculty groups (.133, with a standard error 

of .046 and a probability of .004) (see Table 7). Gall et al. (1996) stated that a higher 

level of significance corresponded to a lower p value. The greater observed differences, 

relationships, or effects would produce lower p values. All three groups’ mean 

differences were significant (p< .05). Therefore, the results revealed that faculty are least 

satisfied with the quality of the programs provided by campus laboratory schools as 

compared to student groups, followed by parent groups. Findings confirmed the 

statement of K.E. Miller (2000a) that campus laboratory school programs received less 

support from faculty than from parents and students.  

Table 7 

ANOVA Post Hoc Test Using Least Significant Difference (LSD)  
 
Group identification          Group identification Mean difference  Std. error p 
            (I)                                     (J) (I-J)    
 
1.00                                     2.00 .099  .044 .027 
                                            3.00 .232  .044 .001 
2.00                                     1.00 -.099  .044 .027 
                                            3.00 .133  .046 .004 
Note. (1) parent, (2) student, and (3) faculty. 
 

The group mean difference between parent and faculty group was larger than 

either parent and student group or student or faculty group. Gall et al. (1996) explained 
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that “effect size was an estimate of the magnitude of the difference, relationship, or effect 

in the population being studied” (p. 188). Effect size is used in interpreting the results of 

an individual study. Larger effect sizes indicate larger differences between group means. 

The effect size helps in estimating the practical significance of a study result. The eta
2 

effect size indicates the percentage of total dependent variable (satisfaction) variance that 

is accounted for with the knowledge of group membership. In the present study, eta2 was 

calculated in the sum of the square between groups (6.04) divided by the sum of the 

square of the total (147.79), which yielded .0409. Therefore, the effect size revealed that 

4.09% of the dependent variable variance could be predicted by the independent variable 

group memberships. Although statistical significance was obtained, the large sample size 

(n=653) gave the analysis strong power. The effect size suggests a small difference 

between group means.  

Positive and Negative Experiences of Parents, Students, and Faculty 

The results of qualitative data analysis revealed that parent, student, and faculty 

groups had differences in positive and negative experiences of campus laboratory school 

programs. These results also helped to answer research question 4, in addition to the 

ANOVA and post hoc test.  

According to the National Association for the Education of Young Children 

(NAEYC) standards for developmentally appropriate practice, “a high-quality early 

childhood program is one that provides a safe and nurturing environment that promotes 

the physical, social, emotional, aesthetic, intellectual, and language development of each 

child while being sensitive to the need and preferences of families” (Bredekamp & 

Copple, 1997, p. 8). Collected positive and/or negative experience of parent, student, and 
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faculty were typed in word process and adapted to a qualitative data analysis program, 

Ethnograph 5. After adapted the qualitative data into Ethnograph 5, the researcher 

highlighted a sentence and gave a name for categorizing the data, called quick coding. 

For the validity check on the open-ended question, one of the researcher’s colleagues 

double-checked the quick coding procedure and frequency counting on Ethnograph 5, the 

qualitative software program. The researcher had one assistant to check the coding 

procedure to make sure she agreed with the coding. When there were disagreements 

between the investigator and the assistance, discussions were made until coming up with 

an agreed name for it. The last step was to generate frequency output to count the number 

of times a code word occurs within the named code to report frequency, percentages, and 

total number. Results of qualitative data analysis using Ethnograph 5 revealed that 

parents, students, and faculty had a proper understanding of high-quality programs for 

young children as reflected in NAEYC standards for developmentally appropriate 

practice. For instance, parents, students, and faculty frequently mentioned (1) the 

environment of the program, (2) the developmental knowledge of staff, (3) the quality of 

the program, (4) communication, and (5) adult-child ratios.  

Frequencies were computed on the responses to identify the most common 

positive and/or negative experiences of campus laboratory school programs cited by 

parents, students, and faculty. The researcher coded the subjects’ responses in categories 

to identify the themes of the data and computed percentages and frequency of responses.  

Parents 

Expressions of parents’ positive and negative experiences are shown in Table 8. 

Parents perceived a warm and caring environment (20%) and the quality of staff 
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members as their positive experiences (12%). They cited their negative experiences to be 

funding issues (18%), communication problems (13%), interaction between teachers and 

parents (13%), parent involvement (13%), and teacher interaction (13%). Eighty-five 

percent of parents expressed their experiences of campus laboratory school programs as 

positive, and 15% of the experiences were described as negative (see Table 8). 

Table 8 

 
Parents’ Positive and Negative Experience of Campus Laboratory School Programs 
 
Positive experiences % n Negative experiences % n 
Warm/caring environment 20 28 Funding 18 4 
Quality of staff 12 17 Communication 13 3 
Program/curriculum 9 14 Interaction 13 3 
Program quality 6 9 Parent involvement 13 3 
Knowledge of teachers 6 9 Teacher interaction 13 3 
Communication 5 8 Teacher shortage 9 2 
Activities 4 7 Quality of staff 9 2 
Enthusiasm 4 6 Teacher salary 4 1 
Excellency of the program 3 5 Relationship with Univ 4 1 
Child's learning  3 5    
Child's responses 3 5    
Guidance techniques 3 5    
Location of the school 3 5    
Diversity 2 4    

Opportunities 2 4    

Adult-child ratios 2 3    
Observation 2 3    
Parent Involvement 2 3    
Total  142   22 
 



 

84 

 

Students 

Similar to parent responses, frequencies were computed on the responses to the 

open-ended items to identify the most common positive and negative students’ 

experiences of campus laboratory school programs. Expressions of students’ experiences 

are shown in Table 9. Preservice student teachers had positive experiences with the warm 

and caring environment of the program (18%) and their learning opportunities in the 

program (14%). However, students pointed out that they observed discipline problems 

and behavior problems (28%) in the classroom. Preservice student teachers also pointed 

out the negative experience of the quality of the program (14%). Students expressed that 

55% of their experience with the programs were positive and 45% of them were negative 

experiences. In general, students expressed their experience with the programs as more 

negative (45%) than did either the parent group (15%) or the faculty group (21%).  

Table 9 
 
Students’ Positive and Negative Experiences of Campus Laboratory School Programs 
 
Positive experiences % n Negative experiences % n 
Warm/caring environment 18 25 Discipline /behavior 28 18 
Learning opportunity 14 20 Quality of program 14 9 
Environment 9 13 Facility 11 7 
Focus on individual child 8 12 Unrealistic ratios 9 6 

Quality of Staff 8 12 Low pay 6 4 
Philosophy of program 8 11 Involvement 4 3 
Diversity 4 6 Focus on individual child 3 2 
Communication/interaction 3 4 Funding 3 2 
Involvement 2 3    
Organized 2 3    
Total  140   63 
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Faculty 

Finally, frequencies were computed on responses to the open-ended items from 

the questionnaires to identify the most common positive and negative faculty experiences 

of campus laboratory school programs. Expressions of faculty experiences are shown in 

Table 10. Faculty viewed the caring and nurturing atmosphere of the program (17%) and 

child development knowledge of teachers (15%) as positive experiences, followed by 

professional development (8%). On the other hand, faculty stated that a negative 

experience in the laboratory schools involved seeing that a majority of the children in the 

program were Caucasian (19%). Faculty also considered the funding issue (15%) as a 

negative experience with the program. Furthermore, they believed that the blurred 

mission (13%) and lack of quality (11%) of the program were negative. Faculty described 

that 79% were positive experiences and 21% were negative experiences. 
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Table 10 
 
Faculty Positive and Negative Experiences of Campus Laboratory School Programs 
 
      
Positive experiences % n Negative experiences % n 
      
Atmosphere 17 39 Race/Ethnicity 19 9 
Knowledge 15 33 Funding 15 7 
Diversity 4 10 Existence 6 3 
Leadership 4 9 Building 6 3 
Confidence 4 9 Relationship with Univ 6 3 
Research functions 4 8 Professionalism/collegiality 6 3 
Experience 4 8 Research 4 2 
Innovative 3 7 Evaluation 4 2 
Interaction 3 7    
Techniques 3 7    
Involvement 3 6    
Informative 2 5    
Ratio 2 5    
Quality 2 4    
Growth 2 4    
concurrent 1 3    
Philosophy 1 3    
Focus on individual child 1 3    
Activities 1 3    
Evaluation 0 2    
Facilitation 0 2    
Total  225   47 
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Opinions on Supporting Measures 
Parents 
 

Descriptive data analysis including frequency, mean, and standard deviation were 

used to address the fifth research question: To what extent do parents support the ongoing 

existence of campus laboratory school programs? The results of data analysis for parent 

group are reported in Table 11. Parents supported the ongoing existence of campus 

laboratory school programs in general, with the total mean of 4.54 on a 5-point scale 

(1=not ever, 2= rarely, 3=not sure, 4=probably, and 5= definitely), which yielded answers 

for research question 5. However, parents were less supportive on raise tuition for 

keeping ongoing existence of quality programs. Furthermore, 39% of parents (n=95) had 

a child or children enrolled in the campus laboratory school program prior to the current 

child.  

Table 11 

Parents’ Opinions on Support Measures 
 

Support 
measure Not ever Rarely   Not sure  Probably  Definitely  M SD 

  % n % n % n % n % n     
 Enroll child 0.8 2   0 0 3.7 9   16 39  79.6 195 4.73 0.60 
Raise tuition 2.4 6 0.8 2 14.3 35   47.7 117  35  85 4.12 0.86 
Recommend  0 0 1.2 3   2 5   12 30  85 207 4.80 0.52 
Advocate 0.4 1   2 5 8.2 20   37 91  52 128 4.40 0.76 
Necessary  0 0 1.2 3 8.2 20   12 29  79 193 4.67 0.67 
Total                     4.54 0.45 
Note. The higher the score, the greater the support. 

Students 

The researcher used descriptive data analysis including frequency, mean, and 

standard deviation to address the sixth research question: To what extent do preservice 
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student teacher education and child development students support the continued existence 

of the campus laboratory school programs? The results of the data analysis for student 

group are reported in Table 12. In general, students supported the ongoing existence of 

campus laboratory school programs, with the total mean of 4.18 on a 5-point scale (1=not 

ever, 2= rarely, 3=not sure, 4=probably, and 5= definitely). However, students were less 

supportive on raise tuition for keeping high-quality programs. 

Table 12 
 
Students’ Opinions on Support Measures 
 

Support 
measure Not ever  Rarely    Not sure  Probably  Definitely M SD 

 % n % n % n % n % n   
Enroll child 4 8 2.5 5 10.5 21 35 69 49 97 4.22   1 

Willing to teach 5 10 3.5 7  24 48 39 78 29 57 3.81 1.04 
Raise tuition    3.5 7 7.5 15 21.5 43 46 91 22 44 3.73 0.99 

Advocate 3 6 3.5 7  11 22 48 96 35 69 4.08 0.92 
Recommend 1 2 0.5 1   5 10 27 53 67 134 4.56 0.70 
Necessary 0 0 1.5 3   5 10 18 36 76 151 4.66 0.64 

Total           4.18 0.61 
Note. The higher the score, the greater the support. 

Faculty 

Frequency, mean, and standard deviation were used to address the seventh 

research question: To what extent do faculty support and advocate for the continued 

existence of campus laboratory school programs? The result of data analysis for the 

faculty group are reported in Table 13. Faculty supported the ongoing existence of 

campus laboratory school programs, with a total mean of 4.07 on a 5-point scale (1=not 

ever, 2= rarely, 3=not sure, 4=probably, and 5= definitely). The results of data analysis 
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revealed that only 2.92 out of 5, had conducted research at campus laboratory school 

programs, which was lowest point among support measures. 

Table 13 

Faculty’s Opinions on Support Measures 
 

Support Measure Not Ever Rarely    Not Sure Probably  Definitely M SD 
 % n % n % n % n % n   

Funding  0.5 1   1 2 3.9 8 30 63 64 133 4.57 0.66 
Researched 37  76 14.5 30 2.8 6 12 24 34   71 2.92 1.76 

Willing to research 3.4 7 3.4 7 15.5 32 39 81 39   80 4.07 0.99 
Recommend 0.5 1   1 2 5.3 11 31 65 62 128 4.52 0.69 

Existence 0.5 1 1.4 3 1.4 3 19 39 78 161 4.72 0.61 
Share/Professional  0 0   1 2 1.4 3 17 36 80 166 4.76 0.51 

Advocate  0 0 2.4 5 4.8 10 27 56 66 136 4.56 0.70 
Necessary  1 2   0 0 2.9 6    7.7 16 88 183 4.82 0.56 

Total           4.07 0.55 
Note. The higher the score is, the greater the support. 

Summary 

This chapter has presented the results of statistical analysis of data collected to 

answer the research questions. A total of 653 parents, students, and faculty from 122 

centers in colleges and universities throughout the United States participated in this 

study. Overall, the results indicated that parents, students, and faculty were satisfied with 

the programs provided by campus laboratory schools. Parents were the most satisfied 

with the quality of the programs provided by campus laboratory school programs, then 

students, followed by the faculty group. Parent and faculty groups had larger mean 

differences than parent and student groups or student and faculty groups. All three groups 

supported the ongoing existence of campus laboratory schools. Faculty groups were least 

supportive of campus laboratory school programs, followed by student groups, then 
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parent groups. However, the effect size indicated that the grouping variables might not 

explain much about the satisfaction dependent variable.  
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CHAPTER V 

FINDINGS, CONCLUSION, AND DISCUSSION 

The focus of the present study was to find the degree of parent, student, and 

faculty satisfaction of programs provided by campus laboratory schools and their 

opinions concerning support for the continued existence of the programs. One primary 

purpose of this inquiry was to determine whether parents, students, and faculty were 

satisfied with the programs and to what degree they were willing to support the ongoing 

existence of the program.  

This investigator examined seven research questions. The first three questions 

inquired to what extent parents, students, and faculty were satisfied with the program 

qualities provided by campus laboratory schools. A fourth research question asked about 

group mean differences between each group mean. The last three research questions 

explored whether parents, students, and faculty supported the ongoing existence of the 

campus laboratory school programs. In order to address these research questions, this 

researcher collected data from 653 parents, students, and faculty from 122 centers in 

colleges or universities throughout the United States.  

Within the first section of this chapter is a discussion of the findings of the current 

study and provides a discussion of the investigation. The second section addresses 

suggestions or implications for campus laboratory school programs and the final section 

indicates recommendations for future research. 
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Findings and Critique of Research 

One primary purpose of the study was to determine whether parents, students, and 

faculty were satisfied with the programs and were willing to or not support the ongoing 

existence of the programs, and if they were, to what degree they were willing to do so. 

The first research question asked whether parents were satisfied with the quality of 

childcare services and the campus laboratory school programs. Report of the analysis 

revealed that parents were satisfied, with a total mean of 4.47, and this affirmed the 

theorem in this research question. On the other hand, parents were least satisfied with the 

quality indicator of cultural diversity of teachers employed in the program, with a mean 

of 4.07, and quality indicator of staff turnover rates, with a mean of 4.1. 

Findings of the present study have added to previous research in the area of 

parents’ perceptions concerning quality indicators. These results are consistent with 

findings from McBride and Hicks’s (1998). For example, McBride and Hicks revealed 

that parents and staff members perceived that the functions of campus laboratory school 

programs had positive and minimum effects on the quality of the early childhood 

program services being offered. Another finding from McBride and Hicks’s study was 

that parents who had children enrolled in laboratory school programs had more positive 

perceptions of program quality. 

The second research question asked whether or not preservice student teacher 

education and child development students were satisfied regarding the teacher 

preparation programs of campus laboratory schools. Results of the findings disclosed that 

students were satisfied, with a total mean of 4.37, and this confirmed the hypothesis in 

this research question. Students were satisfied with the programs and were willing to 
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support the existence of the programs. Therefore, campus laboratory school programs 

should continue to exist for preservice student teachers and their practices so that they 

can be well prepared as teachers in early childhood education.  

On the other hand, preservice student teachers were also least satisfied with the 

same item numbers as parents in the quality indicator of the cultural diversity of teachers 

employed in the programs, with a mean of 3.8, and staff turnover rates, with a mean of 

3.95.  Findings suggest that campus laboratory schools should have teachers with more 

diverse ethnic backgrounds. Having a majority of Caucasian teachers shows a lack of the 

cultural diversity of teachers in the field. In addition, in qualitative data analysis, 

preservice student teachers pointed out that they often observed discipline problems and 

behavior problems (28%) in the classrooms. Student teachers might not have a proper 

understanding of autonomy versus discipline or behavior problems in the classrooms. 

Instructors and head teachers should explain more clearly concerning encouraging 

children’s autonomy by giving choices, making decisions, and compromising differences. 

On the other hand, instructors and head teachers should demonstrate to student teachers 

how to work with children using proper discipline techniques such as redirecting 

children, discussing problems, reaching solutions, and being responsible for one’s 

decisions. 

The third research question asked whether or not faculty were satisfied with 

campus laboratory schools as research sites. Findings of the review disclosed that faculty 

were satisfied with the programs as research sites, with a total mean of 4.24, and with 

supporting measures, with a mean of 3.84. These results uphold the hypothesis in this 

research question. Moreover, faculty were least satisfied with quality indicators--physical 
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facility of the program, number of diverse children served in the program, and cultural 

diversity of teachers employed in program--with means of 3.77, 3.74, and 3.39, 

respectively. Campus laboratory schools should improve their physical facilities and be 

more attractive and child-centered. Faculty members pointed out that campus laboratory 

school programs should serve children from more diverse ethnic backgrounds rather than 

serving a majority of children from Caucasian families. This fact causes the programs to 

lose credibility in the research conducted from the centers because it does not represent 

the real populations that student teachers eventually serve. Therefore, the research 

findings from the campus laboratory school programs cannot be generally applied to 

public schools. By the same token, campus laboratory school programs with  a majority 

of Caucasian teachers in the classroom caused a lack of credibility. Interestingly, all three 

groups (parents, students, and faculty) were least satisfied with the quality indicator of 

cultural diversity of teachers employed in program. Therefore, the programs should 

maintain teachers from diverse ethnic backgrounds. 

The fourth research question asked whether or not the satisfaction of parents, 

students, and faculty group mean differed from other group means. The decision of data 

analysis using one-way ANOVA at three levels on group mean difference on satisfaction 

revealed that the group means were significantly different from other group means as 

shown by the post hoc test. Results also revealed that the mean difference was 

statistically significant. Therefore, this group mean difference was statistically 

meaningful. Average difference of attitude level of satisfaction with the programs was 

better in the parent group than in the faculty group. However, the effect size was small 

(4.09%), revealing that only 4.09% of the dependent variable (satisfaction) could be 
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predicted or told by the independent predictor variable (grouping variable). In practical 

application, it was not meaningful to consider as a powerful predictor other than to be 

statistically significant in the mean difference. 

The fifth research question asked whether or not parents were supportive of the 

ongoing existence of campus laboratory school programs. Determination of the 

interpretation revealed that parents were supportive, with a total mean of 4.54, which 

endorses the hypothesis in this research question. Parents were the most satisfied group 

among all three groups with the program provided by campus laboratory schools and also 

were the most supportive of the ongoing existence of the laboratory schools. However, 

McBride (2000) explained that money-wise parents’ perceptions about supporting 

campus laboratory school mean nothing except that in the practical sense they would not 

like to see higher fees.  

The sixth research question asked whether or not preservice student teachers and 

child development students supported the continued existence of the campus laboratory 

school programs. Outcome of the analysis revealed that students were supportive, with a 

total mean of 4.18, which supports the assumption in this research question. Preservice 

student teachers least agreed (3.73) with the supporting measure--raising tuition for 

maintaining program quality and ongoing existence of campus laboratory school 

programs. McBride (2000) explained that if dollars come to campus laboratory school 

programs straight from the student fees, this would be ideal. Otherwise, students’ 

perceptions about supporting campus laboratory schools mean nothing in the practical 

sense.  
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The seventh research question inquired whether or not faculty were supportive 

and would advocate the continued existence of campus laboratory school programs. The 

finding of the data analysis shown that faculty were supportive, with a mean of 4.07, 

which supports the hypothesis in this research question. Results of data analysis indicated 

that only 34% (n=71) of faculty had conducted research at a campus laboratory school 

program before, with a mean of 2.92. In the practical sense, faculty are willing to conduct 

research on campus laboratory school programs. However, the programs should improve 

in several ways to encourage faculty to conduct research at the sites. One has to do with 

maintaining teachers from diverse ethnic backgrounds. Another has to do with serving 

children of diverse ethnic backgrounds. Also, the physical facilities should be improved 

to make them more attractive and more child-centered. Furthermore, obtaining funding is 

one of the most serious problems the laboratory school programs face. They should 

include the dean of the college of education or the president of college or university in 

decision making, providing them more opportunities to understand and support the 

programs. Moreover, K.E. Miller (2000b) pointed out that the lack of involvement of 

faculty members in the campus laboratory school programs was a problem in integrating 

college classroom instruction and the laboratory school programs. Furthermore, 71 out of 

207 had conducted research at campus laboratory school programs. Therefore, campus 

laboratory school programs should improve faculty involvement in their programs in 

making decisions and having staff meetings. 

Implications for Campus Laboratory School Programs 

These data provided insight into campus laboratory school programs. They 

provide three functions to clients: student teaching for preservice students, research for 
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investigators, and childcare for parents.  Findings of this study help to define implications 

for campus laboratory school programs. First, the findings indicate that faculty members 

are the least satisfied clients of campus laboratory school programs, especially in the 

quality indicator of physical facility of the program, with a mean of 3.77; in the quality 

indicator of number of diverse children served in the program, with a mean of 3.74; and 

in the quality indicator of cultural diversity of teachers employed in program, with a 

mean of 3.39. This finding indicates that campus laboratory school programs should 

improve these three areas: physical facility of the program, number of diverse children 

served in the program, and cultural diversity of teachers employed in program.  

A second finding of the study concerning the students’ point of view also has 

implications for campus laboratory school programs. Finding indicates that students 

believe that some campus laboratory school programs have discipline problems with 

young children in the classrooms. This might come from not having a clear understanding 

of providing children opportunities to develop autonomy versus chaos in the classrooms. 

Classroom teachers and instructors should clearly explain how to encourage children to 

develop their autonomy, and they should also demonstrate clear discipline techniques and 

behavioral guidance. This implication is based on the beliefs of John Dewey and might 

not clearly support the students’ perceptions of chaos in the classroom and the behavior 

problems of children. Lastly, students also pointed out the unrealistic adult-child ratios in 

this study. McBride and Hicks (1998) mentioned the effects of unrealistic adult-child 

ratios, which contribute to complications, perplexity, and stress for the staff in laboratory 

classrooms compared to public schools, where students eventually would teach. 
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Students disagreed with raising students’ tuition to maintain the quality of campus 

laboratory school programs, which leads to looking for other funding methods to keep 

high-quality programs. Students also had the least satisfaction with the cultural diversity 

of teachers employed in the programs and with staff turnover rates. Therefore, campus 

laboratory school programs should improve in hiring teachers with diverse ethnic 

backgrounds. As McBride and Hicks (1998) noted, staff turnover rates are another 

problem with campus laboratory school programs. Paying compensation comparable to 

other professions, so that teachers would remain in teaching at the same place can help 

this problem. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

There are several recommendations for future research based on the findings of 

the present study. The recommendations include the following: First, although the 

instruments used were well developed and effectively measured parent, student, and 

faculty satisfaction and supporting opinions, the survey questionnaires could be further 

refined and tested to address more sensitive and current issues concerning funding, 

involvement, and other childcare demands. 

Second, there is a need for investigating cross-cultural study beyond the United 

States to inquire about parent, student, and faculty satisfaction with campus laboratory 

school programs and their support for continued existence of the programs in other 

countries. The researcher pondered the problems--endangerment of continued existence 

of campus laboratory school programs because of shrinking resources, blurring of the 

missions, low priority concerning early childhood professions (McBride, 1996b).  Are 

these problems only in the United States, or are other counties going through the same 
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problems?  Campus laboratory school programs are thriving in the researcher’s home 

country, Korea, whether it is a temporal phenomenon or not. Therefore, the researcher in 

this study recommends replication of the current study in other cultural backgrounds. 

Third, there is a need for future research to investigate differences in the functions 

of campus programs, whether they respond to increased demand for childcare services 

(Anderson et al., 1995) on campus versus whether they keep laboratory functions only. 

According to McBride and Hicks (1998), some campus laboratory school programs are 

moving toward providing childcare services, which has caused them to lose credibility in 

educating student teachers in exchange for more funds for the programs. It would be 

worthwhile to study campus laboratory school programs as a laboratory function only. 

The current researcher suggests for the future study to investigate how effectively campus 

laboratory school programs respond to the funding problem face in this century. Hinch 

and O’Reilly (1997) also supported evaluating campus laboratory schools programs in 

responding to issues of setting goals for the 21st century. These issues included expanding 

childcare service beyond the campus community, exploring the further development of 

daily activities, and evaluating programs. Moreover, there is a need for investigating the 

effectiveness of federal aid fund Pell Grants through the Child Care Access Means 

Parents in School Act, proposed by Senators Christopher Dodd and Olympia Snow 

(1997), which might be related to the funding issue (McBride, 2000) of campus 

laboratory school programs for children of parents who receive federal Pell Grants. 

Fourth, this investigator recommends for future research the generalizing of the 

findings from this research. This study confirms findings from a previous study (McBride 

& Hicks, 1998). It was also a survey study concerning satisfaction and the supporting of 
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measures using parents, students, and faculty volunteers from 122 centers. The subjects 

who participated in this study may differ from excluded centers. In addition, teachers and 

administrators were not included in the study, which provides ample opportunities to 

expand this study by involving those subjects.  

Finally, concerning open recommendations for future study using survey 

questionnaires, the investigator learned that researchers need to give subjects more time 

to respond to questionnaires. Researchers should attach survey questionnaires on 

electronic followups in case subjects lose them. The investigator also should give them 

options to reply either by U.S. mail or on e-mail, with friendly instructions, such as 

“mark appropriate answers with an X,” “space over to next question,” “save the 

answers,” and “reply.”  

In this study, when the investigator provided individual envelopes to each subject 

responses were better than with one envelope, which caused directors more work through 

having their to hand out the surveys out and collect them to send back to the researcher. 

For the first mail out, the researcher gave one return envelope to each director. Therefore, 

each director had to hand out the survey questionnaire to individuals and also had to 

collect them to put them in one return envelope, which caused the directors extra work. 

When the researcher did followup, she included individual, self-addressed stamped return 

envelope, which worked better and got a higher response rate. Every time the investigator 

contacted the subjects, the subjects needed to be reminded what the surveys were about 

and who were qualified to answer them, so that the researcher would not waste survey 

questionnaires by receiving useless responses. Lastly, the researcher recommends using 

technology to gain information, such as posting the survey questionnaires on a Web site 



 

101 

 

or referring to the Web site address on each letter, encouraging the respondents to give 

information.  

In the beginning of inquiry, the researcher posted the three issues needing to be 

investigated: danger of reduced funding or termination of campus laboratory school 

programs, blurring of the missions, and the lack of respect paid to early childhood care 

providers (McBride, 1996b). This investigator believes that inquiring about stakeholders’ 

satisfaction and support for the campus laboratory school programs may lead the field 

into solutions for the three issues. Data analysis reveal that the stakeholders are satisfied 

with the programs and are willing to support campus laboratory schools. As McBride 

(2000) mentioned, this does not mean that parents and students will pay more fees for 

keeping the quality of the program or continued existence of the laboratory schools. The 

funding problem is a more complicated issue than it appears. This inquiry suggests that 

further research is needed on the problem. However, for the present, faculty and 

administrative authority figures such as deans or presidents may be the keys to unlock the 

problem of the continued existence of the campus laboratory school programs by their 

advocating what the lab schools are doing in serving as teacher education, research sites, 

and childcare functions. One alternative is to merge the childcare function with student 

body or other departments that have more funding. However, this may cause the loss of 

authority for certifying teachers or it could cause the program to be led by personnel who 

may not have knowledge of early childhood education or child development. This may 

cause more problems in the field of education, losing the purpose of the existence of the 

college of education. Lastly, it is worthwhile to investigate the effectiveness of Pell 

Grants through the Child Care Access Means Parents in School Act. The current 
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researcher expects several results from this federal fund. For example, laboratory schools 

may be able to serve more diverse children, funding may flow, and researchers may 

conduct more research because the programs obtain more diverse children, representing 

the real population.  

In summary, since education focuses more on mathematics and science than on 

education training, campus laboratories and colleges of education may continue to have 

funding problems. However, early childhood educators should have faith in their ongoing 

existence and keep high-quality campus laboratory school programs and teacher 

education by advocating and developing the profession for the next generation, even in 

difficult situations.  
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APPENDIX A 

DESCRIPTION OF STUDY AND CONSENT FORMS 
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September 11, 2000 
 
Hyunnam Seo 
University of North Texas 
308 Bradley St. APT #42  
Denton, TX 76201 
(940) 243-1311 
hs0006@jove.acs.unt.edu 
  
 
Dear Director of Children’s Center: 
 
I am a doctoral student in early childhood education at the University of North Texas. I 
am collecting information about campus laboratory school programs from children’s 
parents, pre-service teachers, and faculty of education departments. This information will 
be useful in improving the roles and functions of lab schools and the quality of services 
provided by lab schools. Furthermore, the information will assist in supporting future 
endeavors of campus laboratory schools. 
 
I need to collect data from individuals who use the children’s center for instructional 
purposes, research purposes, and child care. Therefore, the questionnaires should be 
given to parents, pre-service teachers, and faculty in child development and early 
childhood education or related fields. 
  
Please help complete my research project by providing me with the following 
information: the names, addresses, and/or e-mail addresses of three parents of children, 
three pre-service teachers, and three faculty who will volunteer to give their opinions of 
the services of the campus children’s center. 
 
I will send a copy of my dissertation abstract to all participants when it is completed.  
Your help in this project will be greatly appreciated. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
Hyunnam Seo 
 
 



 

116 

 

 
 
September 26, 2000 
 
Dear Director: 
 

I am a doctoral candidate in the Department of Counseling, Development, and 
Higher Education at the University of North Texas, Denton, Texas. I need written 
permission to conduct a research project investigating parents, faculty, and pre-service 
teachers’ opinions about the quality of the programs and their support for the campus 
laboratory schools. This project involves their voluntary participation in completing 
consent forms and survey questionnaires.  
  Your voluntary involvement in the study will include a giving permission letter to the 
investigator, distributing a volunteer sign-up sheet, and returning the sign-up sheet in the 
enclosed self addressed, stamped envelope to the investigator.  
 

There is no personal risk or discomfort directly involved with this research. 
Volunteering parents, faculty, and pre-service teachers are free to withdraw their consent 
and discontinue participation in this study at any time.  The investigator will not reveal 
names in any of the research project. All information will be kept strictly confidential and 
will be used for research purposes in statistical summaries only. At the conclusion of the 
study, a summary of findings will be made available to all interested directors, parents, 
faculty, and student participants.  

 
Please read the attached statement and sign in the space provided. You will be 

given a copy of the signed consent form. If you have any questions, please contact me by 
phone (940) 243-1311 or contact my major professor, Dr. George S. Morrison, in the 
Department of Counseling, Development, and Higher Education at (940) 565-4477. 
Thank you for your help and participation. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Hyunnam Seo 
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Director’s Letter of Approval 
 
 
I, _________________________, agree to participate in this study of parents’, faculty, 
and students’ satisfaction of the quality of the campus laboratory school program and 
support for its existence. The purpose of this study is to determine if the stakeholders are 
satisfied with the program quality and their willingness to provide further support of its 
existence. This survey can reveal the degree of satisfaction of stakeholders, assist in 
future planning of campus laboratory school programs and improve the laboratory school 
support system. 
 
As a director, I am giving my permission to the researcher to investigate parents’, faculty, 
and students’ opinions about the quality and support of the program. I understand that my 
involvement will include completing a volunteer sign-up sheet, giving permission to the 
investigator, and returning the sign-up sheet in the enclosed self-addressed, stamped 
envelope.  
 
I have been informed that the investigator will not reveal my name nor the name of the 
laboratory school and that it will not appear on any of the research projects. My name and 
address will not be to anyone. All information will be kept strictly confidential and will 
be used for research purposes only. Any paper with my name and/or address on it is to be 
destroyed at the end of the study. 
 
I understand that there is no personal risk or discomfort directly involved with this 
research and that I am free to withdraw my consent and discontinue participation in this 
study at any time. I also understand that at the end of the study, the researcher will make 
a summary of research findings available to me for my participation in the study. 
 
If I have any questions or problems that arise in connection with my participation in this 
study, I should contact Hyunnam Seo at (940) 243-1311 or major professor, Dr. George 
S. Morrison, in the Department of Counseling, Development, and Higher Education at 
(940) 565-4477. 
 
 
_______________ ___________________________________________ 
(Date)   (Participant Signature) 
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Hyunnam Seo 
308 Bradley st. apt #42 
Denton, TX 76201 
(940) 243-1311 
hs0006@jove.acs.unt.edu 
 
Dr. Brent McBride, Director  
Child Development Laboratory 
1105 W. Nevada 
Urbana, Illinois 61801 
(217) 333-0971 
brentmcb@uiuc.edu 
 
Dear Dr. McBride 
 
Congratulations for your great achievement and Paul A. Funk award for excellence in 
research! 
 
My name is Hyunnam Seo. I am a doctoral student at University of North Texas, 
majoring in early childhood education. I have been teaching preschool children for five 
and half years as an assistant teacher at the Child Development Laboratory in UNT. I am 
starting my dissertation this semester. 
 
My major professor, Dr. George Morrison, (940) 565-4477, encouraged me to study on 
university or campus based lab schools. I read some history and study about lab schools. 
One was your article titled “Parental and staff members perceptions of lab school 
functions and program quality” and I was deeply impressed with your study. With help of 
Dr. Carol Hagen, (940) 565-2555, director of Child Development Laboratory at UNT, I 
am going to study about lab schools and related issues. 
 
I would greatly appreciate it if I can get some help from you to get my dissertation start. I 
love to see your questionnaire if you don’t mind share with me. If I can adopt it some 
way or change it if it is necessary for my study. Would you please send me your written 
permission for me to adapt it and change it? 
 
Next information I need if you can provide it for me is the membership list of the 
National Organization of Child Development Laboratory Schools. I will use this 
population to get my survey data. If it has e-mail addresses it will help me a lot because I 
am planning to do electric survey. 
 
Thanks for your great contribution study of lab schools and your help for my study! I will 
eagerly waiting for your reply. 
 
Sincerely, 
Hyunnam Seo 
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Hyunnam Seo 
308 Bradley st. apt #42 
Denton, TX 76201 
(940) 243-1311 
hs0006@jove.acs.unt.edu 
 
Jane Ann Thomas 
Professor, Early Childhood Education 
Coordinator, Child Learning Center 
William Rainey Harper College 
1200 W. Algonquin Road 
Palatine, IL 60067 
(708) 925-6423 
 
Dear Dr. Thomas: 
 
Thanks for your hard work to make our children’s and families lives better today! 
 
My name is Hyunnam Seo. I am a doctoral student at University of North Texas, 
majoring in early childhood education. I have been teaching preschool children for five 
and half years as an assistant teacher at the Child Development Laboratory in UNT. I am 
starting my dissertation this semester. My major professor, Dr. George Morrison, (940) 
565-4477, and I decided I would research university lab schools. I have read a few 
articles on the topic and I am very interested in studying it. However, I realize I need help 
and information to get me started on my dissertation. 
 
I would like to request your assistant in one way. Could you please send me a copy of the 
membership list of the National Coalition for Campus Children’s Centers? This list will 
be my population in my study. If the list contains e-mail addresses, that will be big help 
for me. I am planning to have an electronic survey to collect my data. 
 
Thanks for your help and information! I will eagerly await your reply. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Hyunnam Seo 
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Hyunnam Seo 
308 Bradley st. apt #42 
Denton, TX 76201 
(940) 243-1311 
hs0006@jove.acs.unt.edu 
 
John r. Johnson 
Executive Director, NALS 
104 Stouffer Hall 
Indiana University of Pennsylvania  
Indiana, PA 15705 
 
Dear Dr. Johnson: 
 
Thanks for your hard work to make our children’s and families lives better today! 
 
My name is Hyunnam Seo. I am a doctoral student at University of North Texas, 
majoring in early childhood education. I have been teaching preschool children for five 
and half years as an assistant teacher at the Child Development Laboratory in UNT. I am 
starting my dissertation this semester. My major professor, Dr. George Morrison, (940) 
565-4477, and I decided I would research university lab schools. I have read a few 
articles on the topic and I am very interested in studying it. However, I realize I need help 
and information to get me started on my dissertation. 
 
I would like to request your assistant in one way. Could you please send me a copy of the 
membership list of the NALS? This list will be my population in my study. If the list 
contains e-mail addresses, that will be big help for me. I am planning to have an 
electronic survey to collect my data. 
 
Thanks for your help and information! I will eagerly await your reply. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Hyunnam Seo 
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Participant Sign-up Sheet: 
Survey of Campus Children’s Center 

Parents 
 

Name Address E-mail address 
 
 

  

 
 

  

 
 

  

FACULTY 

Name Address E-mail address 
 
 

  

 
 

  

 
 

  

PRE-SERVICE TEACHERS  

Name Address E-mail address 
 
 

  

 
 

  

 
 

  

 
Thank you for volunteering in the research project.  You will receive your questionnaire 
shortly! 
 
* Please return this sign-up sheet by September 30, 2000. 
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SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRES 



 

 

 

123 

Parents, Students, and Faculty Satisfaction with and Support 
For Campus Laboratory School Programs: 

Faculty Questionnaire* 
 
Please make any comments you wish on this questionnaire. 
  
Section I: Please respond to the following questions by checking the appropriate boxes.  

1. What is the function of the children’s center whose services you 
are using? 

 
! Laboratory only 
! Child care only 
! Laboratory and child care 
! Other______ 

 

3. What do you believe is the main role of the campus laboratory 
school in your college/university? 

 
# Classroom Instruction  
# Student Teaching  
# Research  
# Child care 
 

2. What is your highest level of education? 
 

# B.A., B.S.  
# M.A., M.S., M.Ed.  
# Doctoral Student  
# D. Ed/Ph.D. 

 

4.        What is your ethnic background? 

# African American  
# Asian American  
# Anglo American  
# Hispanic American 
# Other 

3. What is your present position? 
 

# Instructor 
# Assistant professor  
# Associate professor   
# Professor 
# Other 

 

5. What is your age? 
 

# Under 25 
# 25-35   
# 36-45   
# 46-55   
# Over 55 
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Section II: Based on your experience, please rate to what extent you are satisfied with the quality of the program 
of the campus laboratory school.  

Quality Indicators 
Highly 

Satisfied 
1 

 
Satisfied 

2 

 
Undecided 

3 

 
Unsatisfied 

4 

Highly 
Unsatisfied 

5 

Educational level and experience of teachers      

Developmentally age-appropriate activities for children      

Teacher/child ratios (Number of adults per children)      

Teacher and child interactions      

Program’s methods of discipline and behavioral guidance      

Focus on individual child care      

Health and safety procedures of the program      

Physical facility of the program      

Number of diverse children served in the program      

Cultural diversity of teachers employed in program      

Parent-teacher communication      

Staff turn-over rates      

Opportunities for parent involvement      

Overall with the program      
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Section III: Please indicate your position or opinion of the campus laboratory school program. 
 
1. If the campus laboratory school program needed additional funding 

for maintaining quality teaching and services, would you support 
using more departmental or college funds to maintain or strengthen 
the lab school?  

# Not ever 
# Rarely 
# Not sure  
# Probably 
# Definitely 

 

5. Would you share information and support for the continued 
existence of the campus laboratory school program at faculty 
meetings? 

 
# Not ever 
# Rarely 
# Not sure  
# Probably 
# Definitely 

 
2. Have you ever conducted research at the campus laboratory school? 

# Not ever 
# Rarely 
# Not sure  
# Probably 
# Definitely 
 

6. Would you support the campus laboratory school program at 
professional development conferences and workshops? 

# Not ever 
# Rarely 
# Not sure  
# Probably 
# Definitely 

3. If you are not using the campus laboratory school as a 
research site, would you like to do so? 

# Not ever 
# Rarely 
# Not sure  
# Probably 
# Definitely 
 

7. If the campus laboratory program needed faculty advocates, would 
you speak or write to policy makers for more funding? 

# Not ever 
# Rarely 
# Not sure  
# Probably 
# Definitely 

4. Would you recommend the program to other faculty as a 
research site? 

! Not ever 
# Rarely 
# Not sure  
# Probably 
# Definitely 

8. Do you think the campus laboratory school program is a necessary 
service for the college and college students? 

# Not ever 
# Rarely 
# Not sure  
# Probably 
# Definitely 
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Section IV: Describe any positive and/or negative experiences with your campus laboratory school 
program.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
*Permission granted by Dr. Brent McBride of University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign to modify his questionnaires. 
 
If you wish to receive a copy of the abstract of this research, please write your email address or your name and address below. 
Email address:    Name and Address: 
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Parents, Students, and Faculty Satisfaction with and Support  
For Campus Laboratory School Programs: 

Parent Questionnaire* 
Please make any comments you wish on this questionnaire.  
Section I: Please respond to the following questions by checking the appropriate boxes. 

1.  What is the function of the children’s center whose 
services you 
   are using? 

 
! Laboratory only 
! Child care only 
! Laboratory and child care 
! Other______ 
 

4. What is your parental status? 

# Mother   
# Father 
# Grandparent 
# Guardian 
# Foster Parent 

 

2.  What is your educational background? 

# Less than high School 
# High School or GED 
# Associate Degree  
# College Graduate   
# MS/Ph.D/Ed.D. 
 

5. What is your ethnic background? 

# African American  
# Asian American  
# Anglo American  
# Hispanic American 
# Other 

 
3.  What is your age? 

# Under 25 
# 25-35   
# 36-45   
# 46-55 
# Over 55 

5. What is your affiliation with the college/university campus? 

! Faculty   
! Staff   
! Student 
! No affiliation 

7. What is your child’s age (if you have more than one child, 
you may  check box accordingly)? 

# 0-3 
# 4-5 
# 6-11   
# 12-18 

8. What do you believe is the main function of the laboratory school 
  program? 

# Classroom Instruction  
# Student Teaching  
# Research  
# Child Care 
# Child education  
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Section II: Based on your experience, please rate to what extent you are satisfied with the quality of the program 
of the campus laboratory school.  

Quality Indicators 
Highly 

Satisfied 
1 

 
Satisfied 

2 

 
Undecided 

3 

 
Unsatisfied 

4 

Highly 
Unsatisfied 

5 

Educational level and experience of teachers      

Developmentally age-appropriate activities for children      

Teacher/child ratios (Number of adults per children)      

Teacher and child interactions      

Program’s methods of discipline and behavioral guidance      

Focus on individual child care      

Health and safety procedures of the program      

Physical facility of the program      

Number of diverse children served in the program      

Cultural diversity of teachers employed in program      

Parent-teacher communication      

Staff turn-over rates      

Opportunities for parent involvement      

Overall with the program      
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Section III: Please indicate your position or opinion of the campus laboratory school program. 
 
 

1. Have you had a child enroll in this program prior to 
enrolling your current child? 

 
# Yes  
# No 

 

4. Would you recommend the program to other parents? 
 

# Not ever 
# Rarely 
# Not sure   
# Probably 
# Definitely 
 

2. If you have or had another child, would you enroll the 
child in the program?  

 
# Not ever 
# Rarely 
# Not sure 
# Probably 
# Definitely 
 

5. If the program needs parents as advocates, would you speak or 
write to policy makers for more funding? 

 
# Not ever 
# Rarely 
# Not sure 
# Probably 
# Definitely 

3. If the program needed additional funding for maintaining 
program quality, would you support an additional 5% 
annual raise of your child’s tuition?  

 
# Not ever 
# Rarely 
# Not sure 
# Probably 
# Definitely 
 

6. Do you think the campus laboratory school program is a necessary 
service for children and families? 

 
# Not ever 
# Rarely 
# Not sure 
# Probably 
# Definitely 
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Section IV: Describe any positive and/or negative experiences with your campus laboratory school program.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
*Permission granted by Dr. Brent McBride of University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign to modify his questionnaires. 
 
If you wish to receive a copy of the abstract of this research, please write your email address or your name and address below. 
Email address:    Name and Address: 
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Parents, Students, and Faculty Satisfaction with and Support 
For Campus Laboratory School Programs: 

Student Questionnaire* 
 
Please make any comments you wish on this questionnaire. 

Section I: Please respond to the following questions by checking the appropriate boxes. 

1.  What is the function of the children’s center whose services you 
are using? 
 

! Laboratory only 
! Child care only 
! Laboratory and child care 
! Other______ 

 

4. What do you believe is the main role of the campus laboratory school 
program? 

 
# Classroom Instruction  
# Student Teaching  
# Research  
# Child Care 
 

2. What is your major? 

# Early Childhood  
# Child Development 
# Elementary Ed 
# Counseling 
# Other________ 

 

3. What is your age? 

# Under 20  
# 20-24  
# 25-30  
# 31-40  
# Over 40 

 

5. Do you have a child or children? 
 

# Yes  
# No 

 
 
 
 
 
6. Do you have a child enrolled in the campus laboratory school program? 
 

# Yes  
# No  
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Section II: Based on your experience, please rate to what extent you are satisfied with the quality of the program 
of the campus laboratory school.  

Quality Indicators 
Highly 

Satisfied 
1 

 
Satisfied 

2 

 
Undecided 

3 

 
Unsatisfied 

4 

Highly 
Unsatisfied 

5 

Educational level and experience of teachers      

Developmentally age-appropriate activities for children      

Teacher/child ratios (Number of adults per children)      

Teacher and child interactions      

Program’s methods of discipline and behavioral guidance      

Focus on individual child care      

Health and safety procedures of the program      

Physical facility of the program      

Number of diverse children served in the program      

Cultural diversity of teachers employed in program      

Parent-teacher communication      

Staff turn-over rates      

Opportunities for parent involvement      

Overall with the program      
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Section III: Please indicate your position or opinion on the campus laboratory school program. 
 
1. If you have or had a child, would you want to enroll 

your child in the campus laboratory school program? 
 

# Not ever 
# Rarely 
# Not sure  
# Probably 
# Definitely 

 

4. If the program needed student advocates, would you 
speak or write to policy makers for more funding? 

 
# Not ever 
# Rarely 
# Not sure  
# Probably 
# Definitely 

 

2. After you are certified as a teacher, would you teach at a 
campus laboratory school program? 

 
# Not ever 
# Rarely 
# Not sure  
# Probably 
# Definitely 

 

5. Would you recommend the program to other 

students and parents? 

 

# Not ever 
# Rarely 
# Not sure  
# Probably 
# Definitely 

3. If the program needed additional funding for 
maintaining program quality, would you support quality 
initiatives through a 5% raise in  your tuition? 
 

# Not ever 
# Rarely 
# Not sure  
# Probably 
# Definitely 

6. Do you think the campus laboratory school program is a 
necessary service for students, children, and families? 

 
# Not ever 
# Rarely 
# Not sure  
# Probably 
# Definitely 
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Section IV: Describe any positive and/or negative experiences with your campus laboratory school program.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
*Permission granted by Dr. Brent McBride of University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign to modify his questionnaires. 
 
If you wish to receive a copy of the abstract of this research, please write your email address or your name and address below. 
Email address:    Name and Address: 



 

135 

 

 
 

REFERENCES 

Alger, H. A. (1988). One state’s response to the growing need for campus 

childcare: A  New York partnership involving state government, New York City, 

colleges, universities and unions (Report No. NCRTL-RR-88). East Lansing, MI: 

National Center for Research on Teacher Learning. (ERIC Document Reproduction 

Service No. ED 325 221) 

Alger, H. A. (1995). The American family: Taking a new look at myths and 

realities. Retrieved June 19, 2000, from the World Wide Web: 

http://ericps.crc.uiuc.edu/n4c/pubs/amerifam/amfam1.html 

Amendments to Higher Education Act of 1965. (1998). P.L. 105-244 

Amendments to the Higher Education Act of 1965. Retrieved July 2, 2000, from the 

World Wide Web: http://www.ed.gov/legislation/HEA/ 

Anderson, C., Getz, M., & Siegfried, J. (1995). Who’s minding the kids? 

NACUBO Business, 46-52. 

Belcher, M. J. (1990). Results of the childcare needs survey at Miami-Dade 

Community College (Report No. NCRTL-RR-90-17R). East Lansing, MI: National 

Center for Research on Teacher Learning. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. 

ED 328 322)  

Boressoff, T. (2000). Childcare access means parents in school a win-win-win 

program. Childcare Access Means Parents in School. Retrieved July 2, 2000, from the 

World Wide Web: http://ericps.crc.uiuc.edu/n4c/s1151/fact2000.html 



 

136 

 

Boydston, J. A. (1980). The school and society. Chicago: Southern Illinois 

University Press. 

Bredekamp, S. & Copple, C. (1997). Developmentally appropriate practice in 

early childhood programs. Washington, D.C.: National Association for the Education of 

Young Children.  

Buck, C. L., Hymer, B., McDonald, G., Martin, J. J., & Rodgers, T. S. (1991). 

Functions of laboratory schools. In National Association of Laboratory Schools (Eds.), 

Laboratory schools (pp.23-34). Indiana, PA: National Association of Laboratory Schools. 

Buck, C. L., & Miller, K. E. (1991). Laboratory schools in times of change. In 

National Association of Laboratory Schools (Eds.), Laboratory schools (pp.1-21). 

Indiana, PA: National Association of Laboratory Schools. 

Clinton, H. R. (1996). It takes a village and other lessons children teach us. New 

York, NY: Simon & Schuster.  

Cook, R. (1984). University involvement: A key to campus childcare survival. 

Focus on Learning, 10, 15-25. 

Cooney, M. H., Flor, R., & Galloway, D. (1997). Changing roles in the 

school/university partnership. National Association of Laboratory Schools Journal, 21, 

11-14. 

Cornthwaite, D. L. (1972). Defining the role and functions of campus laboratory 

schools for the decade of the seventies through an investigation of studies of laboratory 

schools completed between 1965 and 1970. (Doctoral dissertation, The George 

Washington University, 1972). Dissertation Abstracts International, 33, Z0530. 



 

137 

 

Couchenour, D., & Chrisman, K. (1989). Distinctions in the role and function of 

child development/Early childhood laboratories (Report No. NCRTL-RR-89-04). East 

Lansing, MI: National Center for Research on Teacher Learning. (ERIC Document 

Reproduction Service No. ED 308 925)  

Dean, R. (1997). Laboratory school salary study. National Association of 

Laboratory Schools Journal, 21, 5-10. 

Dishner, E. K., & Boothby, P. R. (1986). A bold “old” step: Return to laboratory 

schools. New Directors for Teaching and Learning, 27, 49-57. 

Dodd, C., & Snowe, O. (1997). Childcare access means parents in school act: 

Remarks by Senators Dodd and Snowe introducing the bill into the Senate. Congressional 

Record, September 5, 1997 (Senate) Retrieved July, 2, 2000, from the World Wide Web: 

http://ericps.crc.uiuc.edu/n4c/s1151/dodd.html 

DuCharme, C. C. (1993). Historical roots of the project approach in the United 

States: 1859-1930 (Report No. NCRTL-RR-93-11). East Lansing, MI: National Center 

for Research on Teacher Learning. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 368 

459). 

Einspruch, E. L. (1998). An introductory guide to APSS for windows. Thousand 

Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Eliot, A. A. (1972). Nursery schools fifty years ago. Young Children, 209-213. 

Flowers, J. G. (1948). School and community laboratory experiences in teacher 

education. Oneonta, NY: American Association of Teachers Colleges, Committee on 

Standards and Surveys.  



 

138 

 

Foshay, A. W. (1991). Function and purposes for campus laboratory schools. 

National Association of Laboratory Schools, 15, 3-16. 

Gall, M. D., Borg, W. R., & Gall, J. P.  (1996). Educational research: An 

introduction (6th ed.). White Plains, NY: Longman.   

Gonchar, N. (1995). College-student mothers and on-site childcare: Luxury or 

Necessity? Social Work in Education, 17, 226-234. 

Goudie, J. W. (1988). The rise and demise of laboratory schools using Western 

Michigan University’s campus school as a case study. (Doctoral dissertation, Western 

Michigan University, 1988). Dissertation Abstracts International, 49, Z0530. 

Hinch, S., & O’Reilly, D. (1997). A seminar program for middle level change. 

National Association of Laboratory Schools Journal, 21, 15-16. 

Hoffman, P. A. (1997). Partnerships: The perceived effects of laboratory schools 

on the early childhood teacher education programs at Lutheran Church Missouri Synod 

college and university campuses. (Doctoral dissertation, The University of Wisconsin, 

1997). Dissertation Abstracts International, 59, Z0262. 

Howes, G., & Hamilton, D. E. (1993). Childcare for young children. In B. Spodek 

(Ed.), Handbook of research on the education of young children (pp. 322-336). New 

York: Macmillan. 

Hymes, J. L. (1995). The Kaiser Child Service Centers-50 years later: Some 

memories and lessons. Journal of Education, 177, 23-38. 

Isaac, S., & Michael, W. B. (1995). Handbook in research and evaluation. San 

Diego, CA: EDITS/Educational and Industrial Testing Services. 



 

139 

 

Jackson, C. L. (1986). Status of laboratory schools (Report No. NCRTL-RR-86-

06). East Lansing, MI: National Center for Research on Teacher Learning. (ERIC 

Document Reproduction Service No. ED 277 691) 

Kelly, J. L. (1984). The role of the laboratory school as perceived by laboratory 

school faculty, directors of laboratory schools and selected non-laboratory school 

administrators (Doctoral dissertation, The University of Nebraska-Lincoln, 1984). 

Dissertation Abstracts International, 45, Z0533. 

Keyes, C. R. (1988). Campus children’s centers: Two decades of ferment (Report 

No. NCRTL-RR-88). East Lansing, MI: National Center for Research on Teacher 

Learning. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 328 343) 

Keyes, C. R. (1991). Campus children’s centers: Two decades of ferment. Early 

Childhood Research Quarterly, 6, 3-9. 

Keyes, C. R., & Boulton, P. (1995). Campus children’s centers: Support for 

children and families. Children Today, 23, 18-25. 

King, A. R. (1987). Challenge to laboratory schools: Finding a niche. National 

Association of Laboratory Schools: Eminent Educator Lecture Series, 1, 1-13. 

Koeneman, N. (1997). Child development lab provides education, research, and 

outreach. Inside Illinois, Retrieved June 19, 2000, from the World Wide Web: 

http://www.admin.uiuc.edu/NB/inside_ill/970220/kids.html 

MacNaughton, R. H., & Johns, F. (1993). The professional development school: 

An emerging concept. Contemporary Education, 64, 215-218. 

McBride, B. A. (1994). University-based child development laboratory programs: 

Emerging issues and challenges (Report No. NCRTL-RR-94). East Lansing, MI: 



 

140 

 

National Center for Research on Teacher Learning. (ERIC Document Reproduction 

Service No. ED 372 842) 

McBride, B. A. (1996a). Research in child development laboratory programs: 

Balancing the needs of researchers, teachers, and children. NOCDLS Bulletin, 27, 

Spring. Retrieved June 19, 2000 from the World Wide Web: 

http://www.cdl.uiuc.edu/nocdls/bull27.html 

McBride, B. A. (1996b). University-based child development laboratory 

programs: Emerging issues and challenges. Early Childhood Education Journal, 24, 17-

21. 

McBride, B. A., & Hicks, T. (1998). Parental and staff member perceptions of lab 

school functions and program quality. Early Child Development and Care, 143, 21-32. 

McBride, B. A., & Hicks, T. (1999). Teacher training and research: Does it make 

a difference in lab school program quality? Journal of Early Childhood Teacher 

Education, 20, 19-27. 

McBride, B. A. (2000, November). An examination of the roles of child 

development laboratory programs in early childhood education. Paper presented at the 

meeting of the National Association for the Education of Young Children, Atlanta, GA. 

McConnaha, W. (2000). The laboratory schools in the year 2000. National 

Association of Laboratory Schools, Retrieved June 28, 2000 from the World Wide Web: 

http://www.coe.iup.edu/nals/Wart.html 

McCorriston, M. (1992). A description and analysis of childcare services at the 

fifteen public universities in Michigan (Doctoral dissertation, Michigan State University, 

1992). Dissertation Abstracts International, 53, Z0128.  



 

141 

 

Miller, K. E. (2000a). An interview with John Goodlad on the role of laboratory 

schools and the State of American education. Retrieved June 28, 2000, from the World 

Wide Web: http://www.coe.iup.edu/nals/an.html  

Miller, K. E. (2000b). Creating a laboratory school: A guide for discussion and 

thought. Paper presented at the meeting of National Coalition for Campus Children’s 

Centers, Milwaukee, WI.  

Miller, S. A. (1987). Remaining afloat: The survival of a child development 

laboratory school (Report No. NCRTL-RR-87-12). East Lansing, MI: National Center for 

Research on Teacher Learning. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 289 612) 

Morrison, G. S. (1998). Early childhood education today (7th ed.). Upper Saddle 

River, NJ: Prentice-Hall. 

National Association of Laboratory Schools. (2000). Overview of laboratory 

schools and developmental research schools in the United States. Retrieved June 28, 

2000, from the World Wide Web: http://www.coe.iup.edu/nals/History.htm 

National Coalition for Campus Children’s Centers. (1990). Position paper on 

college-sponsored childcare programs (Report No. NCRTL-RR-90). East Lansing, MI: 

National Center for Research on Teacher Learning. (ERIC Document Reproduction 

Service No. ED 365 464) 

National Coalition for Campus Children’s Centers. (1999). 1999 membership 

directory  Chicago: Author. 

National Coalition for Campus Children’s Centers. (2000). Position paper on 

college-sponsored children’s centers. Presented at the annual conference, Milwaukee, 

WI. National Coalition for Campus Children’s Centers, 1-2. 



 

142 

 

Neugebauer, R. (1996a). Out of the box ideas for director evaluation-part I. 

Childcare Information Exchange, 107, 87-89. 

Neugebauer, R. (1996b). Out of the box ideas for director evaluation-part II. 

Childcare Information Exchange, 108, 7-8. 

Neugebauer, R. (1998). Kids on-campus. Childcare Information Exchange, 122, 

20-22.  

Nielsen, R. A. (1991). Laboratory schools: Blueprint for success. In National 

Association of Laboratory Schools (Eds.), Laboratory schools (pp. 38-46). Indiana, PA: 

National Association of Laboratory Schools. 

Osborn, D. K. (1991). Early childhood education in historical perspective (3rd 

ed.). Athens, GA: Education Associates: A division of The Daye Press. 

Page, F. M., & Page, J. A. (1981a). The development of research as a role in 

laboratory schools (Report No. NCRTL-RR-81). East Lansing, MI: National Center for 

Research on Teacher Learning. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 212 628) 

Page, F. M., & Page, J. A. (1981b). Laboratory schools: Updated or outdated.  

(Report No. NCRTL-RR-81). East Lansing, MI: National Center for Research on Teacher 

Learning. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 213 672) 

Parker, F. R. (1987). The role of campus laboratory schools at NCATE accredited 

universities as perceived by the campus laboratory school directors (Doctoral 

dissertation, Northwestern State University of Louisiana, 1987). Dissertation Abstracts 

International, 48, Z0530.  



 

143 

 

Prince, J., Buckley, M. R., & Gargiulo, R. M. (1991). Rethinking the laboratory 

school: Teacher training through a mainstream academic partnership. National 

Association of Laboratory Schools Journal, 15, 30-40. 

Ratekin, C. (1996). The cold reality of worthy wages: We limited size to protect 

quality and staff well-being. Young Children, 51, 28-29. 

Schwartz, S. L. (1991). Children’s centers in the campus community: Establishing 

an identity. Early Childhood Research Quarterly, 6, 11-17. 

Segall, W. E., & Wilson, A. V. (1998). Introduction to education: Teaching in a 

diverse society. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Merrill, Prentice-Hall. 

Shen, W. J. (2000). Early beginning of laboratory schools. National Association 

of Laboratory Schools, Retrieved June 28, 2000, from the World Wide Web: 

http://www.coe.iup.edu/nals/early.html 

Smith, C. W. (1991). Symposium: Education reform—Laboratory 

schools/professional development schools: Are they, can they be one and the same? 

National Association of Laboratory Schools Journal, 16, 9-17. 

Spodek, B. (1995). Professionalism and the early childhood practitioner. Early 

Child Development and Care, 114, 65-79. 

Swick, K. J. (1991). A proposal for utilizing the USC Children’s Center as an on-

campus childcare/early learning center (Report No. NCRTL-RR-91). East Lansing, MI: 

National Center for Research on Teacher Learning. (ERIC Document Reproduction 

Service No. ED 338 398) 

Terrell, P. S. (1989). The application of risk management principles to college and 

university childcare centers. NASPA Journal, 27, 135-140. 



 

144 

 

Thomas, J. A. (1997). Childcare and laboratory schools on-campus: The national 

picture. National Coalition for Campus Childcare, Inc. Retrieved June 19, 2000, from the 

World Wide Web: http://ericps.crcl.uiuc.edu/n4c/pubs/cclab/cclab.html 

Townley, K. F., & Zeece, P. D. (1991). Managing the mission: The primary 

challenge to campus childcare. Early Childhood Research Quarterly, 6, 19-27. 

Zwicke, O. B. (1983). An analysis of the role of the child development laboratory 

preschool (Doctoral dissertation, The University of Connecticut, 1983). Dissertation 

Abstracts International, 44, Z0518. 

 

 


