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The problem with which this study is concerned is to 

analyze the impact of the local cooperative teacher edu-

cation centers on teacher education programs at institutions 

of higher education in Texas. A survey instrument was 

designed around seven research questions; after the instru-

ment was evaluated by a panel of experts, it was sent to 142 

individuals who are involved with the Texas teacher centers, 

111 of whom responded. 

All data from the returned survey instruments were com-

puted in percentages and presented according to (1) local 

education agency responses, (2) institution of higher edu-

cation responses, and (3) all responses. When fewer than 51 

per cent of the respondents answered positively to the 

research question, the responses to the related supplementary 

survey questions were utilized to draw the conclusions; the 

following conclusions, therefore, appear to be warranted. 

1. The teacher centers appear to serve as a base for 

studying local teacher education needs; 

2. The teacher centers do not plan effectively with 



the local education agency for services supporting the stu-

dent teaching effort; 

3. No conclusion could be reached concerning whether 

teacher centers advise institutions of higher education on 

matters regarding teacher education and certification 

programs; 

4. The teacher centers appear to advise the local 

school district (or districts) on matters regarding student 

teaching and field experiences for teachers in preparation; 

5. The teacher centers appear to advise the local 

education agency and the institution of higher education on 

in-service programs for supervising teachers and college 

representatives; 

6. Mo conclusion could be reached concerning whether 

teacher centers develop procedures for recommending the 

supervising teacher from the local school district (or 

districts) to serve in the student teaching program; 

7. It appears that teacher centers do not involve 

other agencies and groups to serve in resource and advisory 

capacities. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Education in today's world is a demanding enterprise 

that consumes billions of dollars and vast amounts of energy 

and time. To be a teacher in our society is an exacting 

task, yet it is one that is exciting and stimulating. 

Teachers and administrators at both the local education 

agency and the institution of higher education levels share 

the ongoing responsibility for improving their respective 

areas. Some authorities (6, p. 8; 7, p. 18) feel that if 

the methods and results of education are to be bettered, 

changes must be made in the present system of teacher edu-

cation through improved cooperative efforts between local 

education agencies and institutions of higher education. 

Early efforts to improve teacher education coopera-

tively resulted in a teacher education center model that was 

introduced in the early 1970s. This model was based on a 

series of developmental efforts, which were initiated in 

1961 in Texas, and it has as its basic tenet the involvement 

of all segments of the profession (4, p. 3). 

The teacher center endeavor in Texas and throughout the 

United States was influenced by the establishment in 1964 of 

teacher centers in Great Britain. These British teacher 



centers were developed to disseminate curriculum materials 

to classroom teachers as part of a national project. As 

British teacher centers grew, they not only helped teachers 

to become familiar with materials generated by this national 

project, but also prepared teachers to use new teaching con-

cepts. British educators reasoned that if teacher centers 

were close to local schools and easily accessible to 

teachers, they could offer advantages over university-based 

courses which were occasionally overly theoretical and which 

required teachers to be absent from their schools for lengthy 

periods of time (1, p. 518). 

The first Texas teacher centers tended to be rather 

loosely organized and governed; those involved in the 

centers concentrated on learning how to work together. The 

representatives of the major partners—institutions of 

higher education, local education agencies, professional 

organizations, and communities—discovered that their common 

goals and objectives often produced the needed vehicle for 

development of mutual trust and respect (4, p. 3); these 

common goals also allowed for collaborative efforts to 

utilize the resources of Education Service Centers (ESC) 

and other state agencies. 

Ideally, the teacher education center can provide the 

means for improving the education process for specific stu-

dents in a particular environment by involving teacher 

education institutions, school districts, the organized 



profession, and education service centers working coopera-

tively to bring the unique contribution of each partner to 

focus on the task of improving education (3, p. 4). Each of 

these cooperating entities can contribute to a teacher 

center, but each must also carry out its responsibility as 

assigned by society and tradition. If properly organized 

and conducted, the teacher education center can become an 

instrument in the creation of innovative procedures and 

practices in teacher education institutions throughout 

Texas. The value of these innovative practices is sometimes 

lost due to an unsuitable organizational framework. An 

organizational pattern that facilitates rather than hinders 

desirable professional activity is a necessity if change is 

to occur (5, p. 12). 

The concept of a teacher center seems to offer a promise 

of success. It appears to be the organizational vehicle 

through which the teaching profession can grow most effec-

tively. The teacher center should offer the opportunity for 

professionals, who are engaged in a broad range of per-

formance areas, to work from the same conceptual framework 

in an environment that is free from the restrictions of 

individual institutions (5, p. 12). 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to analyze the impact of 

the local cooperative teacher education centers on teacher 



education programs at institutions of higher education in 

Texas. 

Research Questions 

To carry out the purpose of the study, the following 

research questions, which are based on the Texas Standards 

for Teacher Education and Certification (9), were formu-

lated : 

1. Does the local cooperative teacher education center 

(LCTEC) serve as a base for studying local teacher education 

program needs? 

2. Does the local cooperative teacher education center 

(LCTEC) plan with the local school district (or districts) 

the facilities, supplies, equipment and services provided by 

the local school district for student teaching and paid for 

with the $50 per supervising teacher as provided in Senate 

Bill 8? 

3. Does the local cooperative teacher education center 

(LCTEC) advise the college or university (or colleges or 

universities) regarding the teacher education/certification 

programs? 

4. Does the local cooperative teacher education center 

(LCTEC) advise the local school district (or districts) on 

matters regarding student teaching and field experiences 

for teachers in preparation? 



5. Does the local cooperative teacher education center 

(LCTEC) advise the local school district (or districts) and 

college or university (or colleges or universities) on in-

service programs for supervising teachers and college 

representatives? 

6. Does the local cooperative teacher education center 

(LCTEC) develop procedures for recommending the supervising 

teachers from the local school district (or districts) to 

serve in the student teaching program? 

7. Does the local cooperative teacher education center 

(LCTEC) involve other agencies and groups to serve in re-

source and advisory capacities as agreed upon by the 

participating members? 

Definition of Terms 

For the purposes of this study, the following terms are 

defined: 

^ institution of higher education (IHE) is a college 

or university organized for teaching and study beyond the 

twelfth grade. 

A local education agency (LEA) is a public or private 

school that is operated for the purpose of teaching children 

and young adults. 

An education service center (ESC) is a regional center 

that is organized for the purpose of providing educational 



service and resources to public schools which are located 

within the geographical area. 

The Texas Education Agency (TEA) is the Texas state 

agency that provides coordination for public school education 

throughout the state. 

A local cooperative teacher education center (LCTEC) 

[also referred to as teacher center] is a cooperative effort 

of a college or university (or consortium of colleges), a 

local school district (or consortium of school districts), 

and the local professional organization, for the purpose of 

improving the preparation of teachers. 

A student teacher center (STC) is one in which there is 

a cooperative relationship between the college or university 

and the public school which serves the student teaching 

program. 

Teacher training and teacher preparation are used 

interchangeably to denote both the education of teachers at 

an institution of higher education (pre-service training) 

and the continuing education of certified teachers (in-

service training). 

Background and Significance of the Study 

Throughout the history of teacher education, educators 

have tried to find ways to inprove the preparation of 

teachers. Degree requirements for teachers have fluctuated 

widely; a student's coursework depended to a great extent on 

the year in which he entered college. The implementation of 



student teaching also has been a topic of concern since 

educators seek to improve methods of field experiences, 

although university and public school officials are not in 

agreement on what experiences the student teacher should 

have (7, p. 1). 

Cunningham (2, pp. 43-44) states that the need for a 

study of professional laboratory experience programs for 

teacher education in public schools was brought to the 

attention of the Texas Commissioner of Education in 1957 

by a written request from public school administrators. 

The Commissioner presented the request to the State Board 

of Examiners for Teacher Education, which is an advisory 

group to the office of the Commissioner of Education on 

problems that are related to teacher education. In 1958, 

the Committee on Program Development of the State Board of 

Examiners resolved that the Commissioner of Education and 

his staff initiate a thorough study of all aspects of the 

role of public schools in providing laboratory experience 

in teacher education. As a result, the Commissioner of 

Education pointed out that there might be a need for a 

pilot demonstration program and challenged the Board of 

Examiners and other interested groups to help in the organi-

zation of a study. West Texas State University, Canyon, 

Texas, responded to this challenge and proposed the estab-

lishment of the Texas Student Teacher Center Project, which 

would involve six independent school districts within a 
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radius of seventy-five miles of the university. A recommen-

dation was made that the Texas Association for Student 

Teaching take a role in this study so that its members would 

be involved on a statewide basis. 

On the national level, university and public school 

officials were beginning to coordinate their efforts to 

improve student teachers' experiences. In 1962, the Com-

mittee on Studies of the American Association of Colleges 

for Teacher Education (AACTE) appointed a sub-committee on 

school-college relationships to teacher education in order 

to focus attention on the responsibility of both schools 

and colleges in providing laboratory experiences in teacher 

education. The Association for Student Teaching joined this 

venture, and the two groups coordinated their efforts 

through this sub-committee. A workshop-symposium, which was 

held in 1966 on the campus of the Indiana University of 

Pennsylvania, was the sub-committee's last activity; it 

culminated in a publication entitled Partnership in Teacher 

Education (8) that deals with the promises and problems of 

a cooperative effort in teacher education from the viewpoint 

of professional organizations as partners in teacher educa-

tion. It discusses the role of the university in relation 

to the public school in the preparation of teachers. 

In Partnership in Teacher Education, Louis F. Vander-

linde (11), who is the graduate faculty advisor of the 

Department of Elementary Education at Wayne State University, 



points out that a cooperative student teacher center is a 

field unit for the supervision and instruction of student 

teachers and teacher-interns. Such a center generally con-

sists of fifteen or more student teaching stations or 

internships that are located in schools in near proximity. 

The responsibility for supervisory and instructional pro-

grams usually rests in a committee that is composed of both 

school personnel; Smith (8, p. 53) says this represents a 

"grass roots approach for developing truly cooperative 

programs of teacher education." 

Vanderlinde (11, p. 54) states that the generalized 

goal of cooperative centers is improvement in the quality 

of the student-teacher's experience. In the development of 

such centers, a major assumption is that neither the col-

leges nor the schools can do an effective job alone—that 

the best results will emanate from cooperative effort; 

another assumption is that these new patterns of cooperation 

are needed to bring about desired educational change. Such 

assumptions give rise to more specific objectives of coop-

erative centers, which are (a) to facilitate communication 

between the college and the schools, (b) to broaden the base 

of responsibility and decision making, (c) to develop a 

professional team engaged in teacher preparation, (d) to 

organize more efficiently to carry out policies and pro-

cedures, (e) to provide in-service education of supervisory 
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personnel, and (f) to provide a framework in which experi-

mentation and analysis of teaching may take place. 

In Texas, the plan for a cooperative student teacher 

center was made a law by the Sixty-First Legislature (10). 

Senate Bill 8 (as this law is informally referred to) states 

that a plan for such programs must be on file with the 

college or university, the public school, and the state 

coordinator. The plan, which must be developed jointly by 

the college or university and the public school, includes 

the administrative design for the center, the program design 

for student teachers, delineation of the roles and responsi-

bilities of the college and public school, criteria for 

selection of supervising teachers, the in-service improve-

ment plan for supervising teachers, and the evaluation 

design. This law provides for the supervising teacher to 

receive $200 per year, and for the public school to receive 

$50 per supervising teacher to cover the cost of materials 

and in-service education (10, p. 3). 

The Texas Standards for Teacher Education and Certifi-

cation (9) state that the certification of teachers and 

other school personnel is based upon approval by the State 

Board of Education of both the institutions of higher 

learning for teacher preparation and their specific teacher-

education programs. Although the certification of teachers 

and other school personnel is legally a responsibility of 

the state, it is desirable that the state have continuous 
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advice and counsel from the schools and the teacher edu-

cation institutions of higher learning in order that the 

total teacher education-certification process may be kept 

responsible to the needs of the state (9, p. 5). To main-

tain this responsiveness the standards for teacher education 

and certification require that the institutions of higher 

education be responsible for establishing local cooperative 

teacher education centers as part of their programs for 

preparing student teachers; it states that a local coopera-

tive teacher education center is a cooperative effort of 

the initiating college or university (or consortium of 

colleges and universities), the local school district (or 

consortium of school districts), and the local professional 

organizations (9, p. 8). The passing of Senate Bill 8 

implements the basic minimum requirement of local coopera-

tive teacher education centers. In addition, the centers 

will have the representative cooperation of local pro-

fessional organizations, which will be selected by the 

college or university in consultation with the local school 

district (9, p. 8). 

The significance of this study arises from the serious 

concern about the degree to which this cooperative approach 

to improving teacher education is being implemented through-

out Texas. This study also will attempt to discover if the 

established functions of the local cooperative teacher 

education centers are being implemented, and if so, what 
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impact these centers are having on teacher education pro-

grams . 

Summary 

The purpose of this study is to analyze the impact of 

local cooperative teacher education centers on teacher 

education programs at institutions of higher education in 

Texas. There are questions concerning how much actual 

cooperation occurs between the local education agencies and 

institutions of higher education in implementing the local 

cooperative teacher education centers throughout Texas. 

The following format will be followed in presenting 

the findings of this study. Chapter II will present a 

review of the literature pertinent to the study. Chapter 

III will present the procedures followed for the collection 

of data. Chapter IV will present the analyses of data, 

and Chapter V will present a summary of the findings with 

conclusions, implications, and recommendations for future 

research. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Introduction 

This review of the literature will provide background 

concerning the significance of the teacher center movement. 

Material reviewed includes books, articles, Texas Education 

Agency records, and unpublished research. 

The literature reviewed was selected because of the 

significance to this study. This review is presented under 

the topics of (a) the concepts and development of teacher 

centers, (b) teacher education improvement through teacher 

centers, and (c) the Texas Teacher Center Project. 

Concepts and Development 
of Teacher Centers 

During the 1970s a tremendous effort was exerted at the 

national level to examine, define, plan, and test the concept 

of teacher centers. While no universally accepted model has 

yet been proved superior to more traditional approaches, 

there has been no scarcity of study, experimentation, and 

publication on the subject (13, p. 4). 

Since the establishment of the first teacher centers, 

educators from institutions of higher education have been 

15 
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trying to determine their role in the teacher center con-

cept. Bell and Peightel (5) state that the cooperation of 

universities and local education agencies in the formation 

of teacher centers can benefit both parties. The school 

system can use the university's resources (educational 

materials, research facilities, and scholarly expertise), 

while it provides the university with training sites and 

field-based research opportunities. 

The cooperative professional development of teachers 

is supported by all professional teacher organizations and 

accrediting agencies for teacher education, which includes 

the National Council for the Accreditation of Teacher Edu-

cation. The Texas Education Agency requires cooperation 

with public schools and field-based operations of univer-

sities that receive approval in teacher education (35, p. 5). 

W. Robert Houston (16, p. 4) says that there is a need 

for planned change in both pre-service and in-service edu-

cation. Although changing people's perceptions about 

education is difficult, schools will not improve until 

these changes occur. Programs for preparing teachers can 

never exceed the efforts made by teacher educators. Houston 

views the educational consortium or teacher education center 

as a vehicle that can tailor the education process for stu-

dents in a particular environment. Such a consortium 

includes teacher education institutions, schools, and the 

organized profession. If the teacher center consortium has 
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a genuine desire for and commitments to action, Houston 

says, they can bring about needed change. These teacher 

education centers are important stimulators of progress, 

but their growth and development require careful nurturing. 

Howey and Hayen (18) report that the University of 

Minnesota's teacher center's function is to identify common 

priorities of the school and university systems and to 

design projects and programs. Utilizing the center concept, 

the college of education develops projects to explore ways 

of training teachers, to decide what different teacher 

roles may be needed, and to develop training programs that 

are related to established school programs and the needs 

of teachers in those programs. 

Hall and Loucks (15) conducted research focused on the 

organization and workings of the Texas teacher center, the 

communication paths and media within and between teacher 

centers, and the training and credentialing of school-based 

personnel who work with pre-service and in-service teachers. 

The study shows that Texas' teacher centers were dealing 

primarily with the areas of procedure and practice related 

to student-teaching-assignment-to-cooperating-teacher, and 

undergraduate programs designed to improve in-service 

oriented staff development. There appeared to be little 

contact among centers. The biggest concern of individual 

centers was the selection, training, and credentialing of 

individuals who work in the schools with pre-service 
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teachers. The large majority of teacher centers were in-

volved in the training of supervising teachers. The 

researchers believe that the Texas centers are hindered by 

the lack of communication among centers. 

Romero and Heerman (27) discuss a teacher center at 

California State University, Chico, where the university 

combines the center concept with the traditional California 

requirement of a fifth year of professional training for 

pre-service teachers. The university has designed fourteen 

teacher training centers within a seventy-mile radius of the 

campus, one of which is at Chico. Each center has a two-

phase program for teachers which includes coursework 

requirements and a participatory observation experience. 

In the second phase, each participant teaches classes and 

attends an on-site semester-long session in teaching 

methodology. In terms of curriculum improvement, however, 

the scope of the centers has not been realized. The 

teaching-learning environment is energetic, but the curric-

ulum product is not systematically considered and improved. 

By making pre-service a priority, the center at Chico has 

not been able to sustain either a systematic in-service 

effort or a total effort at curriculum improvement. Romero 

and Heerman (27) state that it seems that teacher centers 

must have an in-service thrust and adequate resources in 

order to be successful in curriculum improvement. The 

authors also note that British teacher centers assume a 
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different thrust and scope than the center at Chico. The 

thrust of British centers is in-service training while the 

scope remains curriculum improvement. They feel that the 

goals of British centers are more obtainable because the 

school system is supported by the national government; the 

teachers have more control, more than adequate resources, 

and a choice of what and how to teach. 

Whether cooperative field experiences for pre-service 

and in-service teachers are needed does not seem to be open 

to question. According to Howsam (19, p. 24) , it is doubt-

ful if teacher education institutions "ever again will be 

permitted the isolation posture and the superficiality of 

program which characterized so much of the past." Field-

oriented preparation programs probably are here to stay. 

Colleges of education can expect a continuing pressure to 

develop hands-on preparation programs as well as research 

and development activities; their programs will be credible 

and accepted only if the colleges demonstrate a capacity to 

assist in the solution of problems. Howsam (19, p. 24) 

also says that neither can college faculties afford to be 

isolated from the organized profession. They will be well 

advised to promote their integration into the profession 

and to urge the profession to attend to the problems of 

quality in both initial preparation and in-service programs. 

Several institutions of higher education in Texas also 

view the teacher center approach for the training of both 
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pre- and in-service teachers to be both effective as well as 

practical. Windham and Savage (41) describe how the Dallas 

I. S. D. and East Texas State University have joined to pro-

vide a training program for pre- and in-service teachers, 

which is designed to teach them to use alternative learning 

strategies to meet the individual needs of students from 

multicultural backgrounds. 

Houston and others (17) report on the results of the 

research and planning activities for the first year's 

operation of the School Based Teacher Educator Project 

(SBTE). Two goals were established for the project. The 

first goal was to develop competency specifications and pro-

totype training materials for the school-based teacher 

educator; the second goal was to develop a cooperative net-

work among Texas' teacher centers for developing the SBTE 

role. 

Cooper and others (11) describe the process that was 

used to identify the competencies for the role of the School 

Based Teacher Educators. They included a comprehensive 

review of the literature related to in-service and pre-

service education, which provided the basic information on 

the function and tasks of the school-based teacher educa-

tor's role. This total project involved a cooperative 

approach to pre- and in-service teacher education that 

involves a partnership between institutions of higher edu-

cation and local education agencies. 
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In 1972 Austin (3) conducted significant teacher center 

research in cooperation with the Texas Education Agency, 

one LEA and IHE. The problem of this study was to organize 

and conduct a comparative investigation of a group of 

secondary-education students who completed their profes-

sional block semester (student teaching) on campus (the 

control group) and another group who completed their pro-

fessional block semester in the experimental teacher center 

in a public school (experimental group). The overall 

conclusion drawn from Austin's research is that although 

the study was limited, there was a significant difference 

in the performance of the experimental group over the 

control group. It is believed that this difference could 

be attributed to the field-based cooperative teacher center 

where professional educators from a local education agency 

and an institution of higher education working together 

produced a superior classroom teacher. 

In response to the critics of public school education 

in the United States, who say that teachers are so subject-

centered that they lose sight of the individual child, 

Rogers (26) says that the subject-centered conventional 

education of American teachers should be augmented by the 

growth that is open to teachers in the informal and inno-

vative atmosphere of teacher centers. Rogers believes that 

teacher centers can help to develop talents and confidence 

in the individual teacher and to emphasize the more 
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child-centered view that is held in British schools. Smith 

(31) also considers the British teacher centers a poten-

tially useful model for the professional development of 

American teachers because the British teacher centers focus 

on teacher role expansion through training in curriculum 

development and implementation. 

The literature is replete with advocates of teacher 

centers and cooperative teacher education. Some writers 

emphasize pre-service training or in-service continuing 

education, and others consider both areas. 

Andrews (2) feels there is a need for ways in which 

student teaching and in-service or pre-service teacher edu-

cation can be made into a continuum of teacher education 

services. Julius (20) says teacher centers can provide 

such a continuum of in-service and pre-service education, 

as well as provide courses and teacher-tutors during a 

first year probationary period of teaching. Maddox and 

Holt (23) say the teacher center approach to teacher 

training can be an effective vehicle for school, college, 

and state agency cooperation in pre-service and in-service 

teacher training. Calhoun (10) agrees that a cooperative 

approach to teacher growth can effectively satisfy the com-

pelling need to retrain and upgrade existing personnel who 

need additional competencies to fulfill their roles as 

effective teachers. Steinaker (32) states that the school 

districts that operate curriculum development and usage 
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centers will have a more professional staff within ten 

years. He believes that, as a center responds to the needs 

of its teachers, the center's use to the teacher will change 

from the simple checking-out of classroom materials to the 

actual development of unique and personalized materials, 

which is the teacher's response to individual student needs. 

Devaney (12) says that the basic purpose of helping teachers 

to enrich the curriculum of their own classroom is a common 

bond between teacher centers where teacher participation and 

individualized training develop professional creativity and 

emphasis is placed on the fact the major influences upon 

children's schooling is the teacher. 

Bell and Peightel (4) quote authorities who say that 

teachers' confidence in their ability to change the class-

room climate will eventually come through the continuous 

process of in-service development, evaluation, and refine-

ment of teaching technique. Additionally, they state that 

the local education agency and the institutions of higher 

education are working cooperatively in an attempt to 

develop in-service education for teachers and administrators 

that involves the professional educator in staff development 

sessions that are based on an assessed need. It is impor-

tant for the practicing professional, as well as the student 

teacher, to see teaching techniques demonstrated in the 

classroom setting? they also need to see a successful 
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integration of theory and practice and fully understand the 

basic concepts behind this success. 

Lickona and Hasch's (21) research on teacher centers 

suggests that teacher centers do make a difference in the 

lives of teachers and what they do in the classroom. The 

questions unanswered in their research are how much dif-

ference, what kinds of difference, and how the difference 

affects the learning and development of children. This 

effect of teacher centers is further supported by research 

conducted by Ruchkin (28) on whether there were observable 

differences between center and non-center programs in in-

service teacher education. He found that there appears to 

be a greater number and variety of exposures to training 

practices and instructional experiences for teachers who 

are involved in center programs. 

Burrell (8, p. 423) describes the basic functions of 

teacher centers as helping teachers (in curriculum develop-

ment and solving classroom problems), serving as information 

centers, backing up resources of schools, and providing 

social and professional interchange between teachers. Bell 

and Peightel (4, p. 12) also believe that classroom teachers 

view the teacher center as a vehicle to meet individual 

needs in in-service education. According to these writers 

the purposes of individualized in-service education are to 

define and implement training conditions for teachers that 

will more effectively meet individual needs. What makes the 
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teacher center approach to in-service education so accept-

able to teachers is an increased opportunity to help define 

individual needs to be met to improve teacher effectiveness. 

Teachers can select and plan activities, programs, and pro-

jects to meet these needs. 

Teacher Education Improvement 
through Teacher Centers 

In developing a program to meet the needs of today's 

educational system, educators must think beyond the need 

for pre-service teacher education programs; they also must 

think of in-service teacher education, which carries with 

it a much broader connotation that is called renewal. John 

W. Gardner (14, p. 3) describes the pattern of evolution 

that is common for both individuals and societies. In their 

early stages of development, they are open, flexible, vig-

orous, creative, and uninhibited by fixed habits. The 

process of maturation is accomplished by increased order, 

stability, and productivity; however, the inevitable cost 

of these gains is reduced vitality, adaptability, openness, 

and creative freedom (14, p. 20). 

Gardner (16, p. 21) says that the histories of individual 

and societal organisms abound with instances of stagnation 

and decay as the uncontrolled maturation process ultimately 

causes the organism to vitiate its own ability to function. 

Self-renewal is a concept of deliberately controlling the 

maturation process in such a way as to stimulate and 
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preserve adaptive vitality and guarantee nonterminating 

improvement (14, p. 5). 

Perhaps the most compelling demonstration of the need 

for systematic educational renewal is provided by the rela-

tively recent awareness that the values of society are 

changing at an accelerating rate. This phenomenon makes it 

appear likely that value gaps between successive generations 

will widen. Moreover, there exist intricate interrelations 

among values, technology, economy, social relations, and the 

nature of fruitful education. Consequently, one reasonably 

might anticipate that education will have to develop more 

adequate means for educational renewal than those existing 

at this time (33). 

Among the recent innovations in education that could 

meet the need for renewal, the teacher center appears to be 

one of the most promising. Capturing the imagination of 

educators, the concept of the teacher center has aligned 

professionals whose persuasions may differ but whose commit-

ment is unanimous to fostering continuous professional 

growth and renewal among teachers. One descriptive study 

on teacher centers, which was completed in 1974, indicates 

that more than 600 teacher centers existed in the United 

States at that time and many more have been established 

since (4, p. 17) . 

A teacher center provides programs for educational 

personnel (including pre-service and in-service teachers), 
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supervisors, administrators, university faculty, parapro-

fessionals, students, parents, and others who are interested 

in the center's activities. It also allows participants to 

share human and materials resources, to receive individu-

alized and group assistance in a nonthreatening environment, 

and to make professional improvements at the participant's 

own rate and on the participant's own terms (4, p. 17). 

The teacher center movement has attracted an amazing 

number of diverse educational advocates, who have contri-

buted to its rapid growth and wide range of support. The 

1972 Task Force of the U. S. Office of Education identified 

the teacher center concept as one of the five most promising 

in teacher education. Similar endorsement has come from the 

National Education Association, American Federation of 

Teachers, and the United Federation of Teachers. The Ameri-

can Association of Colleges for Teacher Education has been 

exploring new and more effective systems of cooperative 

staff development—one important component of teacher cen-

ters. Legislation concerning proposed establishment of 

teacher centers has already been passed by approximately one-

third of the states (4, p. 18). 

A report on teacher centers for the American Association 

of Colleges of Teacher Education (29, p. vii) points out 

that the development of teacher centers is attracting the 

support of those responsible for improving the quality of 

schools. This report says that although the past record of 
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schools has been impressively good, the gap remains between 

the actual and the ideal. The interest in teacher centers 

is stimulated by confidence that they may be one of the best 

ways to improve school performance. The primary purpose of 

teacher centers is to improve the instructional effective-

ness of teachers, but the burden for improving schools 

cannot be placed exclusively on the shoulders of classroom 

teachers. Some shortcomings in schools may be traced to 

their level of funding, quality of facilities, supplies of 

materials and instructional aids, administrative procedures, 

or other factors quite apart from the competence of teachers 

in the classrooms. These shortcomings are serious because 

no teacher can perform at his or her best unless the con-

ditions for effective teaching are present, although the 

best of conditions will not convert the ineffectual teacher 

into a masterful instructor. Both elements, conditions and 

competence, are necessary for effective schools. This 

report's emphasis on teacher centers does not intend to 

exclude the improvement of conditions for teachers as a 

major problem that needs to be solved, but the improvement 

of teaching is viewed as a necessary condition for school 

improvement (29, p. vii). 

This report continues by stating that teacher centers 

will be productive if they draw on the wisdom and knowledge 

that relates to teaching. This knowledge is embedded in 

many sources. Teachers have acquired knowledge through 
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their experience and training that should be utilized in 

teacher centers. The research and theoretical expertise 

held by college and university faculties provides much of 

the professional knowledge required for the teacher's prep-

aration. Materials that support training activities, and 

the organization of materials into effective units of 

activity, are critical parts of a comprehensive training 

program. The ability to assess both the strengths and 

weaknesses of teachers (and the instruments to measure 

results of professional training) are essential ingredients 

as well. From this partial list, it is apparent that even 

though teacher centers may be for teachers and dependent on 

teacher decisions for control and management, effective 

teacher centers must rely on the resources that are avail-

able from a wide range of individuals and institutions (29). 

Bush (9, p. 24) points out that educators must apply 

the lessons they have learned about teacher education. 

Educators have recently finished more than a decade of 

relatively large-scale research and development work in 

teaching and teacher education, along with extended demon-

strations and testing of different models of teacher 

training. Bush believes that in no period in our history 

have so many talented persons turned their attention to the 

improvement of teaching and teacher education; educators 

have learned that teacher preparation takes time, especially 
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from the beginner's first day of practice until he or she 

can step into a classroom with confidence and competence. 

Bush (9, p. 25) further states that highly competent 

professional teachers cannot be mass produced. The product 

must be custom-built, and both the school and the university 

must participate in the training; neither can do the job 

alone. Cooperation is essential between local education 

agencies and institutions of higher education. In pre-

service, the school has a much larger role to play than 

has been practiced; in in-service education, schools and 

universities have different roles from those in the past. 

In-service and pre-service teacher training have more in 

common than previously realized, and their work may be accom-

plished better when combined. As pre-service and in-service 

blend, a new, powerful concept—the need for a continuing 

lifelong program of professional development—takes shape. 

The learning of beginning teachers is realistic and lasting 

when it takes place in a regular school and community 

setting, alongside skilled, dedicated, and experienced school 

and college teachers. Schools are ready for new designs 

that may move teacher education significantly forward. The 

time is ripe for a new model to be formulated, researched, 

and developed (9, p. 26). 

Bennie (6, p. 11) says there can be little doubt that 

one of the more potent current movements affecting teacher 

education is the teacher center concept; the possibilities 
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are staggering. The teacher center could become a truly 

significant force in both pre- and in-service education, 

and Bennie believes that much promise is offered by the 

teacher center consortium, of the kind which several states 

have incorporated into their teacher-education standards as 

part of the state's teacher certification process. 

Bennie (6, p. 12) says that it is easy to see the 

possibilities of such cooperative endeavors. Therein may 

lie possible solutions to institutional concerns, which are 

voiced frequently by colleges of education, about their 

limited access to public schools for various kinds of field 

experiences, and about their lack of control over what goes 

on in classrooms to which neophyte teachers are assigned 

for the required field experiences. The consortium teacher 

center also gives indications of solving the dilemma of 

separation of practice and theory since it should force, if 

necessary, some dialogue between practititoners and theore-

ticians. Properly administered and implemented, this type 

of teacher center could solve many educational problems. 

Lovett and Schmieder (22, p. 8) point out that the 

National Teacher Center Program, signed into law by Presi-

dent Ford on October 12, 1976, will draw heavily on the 

experience and expertise of "regular classroom teachers," 

thus providing one type of mechanism for further releasing 

the potential of this vast storehouse of educational suc-

cesses. Perhaps the greatest advances in education in the 
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near future will be gained through developing more effective 

ways to link the creativity and experience from one class-

room to another. These authors further state that the basic 

purpose of the national teacher center program is to enable 

teachers to have a greater voice in determining and meeting 

their own needs for in-service training and curriculum 

development in relation to the needs of their students. 

The implementation of the national teacher center pro-

gram gives rise to the question of which agency will be 

responsible for in-service education. Will it be the 

responsibility of the local school system, the institution 

of higher education, the professional organization, or the 

state department of education? 

Bottoms (7, p. 39) states that the local school system 

is the legal entity that is held responsible by the commu-

nity for achieving expected student outcome. Because there 

is an assumed relationship between preparation in educa-

tion and student achievement, local school systems should 

have considerable responsibility for developing and 

maintaining a viable in-service program. In-service educa-

tion falls within the broad area of teaching, research, and 

in-service, which are the primary missions of higher educa-

tion; therefore, institutions of higher education have the 

responsibility to participate in collaboration with local 

school systems. Professional organizations, by their very 

nature, are concerned that their members maintain those 
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qualities that characterize a professional person; there-

fore, the professional organizations have the responsibility 

to articulate the position that a viable and effective in-

service program must become an integral and continuous part 

of the career of education. Each state's department of 

education is responsible for seeing that public education 

addresses the needs of all children and youth; therefore, 

each has the responsibility to determine broad areas of 

student needs that extends across the state, identify needs, 

and establish criteria to ensure that in-service programs 

are directed toward pre-stated goals and objectives (7, 

p. 40). 

One could conclude that the responsibility for in-

service education rests with a number of interested agencies. 

In order to involve the institution and save duplication of 

effort, the teacher center model appears to be the logical 

answer to in-service needs. Whether or not it is effective 

in its efforts will depend on those agencies which are 

involved in the collaboration. 

The Texas Teacher Center Project 

This section will attempt to explain the recent history 

of teacher education and teacher in-service education in 

Texas. The Texas teacher center project originated under 

the title of the Texas Performance Based TTT Project, but 

it evolved into the Texas Teacher Center Project. The 
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original TTT project (37, p. 20) was primarily concerned 

with pre-service education, but, as national and state 

priorities changed, it merged with another program called 

the Local Educational Renewal Center (37, p. 20), which was 

still concerned with in-service education. 

Miller (25, p. 1) points out that the 1955-1965 era 

brought a host of changes and new programs to schools 

throughout the nation. Since 1965, other changes have been 

brought about through the Supreme Court's rulings on deseg-

regation, programs for the gifted (as well as for the 

culturally deprived), the largest federal aid-to-education 

bill in the nation's history in 1965, Operation Headstart, 

Title IX, women's equality in education, performance-based 

teacher education, competency-based teacher education, and 

the return-to-the-basics movement, as well as many other 

programs. 

One overriding factor was evident, however; Andrews 

(1, p. 163) says that despite all the apparent change taking 

place, classroom instruction was continuing in the same old 

ways. The majority of classrooms were not receiving the 

benefit of the important changes that could create more 

effective teaching. Colleges and unviersities were changing 

a few course requirements, but even these did not make 

teacher-education programs appreciably better than they had 

been. This realization caused educators throughout the 



35 

nation to take a careful look at their teacher preparation 

programs and to begin to plan for change (1). 

Andrews says (1, p. 16 3) that for a long time exper-

ienced teacher educators, when pushed to make an honest, 

confidential analysis, have had to admit that programs for 

the preparation of teachers have not always been effective. 

During the 1960s, fast-paced changes in the teaching pro-

fession sharply accentuated some limitations in preparatory 

programs. Because of these limitations, new demands upon 

the whole process of teacher education, pre-service as well 

as in-service, were made by educators (1, p. 163). 

Unfortunately, because the demands for new teachers 

were so great that some kind of teacher education had to go 

on continuously, it was impossible to wait for the research 

and the scholarship necessary to develop a competent teacher 

training program. Andrews (1, p. 164) continues by stating 

that the teaching profession must face up to the crucial 

fact that all previous efforts have not placed competent 

teachers in every classroom, professional teachers whose 

work can be recognized by all administrators, boards of 

education, parents and colleagues. 

Massanari (24, p. 1) points out that ten years ago the 

topic of in-service education for school personnel would 

not have attracted much attention or interest among faculty 

and administrators of higher education institutions. Today, 

colleges and universities must be concerned about the kind 



36 

of in-service education opportunities provided for school 

personnel. They have no options unless they cease to offer 

educational personnel development programs. 

In order to provide able, professional career teachers 

for both immediate and future needs, Andrews (1, p. 170) 

believes that pre-service and in-service teacher education 

should be joined, lengthened, and made truly functional. 

Within this totality of professional effort should be included 

professional selection, certification, orientation, induc-

tion into the role of the practitioner, and the maintenance 

of high standards of professional performance. Such a 

total effort will require the cooperation of all members of 

all segments of the profession of teaching. 

Most education agencies, aided by the United States 

Office of Education, realized that this cooperation would 

come about only if educators joined forces on a national 

scale in an attempt to improve teacher education. In Texas, 

the pattern for providing preparation programs for teachers 

was established in 1955 when teacher certification regula-

tions were changed after twenty-five years of inactivity, 

and Texas embraced the program-approval method of preparing 

teachers to meet certification requirements. Teacher 

education institutions were challenged to develop total 

programs of preparation that included general education, 

academic specialization, professionalized educational subject 
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matter, and professional education. After a total program 

was approved by the state, a student could complete it, and 

the institution would request his certificate from the 

state. Although this method was not perfect, it introduced 

two ideas that have come to be accepted—the idea that the 

total institution, including liberal arts as well as pro-

fessional education, is responsible for teacher education, 

and the idea that the public elementary-secondary school 

has a role in teacher education. The first idea is imple-

mented through a required interdisciplinary Teacher Education 

Council which makes decisions on all teacher education prob-

lems on each state campus; the second idea finally gained 

a solid foothold when the Sixtieth Texas Legislature passed 

Senate Bill 8, which funded the public elementary-secondary 

school for the role it plays in teacher education (34, p. 2). 

Despite the successes of recent years, problems have 

arisen. The idea presented by the term educational account-

ability has disturbed thoughtful people in the state. The 

conviction is spreading that teacher education should be 

forced to consider performance as a required element. In 

1965, the Professional Practices Commission emphasized the 

need for a "safeguard of performance levels" in the pro-

fession (34, p. 3). The concept of professional 

responsibility for teacher education has grown and is 

challenging the old pattern which placed the responsibility 

only on the teacher education institution. The education 
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service center concept was introduced particularly as it 

applied to in-service teacher education. Evidences of 

sharp role conflicts between colleges and universities, 

the education service centers, and many public elementary-

secondary schools began to alarm educational leaders. The 

sudden rebellion of entire communities and segments of 

communities against the school—charging the school with 

irrelevancy and living in the past—complicated matters 

further; this problem was particularly acute in both rural 

and urban schools that served communities which included 

minority groups (34, p. 3). 

It rather suddenly seemed obvious that the old pattern 

of preparing educational personnel simply would not work 

any longer. The Texas Education Agency stepped into the 

situation in the summer of 1968 with an administrative 

attempt to coordinate all educational personnel develop-

mental activities with a structure based in six educational 

personnel development (EPD) consortia. The state was 

divided into six geographic areas, each governed by a board 

representing a university, the education service center, 

and the public elementary-secondary school. A professional 

staff person, the program coordinator, was placed in each 

consortium, with the charge to help the operating units in 

the area to coordinate their activities. 

This coordination effort fell short of the apparent 

need to create a totally new mechanism that (a) could take 
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advantage of existing operating units in educational per-

sonnel development and (b) could involve in a meaningful 

way the community served by the schools in the preparation 

of educational personnel. In Teachers for the Real World 

(30, p. 95), such a new educational mechanism is called the 

"Training Complex." It seemed to some in Texas that this 

effort was one step beyond the EPD consortium effort and 

was, therefore, the logical and needed next step in the 

coordination of all educational personnel development 

activities; this realization was one of the prime motivators 

that prompted the Texas Performance-Based Trainers of 

Teacher Trainers (TTT) Project (34, p. 5). 

Another prime motivating factor, which prompted the 

proposal for this Texas project, was the realization that 

true educational accountability could never be attained 

until teacher education embraced the performance dimension. 

The acceptance of this position meant a major overhaul of 

the program-approval approach to teacher education and 

teacher certification. Again, the Texas Education Agency 

sensed the need for action and launched the Texas Teacher 

Certification Project (34, p. 6). The major thrust of this 

study was to raise the awareness level in the state (a) 

through study of the possibilities of performance-based 

teacher education, (b) through total professional coopera-

tive planning, execution and evaluation in teacher education, 
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(c) individualization in teacher education, and (d) inter-

dependence of pre-service and in-service teacher education. 

There could be no more valid reason for state certifi-

cation than to insure that the professional personnel who 

serve the public school system would be able to perform at 

a level commensurate with the best professional thought. 

In Texas, however, certification procedures do not provide 

this insurance because certification is based on program 

approval in teacher education institutions; program 

approval, in turn, emphasizes course components, semester 

hours, degree requirements, and a guarantee of good char-

acter. Certification procedures in Texas make no attempt 

to insure performance (34, p. 6). 

Educational planners in Texas studied the models from 

the United States Office of Education's Elementary Educa-

tion Teacher Education Models Project and learned much 

about model development (36, p. 7). These materials, along 

with a growing supply of materials and knowledge in the 

area of performance-based teacher education, led the state 

to see the need for coordinating action at the national 

level that could serve (a) as a clearing house for all 

materials being developed around performance in teacher edu-

cation, (b) as a coordinator for consultant services at the 

national level, (c) as a convener of interested persons and 

institutions, and (d) as a central communication device for 

all entities interested in performance-based teacher 
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education. It so happened that the American Association of 

Colleges for Teacher Education (AACTE) through its Committee 

on Standards had also chosen performance in teacher educa-

tion as a study focus in the 1970s. It, therefore, seemed 

feasible that AACTE might serve the national-level coordi-

nating need felt by the planners of the Texas Performance-

Based Trainers of Teacher Trainers (TTT) Project (34, p. 7). 

Early in the Texas study of performance-based teacher 

education, it became evident that it was impractical to try 

to transplant teacher education models. A model must emerge 

from a rationale that, in turn, must emerge from the reason-

ing, feelings, and convictions of the people involved. The 

conviction that procedures are as important as results 

became an important feature of the rationale for developing 

teacher centers (34, p. 8). 

Using the notion of teacher center development as an 

umbrella term permitted the Texas Education Agency to pull 

together a large number of separate organizations which had 

common interests and were in pursuit of similar goals. The 

United States Office of Education encouraged emphasis on 

competency-based teacher education and the introduction of 

proven products; neither term was well defined, and it was 

left up to the project to work out what was meant. In 

addition, the Texas project was asked to develop a network 

of teacher centers which would serve, in part, as a vehicle 
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for rapid dissemination and installation of recently de-

veloped proven practices and products (36, p. 14). 

The Teacher Project became an effective system 

of exchange between national and state-wide interests for 

improved teacher training. In Texas, the regional service 

centers were, mostly, in ideal physical locations for pro-

duct installation and for in—service teacher education; 

they were few enough in number yet well enough dispersed to 

provide a linking mechanism among local districts and uni-

versities (36, p. 15). 

By 1972, many Texas colleges and universities were 

beginning to direct their attention to new training models 

for pre-service teachers, but others lacked the resources 

or the interest to change. Most local school districts 

needed encouragement to provide opportunities for their 

teachers to continue their professional development, and 

they needed additional resources of personnel and materials. 

In many cases, the regional service centers could provide 

the services, but the cooperative linkage was not formalized 

and some Texas colleges viewed service centers as competing 

institutions for in-service teacher training (36, p. 15). 

Neither were the colleges interested to any degree in 

using teacher center resources for the educational programs 

of pre-service teachers. If teaching were viewed as a 

process of development throughout the life of the teacher, 

then new roles for each institution of higher education 
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could be developed. Recognizing that the organized teaching 

profession had a stake in the training of teachers, one of 

the conditions of the project became the inclusion of repre-

sentatives from the organized teaching profession (36, p. 15) 

Historically, community control of local schools has 

been a guiding precept for American educators. Inclusion 

of minority representation on local community advisory 

boards became a requisite for federal programs in the 1960s. 

The teacher center project in Texas was especially interested 

in including communities as full partners in the teacher 

training network. In each case, community boards were re-

quired to include minority representation (36, p. 15). 

In 1971, there was no single concept known at the Texas 

Teacher Center Project, yet all of the components were in 

place to be organized. In order to enhance the state-wide 

coordination of the Trainers of Teacher Trainers (TTT) Pro-

gram and to link the performance-competency based educational 

program development to state-wide educational legislation 

reform movement, the Texas Education Renewal Center was 

established. In the spring of 1972, the Texas Education 

Agency submitted to the federal Office of Education a single 

proposal that promised to organize all of the components 

into a unified program for improvement of teacher education 

in Texas. During the 1972-1973 operational year of the 

Texas teacher center project, an organizational unity was 

achieved when all component boards voted to merge into a 
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single organization called the Texas Center for Improvement 

of Educational Systems (TCIES) (36, p. 15). 

It was proposed in the TCIES plan that a single agency 

coordinate all teacher center development activities. This 

organizational structure was considered to be more effi-

cient, and it was viewed as a way to bring about further 

development of the teacher center concept that was implied 

in the Regional Service Centers and mandated in Senate Bill 

8 (36, p. 26). 

Included in the 1970-1971 Texas Performance Based TTT 

Project were proposals from the University of Houston, Texas 

Christian University, West Texas State University at Canyon, 

the University of Texas at El Paso, and the Dallas Inde-

pendent School District. In 1971-1972, it was envisioned 

that each pilot site would develop an educational coopera-

tive, as well as develop performance-based systems of 

pre-service education within their universities, in coopera-

tion with the service center and local school districts. 

The project design also included a state-wide coordination 

function to be administered within the Texas Education 

Agency. Although the state-wide coordination was desirable, 

it soon became evident that existing intra-agency staff and 

facilities would need to be augmented by additional 

resources in order to combine the efforts of this project 

to the requirements being mandated simultaneously by the 

Texas Legislature (36, p. 21). 
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In the past, the responsibility for pre-service teacher 

education has been largely in the control of universities 

and colleges with approval and funds provided by state 

departments of education. Local school districts consis-

tently requested to be included in the preparation programs 

for teachers. Local school-district personnel believed that 

direct acquaintance with practicing professionals would 

facilitate the processes of skill development for pre-

service teachers. 

In order to encourage a jointly planned and executed 

pre-service teacher education program, Senate Bill 8 was 

enacted into law in 1969 by the Sixty-First Texas Legisla-

ture (38). The bill mandated cooperative efforts for teacher 

education to both the Texas public school districts and 

colleges and universities. New teacher education programs 

were to be presented to the local teacher education centers 

for review and subsequent submission to the Texas Education 

Agency for certification approval. The Texas Education 

Agency, with the assistance of colleges, universities, and 

public school personnel, was directed to establish standards 

for approval of public school districts to serve as student 

teacher centers, and to define the cooperative relationship 

between the college or university and the public school that 

served the student teaching program. 

Both the public school district, which serves as a 

student teacher center, and the college or university, 
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which uses its facilities, share joint responsibility for 

selection and approval of supervising teachers. Employees 

of the district serve in the program, and they must adopt 

agreed—upon continuing in—service improvement programs for 

the supervising teachers. Fiscal support for the program 

was provided in the amount of $200 per student teacher plus 

$50 per supervising teacher to be paid to the public school 

district (36, p. 23). 

To summarize Texas' legislative mandates through 1980 

for improving teacher education, a total systemic improvement 

concept has been mandated by legislative and regulatory 

authorities. First, pre-service teacher education became a 

multiple institutional responsibility cooperatively among 

local school districts, universities, and the Texas Education 

Agency. Second, local organizations to be called teacher 

education centers were required to be established. Third, 

the state required that each teacher undergo ten days of in-

service training per year. Fourth, the state required that 

by 1977 all teacher education must be performance— or 

competency-based. A fifth requirement was for local schools 

to have performance standards for all professional personnel 

on file. A sixth requirement, for the establishment of local 

teacher centers, provided an organizational imperative for 

cooperative pre-service program development (36, p. 23). 

Clearly, these legislative mandates required a coordi-

nating and informational structure that would augment the Texas 
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Education Agency's effort to insure compliance. The Texas 

Teacher Center Project was designated by the Commissioner of 

Education to take a facilitating and coordinating role with 

respect to this effort (36, p. 25). 

Since many concepts of teacher centers exist and have 

been supported by various agencies, it seems appropriate to 

define the teacher center as proposed by the Texas Center 

for Improvement of Educational Systems (TCIES). Unlike the 

teacher centers mandated by legislation, the teacher center 

as defined by TCIES was a voluntary participatory organiza-

tion, but it may also be part of one of the state—mandated 

centers (36). 

To be designated a TCIES teacher center, the applicant 

organization must have met criteria that were established by 

the TCIES staff and approved by its executive council. The 

four recognized organizational stages of development for 

funding purposes were (a) pre-planning, (b) planning, (c) 

pre-operational, and (d) fully operational teacher centers. 

It was anticipated that the fully operational centers would 

serve as lighthouse centers from which satellite centers 

would spawn in adjacent geographical regions (36, p. 41). 

The lighthouse teacher centers, along with conferences with 

faculties from colleges of education, contributed signifi-

cantly to the progress of the teacher center movement, but 

much further effort will be required if these efforts are to 

achieve their intended purposes (37, p. 25). 
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Turner (40/ p. 6) states that one major concern of 

educators throughout Texas has been to interpret the "many 

versions of this concept called The Teacher Center." Many 

promising models of the teacher center have been implemented 

throughout Texas, beginning with the original pilot model 

under the TTT Program to the present varied, functioning 

centers scattered throughout the state. There is no way to 

describe a typical Texas teacher center. Instead, teacher 

centers in Texas represent various combinations of local 

needs, resources, and legislative requirements. Turner 

(40, p. 37) states that there were four categories of teacher 

centers in Texas. These included (a) the Local Cooperative 

Teacher Education Centers, which were designated by the Texas 

Education Agency in 1972 to encourage collaboration on 

teacher education programs between colleges and universities, 

school districts, and professional teacher organizations; 

(b) the branches of the Texas Center for the Improvement of 

Educational Systems, which were designed to improve teacher 

education and which evolved from the 1970 Trainers of Teacher 

Trainers' (TTT) federal project, linking institutions of 

higher education, school districts, and the regional area 

education service center; (c) various independent centers, 

which provided pre—service and in-service activities through 

varied methods; (d) the student teacher centers, which were 

established by Senate Bill 8 in 1969 to facilitate one school 

district plus one college or university in dealing with 
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student teachers. These student teacher centers make up the 

largest category of teacher centers in Texas (29). 

All of these different varieties of teacher centers 

received common guidelines when, on May 29, 1981, the Sixty-

First Texas.Legislature approved House Bill 48 for the 

establishment and financing of local Cooperative Teacher 

Education Centers (39). Teacher centers will retain the 

uniqueness that is necessary for their particular areas, but 

they will have the legal sanction of this important bill. 

When appropriately funded, this teacher center bill promises 

to provide new opportunities for improving teacher education. 

The teacher center movement is in its infancy; however, 

unlike many other educational movements, it appears to be 

flexible enough to accommodate nearly any education orienta-

tion, and it has the general support of nearly all of the 

needed major educational constituencies that could make it 

work. As the movement grows, it appears that the primary 

focus will be on searching out the best ways in which cen-

ters can improve the teaching-learning processes. In the 

final analysis, most of the places and programs that are 

called teacher centers will be judged by their impact on the 

learning of children (29). 

Summary 

This chapter concerns the significance of the teacher 

center movement. A review of the literature was presented 
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as (a) an overview of teacher center research, (b) teacher 

improvement through teacher centers, and (c) the Texas 

Teacher Center Project. 

This literature review presents significant research, 

which has been conducted throughout the state and nation, 

that shows the teacher center model could be a logical 

answer to the needs of both pre-service and in-service 

teacher education. It traces the teacher center movement 

in Texas from the original Texas Performance Based TTT 

Project to the present teacher center network. It points 

out that the teacher center movement in Texas is definitely 

progressing because representatives of colleges and uni-

versities, public schools, and members of the professional 

organizations are working cooperatively with education 

service centers and the Texas Education Agency to improve 

both pre- and in-service education. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES FOR 

COLLECTION OF DATA 

The purpose of this study is to analyze the impact of 

the local cooperative teacher education center on teacher 

education programs in Texas. The procedures used to obtain 

the data consisted of (1) identification of the contact per-

son from the local education agencies and the institutions 

of higher education who were to be used in the study, (2) 

construction of the initial survey questionnaire, (3) selec-

tion of a jury panel and evaluation of the initial ques-

tionnaire, (4) selection of a pilot-study group to test the 

reliability of the refined questionnaire, and (5) construc-

tion and administration of the final questionnaire. 

Identification of the Population 

In order to identify the contact persons for the insti-

tutions of higher education and the local education agencies 

used in the study, the following procedures were used. A 

request was made to the Department of Teacher Education and 

Certification of the Texas Education Agency for a list of 

all colleges and universities that are involved in teacher 

education (2). This list included the contact persons who 

are responsible for the placement of student teachers. 
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Another list of directors of student teachers (.4) was 

secured from the Texas Association of Directors of Student 

Teachers; these lists were cross-referenced to be sure the 

population was correct. Greer (3, p. 78) identified 

seventy-nine local education agencies in a 1970-1972 study 

on the Texas student teaching program. Greer selected local 

education agencies that had a sufficient number of student 

teachers to employ a coordinator of student teachers; how-

ever, since several years had passed, there was no way to 

be sure that the list was current. The Texas Education 

Agency did not have a list of contact persons for teacher 

centers for the local education agencies, so the Texas 

School Directory (5) was used to compile a list of persons 

who are responsible for student teacher centers. When it 

was discovered that the directors of student teachers were 

not listed by title in the Texas School Directory (5), 

telephone calls were made to fifteen randomly selected 

school districts, which were part of Greer's (3) sample, to 

confirm the names of the persons responsible for student 

teaching. It was found in all cases that the assistant 

superintendent for instruction, the director of instruction, 

or the curriculum director was responsible for student 

teaching. Using these data, a mailing list was compiled for 

the seventy-nine local education agencies to be included in 

the study. 
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The Survey Instrument 

Prior to construction of the preliminary survey instru-

ment, a comprehensive review of the relevant literature was 

conducted. This review included documents from the Texas 

Education Agency, guidelines for cooperative agreements 

between local education agencies and institutions of higher 

education, proposals for teacher centers, and evaluation 

reports for teacher centers. In addition to this review of 

literature, approximately ten interviews were conducted with 

personnel of the Texas Education Agency and officials of 

local education agencies and institutions of higher educa-

tion. After all material was compiled, a preliminary survey 

instrument was developed that contained thirty-eight ques-

tions . 

Evaluation of the Preliminary 
Survey Instrument 

With the advice of members of the advisory committee, a 

jury panel was selected to evaluate the preliminary survey 

instrument. Care was taken to select persons for the jury 

who have knowledge of the teacher center concept. This jury 

panel was comprised of individuals from two local education 

agencies, three institutions of higher education, and the 

Texas Education Agency. Each individual was contacted by 

telephone to ask if he would participate on the jury panel to 

evaluate the survey instrument. The panel members were 

mailed a letter of instruction (Appendix A) along with a copy 



58 

of the preliminary survey instrument. When the survey 

instruments were returned from the jury members, their sug-

gestions for improvement were studied and appropriate 

revisions were made. Also, a telephone discussion was 

arranged with each of the six panel members to consider 

further suggestions for refinement of the survey instru-

ment; following these telephone conferences, individual 

meetings were held with five of the panel members in order 

to secure agreement on the final format of the survey 

instrument. Final changes were made in the survey instru-

ment that include the elimination of six questions and 

modification of terminology. 

The Pilot Study Group 

In order to test the reliability of the revised instru-

ment, a pilot study group (N=20) was selected from cooperating 

teachers from local education agencies and a number of 

supervising teachers fron institutions of higher education. 

The revised survey instrument was administered and the 

results tallied. Approximately a month later, the revised 

instrument was readministered to the same group, and these 

results were tallied. The coefficient of stability was 

calculated between the pre- and post-test with a result of 

.5342 at the .015 level. Borg and Gall (1, p. 512) state 

that coefficients of correlation at this level are useful for 

crude group predictions. These results, therefore, appeared 
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to be statistically sufficient to insure the reliability of 

the survey instrument for administration to the population 

of the study. 

Administration of the Revised 
Survey Instrument 

The final survey instrument (Appendix B) consists of 

thirty-two questions that are printed on the front and back 

of an 8-1/2 by 11 inch sheet of paper which is folded in 

the center to make four pages. The printing was reduced 

slightly so that the questions would fit in the allocated 

space. 

The survey instruments were mailed, along with letters 

of instruction (Appendix C) and pre—addressed, stamped return 

envelopes, to directors of student teaching at sixty-three 

institutions of higher education and to coordinators of stu-

dent teaching programs at seventy-nine local education 

agencies in Texas. Within the allotted two-weeks time, 55 

per cent of the survey instruments were returned; within the 

following week, another 8 per cent were returned. Random 

telephone calls and personal contacts produced the final 

return from local education agencies of 73 per cent (N=58) 

and from institutions of higher education of 84 per cent 

(N=53); these percentages exceed the 55 per cent minimum 

acceptable response from each group that was considered 

necessary to meet the purposes of this study. 
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The responses of the pilot study and the responses from 

the population were processed at the computer center at 

Stephen F. Austin State University, Nacogdoches, Texas, 

where the percentages for responses also were computed. 

The results of these computations are reported in Chapter IV. 

Summary 

This chapter presents methods and procedures used for 

collection of data for this study. Information secured from 

the Texas Education Agency (2, 5) and the Texas Association 

of Directors of Student Teachers (4) was used to compile the 

list of contact persons from institutions of higher educa-

tion and local education agencies for the population of the 

study. After extensive research, a preliminary survey 

instrument was constructed, which was based on the research 

questions, and a jury panel of teacher center experts was 

selected to evaluate the instrument. The jury panel's 

suggested changes were incorporated, and the final survey 

instrument was printed and administered to a pilot study 

group to test its reliability. With reliability assured, 

the survey instrument was administered to the population of 

the study, and computer analyses were made of the responses. 

The results of data analyses are presented in Chapter IV. 
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CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSES OF DATA 

Introduction 

The purpose of this chapter is to describe and analyze 

the statistical findings of this study. Complete data 

findings are arranged in tables in such a way as to answer 

the research questions that are presented in Chapter I. 

Analyses of Data 

The findings presented in this chapter are the results 

of collected data. When fewer than 51 per cent of the 

respondents answered positively (always or often) to the 

research question, the responses to the related supplementary 

survey questions were utilized to draw the conclusions. 

All data were computed in percentages and are presented 

according to (a) local education agency (LEA) responses, (b) 

institution of higher education (IHE) responses, and (c) all 

respondents. The category for all respondents does not rep-

resent an average response of the two groups, but rather 

represents a separate computation of the combined groups. A 

comparison of data according to teacher-center type also is 

presented when appropriate. Supportive data, also collected 

ky the survey, are presented in Appendix D in order to 

clarify the answers to specific research questions. 
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Research Question One 

The data presented in Table I represent the views of the 

surveyed groups in relation to the extent to which the teacher 

center serves as a base for studying local teacher education 

program needs. Approximately 58 per cent of both groups, as 

TABLE I 

EXTENT TO WHICH TEACHER CENTER SERVES 
AS A BASE FOR STUDYING LOCAL TEACHER EDUCATION NEEDS 

Percentage of Total Responses 

Respondent Always Often 
Occasion-
ally Never 

Do Not 
Know 

Institutions of 
Higher Educa-
tion (N=53) 20.37 42.59 25.93 7.41 3.70 

Local Education 
Agencies (N=58) 14.04 40.35 26.32 7.02 12.28 

All respondents 17.12 41.44 26.13 7.21 8.11 

well as the total population, indicate that the teacher center 

either always or often serves as a base for studying the 

local program needs for teacher education. In addition, 

approximately one-fourth of each group believes that the 

center occasionally serves in this capacity. A further com-

parison of the teacher centers by type (Appendix D, Table 

VIII) indicates that approximately two-thirds of the single 

IHE-single LEA type believe the teacher center only occasion-

ally serves as a base for studying local teacher education 

program needs. Where there are multiple participants (either 
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LEA, IHE, or both), about two-thirds of the respondents indi-

cate that the center often serves in this capacity. 

In order to clarify opinions concerning the teacher 

center's service as a base for studying local teacher educa-

tion needs, additional supportive opinions were secured 

regarding the extent or degree of (1) communication between 

supervising teachers and college supervision, (2) cooperation 

between the local education agency and the institution of 

higher education, (3) the implementation of the teacher center 

concept, and (4) the cooperative administrative effort in 

the teacher center. These data are presented in Tables IX 

through XII, Appendix D. 

Table IX, Appendix D, supportive data show the extent to 

which the respondents believe that the teacher center helps 

to facilitate better understanding and communication between 

the supervising teacher and college supervisor, which is a 

necessary condition for facilitating local assessment of 

teacher education needs. Approximately 73 per cent of the 

total number of respondents indicated that the teacher center 

provides some or much facilitation in this regard. The indi-

vidual groups responded similarly. Considering the response 

by type of teacher center, these data indicate general agree-

ment with the individual respondents with the exception of the 

single LEA-single IHE type centers; approximately 55 per cent 

of this group indicated that the facilitation is little or 

none. 
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Examining the supportive data concerning the degree of 

cooperation between the local education agency and the insti-

tution of higher education in implementing the teacher center 

(Appendix D, Table X), all respondents indicated much (72.32 

per cent) and some (21.42 per cent) of the time. As to the 

responses by teacher center type, approximately 70 to 79 per 

cent of three types experience much cooperation, while 

approximately 44 per cent of the single LEA-single IHE type 

center indicated there is some cooperation. 

Concerning the extent to which the teacher center con-

cept has been implemented by school districts and colleges-

universities (Appendix D, Table XI), approximately 77 per cent 

indicated some or much, with the individual groups responding 

similarly. Data submitted by teacher center types show 

general agreement with these findings with the exception of 

the single IHE-single LEA type centers; approximately 55 per 

cent of this group believes that their cooperating institu-

tions are not implementing the teacher center concept. 

The supportive data in Table XII (Appendix D) concern the 

extent to which the colleges-universities and public schools 

cooperate in the administration of the teacher center. 

These data indicate that approximately 89 per cent responded 

that there is much or some cooperation. There is agreement 

with this response from all four types of teacher centers. 

Based on the data collected in answer to research ques-

tion one, indications are that the respondents believe that 
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the teacher center does serve as a base for studying local 

teacher education needs. 

Research Question Two 

The data presented in Table II represent the views of 

the groups in relation to whether the teacher center coopera-

tively plans with the local education agency (LEA) concerning 

facilities, equipment, and services that are provided for 

student teachers, and which are paid for with the $50 per 

supervising teacher as provided for by the Texas Legislature. 

TABLE II 

EXTENT TO WHICH TEACHER CENTER PLANS WITH LOCAL 
EDUCATION AGENCY FOR USE OF STATE FUNDING 

Percentage of Total Responses 

Respondent Always Often 
Occasion-
ally Never 

Do Not 
Know 

Institutions of 
Higher Educa-
tion (N=53) 11.11 27.78 31.48 22.22 7.41 

Local Education 
~ Agencies (N=58) 12.07 17.24 41.38 15.52 13.79 
All respondents 11.61 22.32 36.61 18.75 10.71 

Approximately one-third of all respondents surveyed indicated 

that planning occurs always or often between the teacher cen-

ter and the local education agency on the use of state funds 

which are provided for student teaching. Approximately 38 

per cent of the respondents from institutions of higher 

education and approximately 29 per cent of the respondents 
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from local education agencies responded similarly. According 

to all respondents, 36.61 per cent indicated that this plan-

ning occurs occasionally and 18.75 per cent responded never. 

A further comparison by teacher center types (Appendix D, 

Table XIII) indicates general agreement among three of the 

types (from almost one-third to approximately two-thirds) 

that the teacher center plans occasionally with the local 

education agency (LEA) on the use of state funds. Multi IHE-

single LEA type centers responded by approximately 60 per 

cent that this planning occurs often or always. 

Other supportive data (Appendix D, Table XIV), which 

concerns the extent to which the $50 payment to the school 

district is used to implement the in-service improvement pro-

gram for teachers, indicate that approximately two-thirds of 

all respondents feel that these monies are used for this pur-

pose some or much of the time. Although all four teacher 

center types generally agree by the same responses, approxi-

mately 31 per cent of the multi IHE-multi LEA type centers 

responded little to this question. 

It was found, therefore, that the collected data do not 

indicate positively that cooperative planning occurs concern-

ing the use of facilities, supplies, and equipment necessary 

for student teaching. However, when this question is 

examined from the in-service perspective, wherein state funds 

are used for in—service improvements, there is more positive 

data to indicate that this necessary planning does occur. 
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Research Question Three 

The data presented in Table III represent the results 

from the survey groups concerning whether the teacher center 

advises institutions of higher education on matters regarding 

teacher education and certification. Approximately one-half 

of all respondents agree that the teacher center advises the 

institution of higher education always or often on matters 

regarding teacher education and certification programs. 

TABLE III 

EXTENT TO WHICH TEACHER CENTERS ADVISE INSTITUTIONS OF 
HIGHER EDUCATION CONCERNING TEACHER EDUCATION 

AND CERTIFICATION PROGRAMS 

Percentage of Total Responses 

Respondent Always Often 
Occasion-
ally Never 

Do Not 
Know 

Institutions of 
Higher Educa-
tion (N=53) 20.75 28.30 39.62 5.66 5.66 

Local Education 
Agencies (N=58) 15.52 36.21 27.59 3.45 17.24 

All respondents 18.02 32.43 33.33 4.50 11.71 

Approximately one-third of all respondents feel that this 

advice is given occasionally, while approximately 17 per cent 

of the responses from local education agencies indicate that 

they do not know if the teacher center serves in this advisory 

capacity. 

Other supportive data (Appendix D, Table XVI), which con-

cerns the extent of the teacher center's influence in 
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upgrading the instructional programs of the institutions of 

higher education (IHE), also show that approximately 50 per 

cent of all respondents believe that teacher centers have 

influenced improvements in the institutional instructional 

programs. Individual responses were in agreement with this 

rating. Approximately 41 to 50 per cent of the teacher 

center types with multi-institutional involvement responded 

with some or much influence, while 62.50 per cent of the 

single IEE-single LEA type centers responded that they have 

little influence. 

The data that relate to research question three indicate 

that there is insufficient evidence to determine if the 

teacher center advises the college or university on matters 

regarding teacher education and certification programs. 

There is, however, sufficient evidence to indicate that the 

proper implementation of the teacher center concept could 

result in better-prepared teachers. 

Research Question Four 

Table IV presents data that represent the opinions of 

the surveyed groups concerning the extent to which the teacher 

center advises the local education agency (LEA) on matters 

regarding student teaching and field experiences. The data 

reveal that approximately 50 per cent of all respondents 

agree that the teacher center always or often advises the 

local education agency on student teaching and field 

experiences. Another 39.64 per cent of all respondents 
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indicated that this advice occurs occasionally. Responses 

from each individual group agree with these ratings. 

TABLE IV 

EXTENT TO WHICH TEACHER CENTER ADVISES LOCAL EDUCATION 
AGENCY CONCERNING STUDENT TEACHING 

AND FIELD EXPERIENCES 

Percentage of Total Responses 

Respondent Always Often 
Occasion-
ally Never 

Do Not 
Know 

Institutions of 
Higher Educa-
tion (N=53) 7.41 42.59 48.15 1.85 • • 

Local Education 
Agencies (N=58) 14.04 35.09 31.58 7.02 12.28 

All respondents 10.81 38.74 39.64 4.50 6.31 

When comparisons are made by teacher center type (Appen-

dix D, Table XVII), the three types with multi-institutional 

involvement agree always or often by responses ranging from 

approximately 48 to 70 per cent. Occasionally is the response 

from 62.50 per cent of the single IHE-single LEA type centers. 

In order to clarify opinions concerning the extent of 

advice by the teacher center regarding student teaching and 

field experiences, additional supportive data were sought 

regarding (1) the extent of upgrading the student teaching 

program, and (2) the influence of the teacher center on 

improving the student teaching progress. It was found that 

upgrading the student teaching program (Appendix D, Table 

XVIII) was much or some in the opinion of 75 per cent of all 



71 

respondents; all of the teacher center types responded 

similarly with approximate ratings of 55 to 80 per cent. 

Concerning the influence of the teacher center in improving 

the student teaching program (Appendix D, Table XIX), approx-

imately 60 per cent of all respondents agree with the much 

or some rating. Three teacher center types responded with 

ratings of much or some by 62 to 70 per cent; 55.56 per cent 

of the single IHE-single LEA type centers responded with 

little. 

Based on the data collected in answer to research ques-

tion four, it was found that the respondents appear to believe 

that the teacher center does advise the local school district 

(LEA) on matters regarding student teaching and field experi-

ences. This finding is supported by three areas of response. 

Research Question Five 

Data are presented in Table V concerning the extent to 

which the teacher center advises the local education agency 

(LEA) and the institution of higher education (IHE) on in-

service programs for supervising teachers and college repre-

sentatives. Responses to the survey show that 50 per cent of 

all respondents indicate that the teacher center often or 

always advises the local education agency and the institution 

of higher education on in-service programs for supervising 

teachers and college representatives. Another 35.71 per cent 

believe that teacher centers occasionally give such advice. 
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TABLE V 

EXTENT TO WHICH TEACHER CENTER ADVISES LOCAL EDUCATION 
AGENCY AND INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION 

CONCERNING IN-SERVICE PROGRAMS 

Percentage of Total Responses 

Respondent Always Often 
Occasion-
ally Never 

Do Not 
Know 

Institutions of 
Higher Educa-
tion (N=53) 14.81 35.19 44.44 3.70 1.85 

Local Education 
Agencies (N=58) 15.52 34.48 27.59 6.90 15.52 

All respondents 15.18 34.82 35.71 5.36 8.93 

Another comparison by teacher center type (Appendix D, 

Table XX) shows that 50 per cent of the single IHE-multi LEA 

and multi IHE-single LEA type centers believe that this 

advice is given often or always. The multi IHE-multi LEA type 

centers responded occasionally by 44.83 per cent and often 

or always by 44.82 per cent. Single IHE-single LEA type 

centers responded occasionally by 55.56 percent, and 22.22 

per cent of this group indicated that they do not know to 

what extent this advice is given. 

In order to show additional responses concerning the 

extent to which the teacher center advises the local education 

agency and the institution of higher education on in-service 

programs for supervising teachers and college representa-

tives, supportive data are presented regarding the extent of 

(1) influences of the teacher center in improving supervising 

teacher competency, (2) evaluation of the cooperatively 
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developed in-service improvement program, and (3) coopera-

tion between the local education agency (LEA) and the 

institution of higher education (IHE) in developing the in-

service improvement program. Supportive data (Appendix D, 

Table XXI) show that 75 per cent of all respondents indicated 

much or some concerning the extent to which the teacher cen-

ter conducted in—service program has improved the competencies 

of supervising teachers. Individual respondents and all four 

types of teacher centers also agree with this rating. 

Other supportive data (Appendix D, Table XXII), which 

concerns the evaluation of the cooperatively developed in-

service improvement program agreement between the college-

university and the public school, agree with the previous 

ratings by a 60 per cent response of very adequate or fairly 

adequate. All four types of teacher centers also agree with 

these ratings with scores ranging from 57.36 to 77.78 per 

cent. 

The last supportive data for this question (Appendix D, 

Table XXIII), which concerns the extent to which the public 

school and the college-university cooperate in developing the 

in—service improvement program agreement, show that more than 

75 per cent of all respondents agree by much or some. Indi-

vidual responses agree with this rating. By approximately 

82 to 90 per cent, three types of the teacher centers also 

3-ĝ ss with this rating; the single IHE—single LEA type group 
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agreed much on this point by 33.33 per cent, but it also 

indicated little agreement by 55.56 per cent. 

All data concerning this research question were examined 

carefully. It was found that there is a slight indication 

that the teacher center advises the local school district and 

the college-university on in-service programs for supervising 

teachers and college representatives. 

Research Question Six 

The data presented in Table VI represent findings con-

cerning the extent to which the teacher center develops 

procedures for recommending the supervising teacher from the 

local school districts. The total survey response for this 

TABLE VI 

EXTENT TO WHICH TEACHER CENTER DEVELOPS PROCEDURES 
FOR RECOMMENDING SUPERVISING TEACHERS 

Percentage of Total Responses 

Respondent Always Often 
Occasion-
ally Never 

Do Not 
Know 

Institutions of 
Higher Educa-
tion (N=53) 16.67 33.33 27.78 18.52 3.70 

Local Education 
Agencies (N=58) 13.79 24.14 20.69 29.31 12.07 

All respondents 15.18 28.57 24.11 24.11 8.04 

question tends to cluster around often or always by approxi-

mately 44 per cent and occasionally by 24.11 per cent. The 

response from institutions of higher education was slightly 
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higher than that from local education agencies for this 

question. Overall, the highest percentage of response tends 

to cluster around the often category. 

Another comparison by teacher center types (Appendix D, 

Table XXIV) shows that more than 50 per cent of the single 

IHE-single LEA type centers feel that they occasionally 

developed procedures for recommending supervising teachers. 

The other three types of teacher centers indicated always 

o r o f t e n approximately 42 to 60 per cent. 

Other supportive data (Appendix D, Table XXV), which 

concerns the influence of the teacher center in helping to 

define the task and function of the supervising teacher, 

show responses of much and some from 66 to 75 per cent of 

the respondents; the institutions of higher education strongly 

responded much and some by approximately 76 per cent. From 

the teacher center types, 90 per cent of the multi IHE-single 

LEA types responded much or some, and the other multi-type 

centers agreed by approximately 72 per cent; 44.44 per cent 

of the single IHE-single LEA teacher center type indicated 

little in response to this question. 

The percentages of response to research question six 

indicate that teacher centers are not recommending supervising 

teachers to serve in the student-teacher program. Supportive 

^ata, however, indicate that such procedures, if properly 

developed, could influence in helping define the task and 

function of the supervising teacher. 
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Research Question Seven 

Data presented in Table VII represent findings relating 

to the extent to which the teacher center involves other 

agencies and groups to serve in resource and advisory capaci-

ties, as agreed upon by the participating members. The total 

response to this question indicates that 41.96 per cent of 

the participants feel the teacher center occasionally involves 

other agencies and groups in these capacities. Another 25 

per cent feel that it occurs often; the balance of the 

responses are distributed in the other response categories. 

TABLE VII 

EXTENT TO WHICH TEACHER CENTER INVOLVES OTHERS 
IN RESOURCE OR ADVISORY CAPACITY 

Percentage of Total Responses 

Respondent Always Often 
Occasion-
ally Never 

Do Not 
Know 

Institutions of 
Higher Educa-
tion (N=53) 3.70 27.78 44.44 12.96 11.11 

Local Education 
Agencies (N=58) 5.17 22.41 39.66 10.34 22.41 

All respondents 4.46 25.00 41.96 11.61 16.98 

A second comparison by teacher center types (Appendix D, 

Table XXVI) indicates that the single IHE-single LEA and 

single IHE-multi LEA type groups responded with the highest 

percentages in the occasionally category by approximately 

49 and 56 per cent, respectively. The other two type centers 

responded with high percentages of 41 to 60 per cent in the 



77 

often and always categories. All four types of teacher cen-

ters responded do not know by approximately 15 to 22 per cent. 

In order to provide supportive data for this question, 

it was necessary to draw data from several questions that are 

included in Appendix D. These items include (1) membership 

in the teacher center (Table XXVII), (2) consolidation of in-

service programs involving different institutions (Table 

XXVIII), and (3) three questions concerning planning and 

implementation of graduate credit programs that are provided 

by an institution of higher education for approved local 

education agency in-service programs (Tables XXIX through 

XXXI). 

Supportive data concerning membership in a teacher cen-

ter (Appendix D, Table XXVII) indicate that 44.64 per cent of 

the respondents' membership comprises a college or university, 

a public school, an educational service center, and a profes-

sional organization. An additional 34.82 per cent of this 

group said their membership comprises a college or university, 

a public school, and a professional organization. The 

remaining 20.54 per cent indicated that their center comprises 

only a college or university and a public school or, in some 

cases, an educational service center or some other group. 

The individual groups agree with these responses as do all 

four teacher center types. 

The supportive data (Appendix D, Table XXVIII) on the 

institution of higher education (IHE) and the local education 
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agency (LEA) consolidation of in-service programs for super-

vising teachers show similar responses of often and 

occasionally from approximately 31 to 35 per cent. An addi-

tional 17.86 per cent agree that this consolidation occurs 

always. There is general agreement among the teacher center 

types with these ratings. 

In response to whether the institution of higher educa-

tion (IHE) provides graduate credit for in-service education 

through the teacher center (Appendix D, Table XXIX), more 

than half of the respondents replied that this never happens. 

Another 20.54 per cent indicated that graduate credit is 

offered occasionally, and 16.96 per cent of the respondents 

do not know. Responses by teacher center type agreed by 

similar percentages. 

Responding to the question of should the institution of 

higher education (IHE) provide graduate credit for in-service 

education through teacher centers (Appendix D, Table XXX), 

approximately 33 per cent of all respondents are undecided. 

Another 28.57 per cent believe that this credit should be 

provided occasionally, and 17.86 per cent believe that it 

never should be provided. Although approximately 66 per cent 

of the single IHE-single LEA type group indicated that they 

are undecided, the other types of teacher centers indicated 

that graduate credit should be provided occasionally or 

never. 
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The last supportive item (Appendix D, Table XXXI) con-

cerns the attribution of responsibility for planning in-

service education for graduate credit. This item elicited a 

strong response from all respondents; 82.57 per cent indi-

cated that this program should be cooperatively planned. 

There is agreement with this response for the individual 

groups and all four types of teacher centers. 

Summary 

The data collected by the survey instrument have been 

presented in this chapter. These data are organized around 

the seven research questions and presented in tabular form. 

Each research question is specifically answered from items 

that were included on the teacher center survey instrument, 

which was circulated among and answered by the respondents 

in the last quarter of 1980. Supportive data, which were 

also collected by the survey instrument, were grouped 

around each research question to lend support to the findings 

and to aid in drawing conclusions. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY 

Summary 

The problem with which this study is concerned is to 

analyze the impact of the local cooperative teacher education 

centers on teacher education programs at institutions of 

higher education in Texas. A survey instrument was designed 

around seven research questions (see Chapter I); after the 

survey instrument was evaluated by a panel of experts, it was 

sent to the respondents, who are involved with the Texas 

teacher centers. 

All data from the returned survey instruments were com-

puted in percentages and presented according to (1) local 

education agency (LEA) responses, (2) institution of higher 

education (IHE) responses, and (3) all responses. Other 

supportive data, including comparisons according to types of 

teacher centers, were also computed from the received data 

and presented in order to clarify the answers to specific 

research questions. 

Findings 

Based on the data from this study, a summary of the 

findings follows; the format relates findings to the research 

questions. 

80 
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Research Question One 

The following findings relate to the extent to which 

the teacher center serves as a base for studying local 

teacher education needs. 

1. Fifty-eight per cent of all respondents report that 

the teacher centers always or often serve as a base for 

studying local teacher education needs; 66 per cent of the 

respondents from teacher centers that are composed of a 

single institution of higher education and a single local 

education agency (single IHE-single LEA), however, report 

that the teacher center serves as a base only occasionally; 

2. Seventy-five per cent of all respondents agree that 

much or some of the time (a) there is communication between 

the supervising teacher and the college supervisor, (b) 

there is a high degree of cooperation between the local edu-

cation agency (LEA) and the institution of higher education 

(IHE) in implementing the teacher center concept, and (c) 

the teacher center concept has been implemented by the local 

education agency (LEA) and the institution of higher educa-

tion (IHE) in their areas; although three of the teacher 

center types agree with this rating, respondents from teacher 

centers that are composed of a single institution of higher 

education and a single local education agency (single IHE-

single LEA) do not always agree with these statements; 

3. Eighty-nine percent of all respondents agree that 

much or some of the time there is a high degree of cooperation 
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between the local education agency (LEA) and the institution 

of higher education (IHE) in the administration of the 

teacher center. 

Research Question Two 

The following findings relate to the degree to which the 

teacher center cooperatively plans with the local education 

agency (LEA) concerning facilities, equipment, and services 

that are provided for student teachers, and which are paid 

for with the $50 per supervising teacher as provided for by 

the Texas Legislature. 

1. Thirty-four per cent of all respondents report that 

the teacher center always or often plans with the local edu-

cation agency (LEA) concerning the needs of student teachers, 

which are provided for with state funds; 36 per cent indi-

cated that this planning occurs only occasionally; teacher 

centers that are composed of more than one institution of 

higher education and a single local education agency (multi 

IHE-single LEA) report that this planning occurs more often 

than is reported by other types of teacher centers; 

2. Sixty per cent of all respondents report that the 

$50 payment of state funds to the local education agency (LEA) 

is always or often used to implement the in-service improve-

ment program; 

Research Question Three 

The following findings relate to the degree to which 
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the teacher center advises institutions of higher education 

(IHE) on matters regarding teacher education and certifi-

cation. 

1. Fifty per cent of all respondents report that the 

teacher center advises the institution of higher education 

always or often on matters regarding teacher education and 

certification; 33 per cent of the respondents report that 

this advice is given occasionally; 67 per cent of the 

respondents from teacher centers that are composed of a 

single institution of higher education and a single local 

education agency (single IHE-single LEA) report that this 

advice is only occasionally given by the teacher center; 

2. Fifty-one per cent of all respondents report that 

the teacher center has influenced the upgrading and improve-

ment of the instructional programs at cooperating institutions 

of higher education much or some of the time; an additional 

31 per cent believe this upgrading and improvement occurs a 

little; 63 per cent of the respondents from teacher centers 

that are composed of a single institution of higher education 

and a single local education agency (single IHE-single LEA) 

do not agree that the teacher center has upgraded and 

improved instructional programs. 

Research Question Four 

The following findings relate to the extent to which 

the teacher center advises the local education agency on 

matters regarding student teaching and field experiences. 
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1. Fifty per cent of all respondents report that the 

teacher center advises the local education agency (LEA) 

always or often on matters regarding student teaching and 

field experiences, while another 40 per cent believe that 

this advice is given occasionally; 70 per cent of the cen-

ters that are composed of multi institutions of higher 

education and a single local education agency (multi IHE-

single LEA) agree with the always or often rating, but 63 

per cent of the teacher centers that are composed of a 

single institution of higher education and a single local 

education agency (single IHE-single LEA) report that this 

advice is received only occasionally; 

2. Seventy-five per cent of all respondents report 

that the teacher center has upgraded the student teaching 

program much or some, while 25 per cent report little, none, 

or do not know; 

3. Sixty per cent of the respondents report that the 

teacher center has had much or some influence toward a new 

and improved approach to the student teacher program in the 

cooperating institutions of higher education, while 30 per 

cent report that the teacher center has had little influ-

ence; 56 per cent of the respondents from teacher centers 

that are composed of a single institution of higher educa-

tion and a single local education agency (single IHE-single 

LEA) report that the teacher center has had little influence 

on the student teaching program; the other three types of 
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teacher centers responded much or some by 62 to 70 per cent 

on this question. 

Research Question Five 

The following findings relate to the extent to which 

the teacher center advises the local education agency (LEA) 

and the institution of higher education (IHE) on in-service 

programs for supervising teachers and college representa-

tives . 

1. Fifty per cent of all respondents report that the 

teacher center always or often advises the local education 

agency and the institution of higher education on in-service 

programs for supervising teachers and college representa-

tives; 44 per cent report that this advice is given 

occasionally; according to more than 50 per cent of res-

pondents from teacher centers that are comprised of a single 

institution of higher education and a single local education 

agency (single IHE-single LEA), this advice is given only 

occasionally; 

2. Seventy-five per cent of all respondents report that 

the in-service improvement program, which is conducted 

through the teacher centers, has improved the competencies 

of supervising teachers in working with student teachers; 

3. Sixty-one per cent of all respondents report much 

or some in relation to evaluating the cooperatively developed 

in-service improvement agreement between the institution of 
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higher education (IEE) and the local education agency (LEA) 

as more than adequate to meet their needs; 

4. Seventy-nine per cent of all respondents report 

that the local education agency (LEA) and the institution of 

higher education (IHE) cooperate much or some in developing 

the in-service improvement program agreement; 56 per cent 

of the respondents from teacher centers that are composed of 

a single institution of higher education and a single local 

education agency (single IHE-single LEA) report that there 

is little cooperation between the two parties in this area; 

responses from the other three types of teacher centers 

agree with the much or some ratings by 82 to 90 per cent. 

Research Question Six 

The following findings relate to the extent to which 

the teacher center develops procedures for recommending the 

supervising teacher from the local school districts. 

1. Forty-four per cent of the respondents report that 

the teacher center always or often develops procedures for 

recommending the supervising teacher from the local education 

agency (LEA) to serve in the student teaching program, while 

24 per cent report that these procedures are developed only 

occasionally; 56 per cent of the respondents from teacher 

centers that are composed of a single institution of higher 

education and a single local education agency (single IHE-

single LEA) report occasionally, while 60 per cent of multi 
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IEE-single LEA type centers report always in response to this 

question; 

2. Seventy-one per cent of respondents report that the 

teacher center helps much or some to clarify and define the 

task and function of the supervising teacher; 44 per cent of 

the respondents from teacher centers that are composed of a 

single institution of higher education and a single local 

education agency (single IHE-single LEA) responded little, 

while the other three types of teacher centers responded 

much or some to this question by 72 to 90 per cent. 

Research Question Seven 

The following findings relate to the extent to which 

the teacher center involves other agencies and groups to 

serve in resource and advisory capacities, as agreed upon by 

the participating members. 

1. Twenty-nine per cent of the respondents report that 

the teacher center always or often involves other agencies 

and groups to serve in resource and advisory capacities; 42 

per cent of all respondents report that agencies are involved 

only occasionally, and 28 per cent report never or do not know 

to this question; 60 per cent of the respondents from teacher 

centers that are composed of more than one institution of 

higher education and a single local education agency (multi 

IHE-single LEA) report that this happens often or always, but 

56 per cent of the single IHE-single LEA type centers report 

occasionally to this question; 
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2. Forty-five per cent of the respondents report that 

their teacher centers are composed of one or more institu-

tions of higher education, public schools, education service 

centers, and professional organizations; 34 per cent of the 

respondents did not include the education service center as 

a member of their teacher center, while 19 per cent excluded 

the professional organization; 

3. Forty-nine per cent of all respondents report that 

the local education agency (LEA) and the institution of 

higher education (IHE) always or often cooperate in consoli-

dating in-service programs for supervising teachers, while 

35 per cent report that this cooperation occurs only 

occasionally; 

4. Fifty-four per cent of all respondents report that 

graduate college credit is not provided for teachers through 

the teacher center; 

5. Thirty-three per cent of all respondents report that 

they are undecided whether or not the teacher center should 

provide graduate college credit for in-service education; 

although 18 per cent responded that credit should never be 

provided, 21 per cent responded that such credit should be 

provided often or always; 

6. Eighty-two per cent of the respondents report that a 

program to provide graduate credit through the in-service 

education program should be planned cooperatively. 
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Conclusions 

Based on data collected and the findings of this study, 

the following conclusions appear to be warranted. When 

fewer than 51 per cent of the respondents answered posi-

tively (always or often) to the research question, the 

responses to the related supplementary survey questions 

were utilized to draw the conclusions. 

1. The teacher center appears to serve as a base for 

studying local teacher education needs; 

2. The teacher center does not plan effectively with 

the local education agency for services supporting the stu-

dent teaching effort; 

3. No conclusion could be reached concerning whether 

teacher centers advise institutions of higher education on 

matters regarding teacher education and certification 

programs; 

4. The teacher center appears to advise the local 

school district (or districts) on matters regarding student 

teaching and field experiences for teachers in preparation; 

5. The teacher center appears to advise the local 

education agency and the institution of higher education on 

in-service programs for supervising teachers and college 

representatives; 

6. No conclusion could be reached concerning whether 

teacher centers develop procedures for recommending the 

supervising teacher from the local school district (or 
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districts) to serve in the student teaching program; 

7. It appears that teacher centers do not involve 

other agencies and groups to serve in resource and advisory-

capacities . 

Recommendations for Further Study 

Based on this study of the local cooperative teacher 

education centers and their influence on teacher education 

programs at institutions of higher education in Texas, the 

following further studies are recommended. 

1. It is recommended that a study be conducted that 

uses teacher-center advisory board members as the population 

in order to determine their perceptions of the impact of the 

teacher center on local education agency in-service education 

programs; perceptions of advisory board members concerning 

teacher center functions may be different from those held by 

officials from institutions of higher education and local 

education agencies; 

2. Based on 1981 legislation, it is recommended that a 

study be made to determine the future role of the education 

service center in relation to the teacher center. 
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Dear 

Your assistance is requested in establishing the validity of 
a survey questionnaire to be used as part of a doctoral dis-
sertation at North Texas State University. The dissertation 
is being done under the direction of Dr. Dwane Kingery, Pro-
fessor of Education, J. C. Matthews Chair, Division of Higher 
Education. 

The purpose of the study will be to analyze the impact of the 
Local Cooperative Teacher Center on teacher education programs 
in Texas. A validated questionnaire will be sent to directors 
of student teaching from institutions of higher education 
throughout the state, and coordinators of student teaching 
programs from selected school districts. 

As you react to the questionnaire, decide whether or not each 
of the 38 items will provide the researcher with needed infor-
mation. If an item is appropriate and clear, circle the "1" 
in the left margin. If you are undecided, circle the "2." 
If the item is inappropriate or unclear, circle the "3." At 
the close of the questionnaire, there is a place for your com-
ments, corrections, and deletions. Your assistance is highly 
appreciated. A self-addressed, stamped envelope is enclosed 
for your convenience. 

Sincerely, 

Newel G. Holland 
P. 0. Box 774 
Nacogdoches, Texas 75961 
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TEACHER CENTER QUESTIONNAIRE 

INSTRUCTIONS: Please complete the questions listed 
below. Feel free to use the back of the page for any addi-
tional remarks you care to make. 

Absolute confidentiality is assured. No institution will 
be identified by name, number, or implication. 

A report of the results of this study will be provided 
if requested. 

Institution Name 

1. Name the Teacher Center(s) that you are involved with: 

(1) (3) 

(2) (4) 

If you belong to more than one Teacher Center, please 
choose one that you will focus on in your responses to 
the remaining items. Name the one you have chosen: 

(5) 

2. How long have you been working with your Teacher Center? 
Less than a year 1-2 years 3-4 years 

5-6 years more than 6 years 

3. What institution do you represent and what is your posi-
tion within that institution? 

College/University 
administrator (primarily field based) 
administrator (primarily campus based) 
faculty (primarily field based) 
faculty (primarily campus based) 
other (please specify:) 

School District 
administrator supervisor counselor 
teacher other (please specify:) 

How many colleges and universities participate in your 
Local Cooperative Teacher Education Center (LCTEC)? 
l.five or more 2.four 3.three 4.two 5.one 
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5. How many public schools participate in your Local Cooper-
ative Teacher Education Center (LCTEC)? 
l.five or more 2.four 3.three 4.two 5.one 

6. Leadership for the Local Cooperatice Teacher Education 
Center was provided initially by the following institu-
tion/organization: (check one) 

1. College/university 
2. Public school 
3. Education Service Center 
4. Professional organization 
5. Other (list) 

7. Membership in the Local Cooperative Teacher Education Cen-
ter in which I participate includes the following 
institution/organization: (check one) 

1. College/university, public school, education service 
center, professional organization. 

2. College/university, public school, professional 
organization. 

3. College/university, public school, education service 
center. 

4. College/university, public school 
5. Other (list) 

8. The type of Local Cooperative Teacher Education Center in 
which my institution participates is: (check one) 

1. Single college/university and single public school 
district. 

2. Single college/university and two or more public 
school districts. 

3. Single public school district and two or more 
colleges/universities. 

4. Two or more colleges/universities and two or more 
public school districts. 

5. Other (list)_ 

9. To what extent has the in-service program conducted through 
the LCTEC improved the competencies of the supervising 
teacher in his/her working with student teachers? 
l.much 2.some 3.little 4.none 5.do not know 

10. To what extent has the LCTEC helped to facilitate better 
understanding and communication between the supervising 
teacher and college supervisor? 
l.much 2 . some 3. little 4. none 5. do not know 

11. To what extent has the LCTEC program upgraded the student 
teaching program? 
l.much 2.some 3.little 4.none 5.do not know 
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12. To what degree has the LCTEC helped clarify and define the 
task and function of the supervising teacher? 
l.much 2.some 3.little 4.none 5.do not know 

13. What degree of cooperation have you experienced between 
the public school and college in implementing the LCTEC? 
l.much 2.some 3.little 4.none 5.do not know 

14. To what extent has the $50 payment to the school district 
established in Senate Bill 8 been used to help implement 
the in-service improvement program? 
l.much 2. some 3. little 4. none 5.do not know 

15. What is your evaluation of the cooperatively developed in-
service improvement program agreement between the college 
and the public schools? 
1. very adequate 2. fairly adequate 3. adequate 
4. inadequate 5. undecided 

16. To what extent has the public school and college cooperated 
in developing the in-service improvement program agreement? 
l.much 2. some 3. little 4.none 5.do not know 

17. What is your evaluation of the contribution to the LCTEC 
by the Texas Education Agency? 
l.much 2 . some 3. little 4. none 5. do not know 

18. To what extent has the LCTEC concept been implemented by 
school districts and colleges/universities in your area? 
l.much 2. some 3. little 4. none 5. do not know 

19. To what extent has the LCTEC influenced a new and improved 
approach to the student teacher program in your institu-
tion? 
l.much 2 . some 3. little 4. none 5. do not know 

20. To what extent has the LCTEC influenced the upgrading and 
improvement of the instructional program in your institu-
tion? 
l.much 2.some 3.little 4.none 5.do not know 

21. To what extent does the college and public school cooperate 
in the administration of the LCTEC? 
l.much 2 . some 3. little 4. none 5. do not know 

22. To what extent do you cooperate with other school districts/ 
colleges in consolidating your in-service program for 
supervising teachers? 
1.always 2.often 3 .occasionally 4.never 
5.do not know 
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23. Do colleges provide graduate college credit for in-service 
education for teachers through your LCTEC? 
1.always 2.often 3.occasionally 4.never 
5.do not know 

24. To what extent should graduate college credit be provided 
by colleges for in-service education through your LCTEC? 
1.always 2.often 3.occasionally 4.never 
5.undec ided 

25. Who should be responsible for planning the in-service 
education that would provide graduate credit? 
1.college 2.public school 3.education service cen. 
4.cooperatively planned 5.undecided 

26. To what extent does the LCTEC advisory board serve as a 
base for studying local teacher education program needs? 
1.always 2.often 3.occasionally 4.never 
5.do not know 

27. To what extent does the LCTEC advisory board plan with the 
local district(s) the facilities, supplies, equipment, and 
services provided by the local school district for student 
teaching and paid for with the $50 per supervising teacher 
as provided in Senate Bill 8? 
1.always 2.often 3.occasionally 4.never 
5.do not know 

28. To what extent does the LCTEC advisory board advise the 
college(s)/university(s) on matters regarding teacher 
education/certification programs? 
1.always 2.often 3.occasionally 4.never 
5.do not know 

29. To what extent does the LCTEC advisory board advise the 
local school district(s) on matters regarding student 
teaching and field experiences for teachers in prepara-
tion? 

1.always 2.often 3.occasionally 4.never 
5.do not know 

30. To what extent does the LCTEC advisory board advise the 
local school district(s) and college(s)/university(s) on 
in-service programs for supervising teachers and college 
representatives? 
1.always 2.often 3.occasionally 4.never 
5.do not know 
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31. To what extent does the LCTEC advisory board develop 
procedures for recommending the supervising teachers 
from the local school district(s) to serve in the student 
teaching program? 
1.always 2.often 3.occasionally 4.never 
5.do not know 

32. To what extent does the LCTEC advisory board involve 
other agencies and groups to serve in resource and 
advisory capacities as agreed upon by the participating 
members? 

1.always 2.often 3.occasionally 4.never 
5.do not know 
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Dear Educator: 

Your help is required in a research study concerning the 
level of functioning of Local Cooperative Teacher Education 
Centers throughout Texas and their impact on Teacher Educa-
tion programs. This study is being done as part of a 
doctoral dissertation under the direction of Dr. Dwane 
Kingery, Division of Higher Education, North Texas State 
University. 

This questionnaire is being sent to all public and private 
colleges and universities in Texas and 79 selected indepen-
dent school districts. 

The identification requested on the questionnaire will enable 
me to monitor a check of the questionnaires as they are 
received. No school identification will be revealed by fact 
or implication. 

A response from each school district and college administra-
tor responsible for the student teaching program/Local 
Cooperative Teacher Education Center, in his/her institution 
will be an important contribution to the study. The comple-
tion of the questionnaire should require no more than twenty 
minutes. Your consideration in returning the questionnaire 
to enable me to meet an August 22 deadline will be appreciated, 

Sincerely, 

Newel G. Holland 

enclosures 
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TABLE VIII 

EXTENT TO WHICH TEACHER CENTER SERVES AS A BASE FOR 
STUDYING LOCAL TEACHER EDUCATION NEEDS 

Teacher Center Type 
Respondents 

Percentage of Total Responses 
Teacher Center Type 

Respondents Always Often 
Occasion-
ally Never 

Do Not 
Know 

Single IHE*-single LEA** 

Single IHE*-Multi LEA** 

Multi IHE*-Single LEA** 

Multi IHE*-Multi LEA** 

21.67 

30.00 

6.90 

11.11 

38.33 

40.00 

62.07 

66.67 

25.00 

20.00 

17.24 

11.67 

3.45 

22.22 

3.33 

10.00 

10.34 
*IHE, institution of higher ed .ucation; **LEA, local 

education agency. 

TABLE IX 

EXTENT TO WHICH TEACHER CENTER HELPS TO FACILITATE 
UNDERSTANDING AND COMMUNICATION BETWEEN 

SUPERVISING TEACHER AND COLLEGE 
SUPERVISOR 

Percentage of Total Responses 

Respondents Much Some Little None 
Do Not 
Know 

IHE* Response 27.78 46.30 22.22 1.85 1.85 

LEA** Response 36.21 36.21 10.34 8.62 8.62 

All Responses 32.14 41.07 16.07 5.36 5.36 

By Teacher Center Type: 

Single IHE*-Single LEA** 22.22 11.11 44.44 11.11 11.11 

Single IHE*-Multi LEA** 31.15 49.18 9.84 4.92 4.92 
Multi IHE*-Single LEA** 40.00 30.00 30.00 . 
Multi IHE*-Multi LEA** 37.93 41.38 10.34 6.90 3.45 

education agency. 
higher education; **LEA, local 
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TABLE X 

EXTENT TO WHICH LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY AND INSTITUTIONS OF 
HIGHER EDUCATION COOPERATE IN IMPLEMENTING 

THE TEACHER CENTER 

Percentage of Total Responses 

Respondents Much Some Little None 
Do Not 
Know 

IHE* Response 70.37 27.78 1.85 • • 

LEA** Response 74.14 15.52 5.17 • 5.17 

All Responses 72.32 21.43 3.57 • 2.68 

By Teacher Center Type: 

Single IHE*-Single LEA** 44.44 44.44 . • 11.11 

Single IHE*-Multi LEA** 78.69 16.39 3.28 • 1.64 

Multi IHE*-Single LEA** 70.00 30.00 • • . 
Multi IHE*-Multi LEA** 78.86 17.24 6.90 . * 

education agency. 

TABLE XI 

EXTENT TO WHICH THE TEACHER CENTER CONCEPT HAS BEEN 
IMPLEMENTED BY LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCIES AND 

INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION 

Respondents 

Percentage of Total Responses 

Respondents Much Some Little None 
Do Not 
Know 

IHE* Response 30 .77 48 .08 21. .15 

LEA** Response 32 .76 43 .10 12. .07 3, .45 8. .62 

All Responses 31 .82 45 .45 16. .36 1. .82 4, .55 

By Teacher Center Type: 

Single IHE*-Single LEA** 11 .11 22 .22 44. .44 11. .11 11. .11 
Single IHE*-Multi LEA** 32 .20 57 .63 8. .47 1 . .69 
Multi IHE*-Single LEA** 40 .00 30 .99 30. .00 ft 
Multi IHE*-Multi LEA** 37 .93 34 .48 17. .24 3. .45 6. .90 

education agency. 
f Higher education; **LEA, local 
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TABLE XII 

EXTENT TO WHICH INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION 
AND LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY COOPERATE IN 

ADMINISTRATION OF TEACHER CENTER 

Percentage of Total Responses 

Respondents Much Some Little None 
Do Not 
Know 

IHE* Response 53.70 40.74 5.56 • 

LEA** Response 51.72 32.76 8.62 1.72 5.17 

All Respondents 52.68 36.61 7.14 .89 2.68 

By Teacher Center Type: 

Single IHE*-Single LEA** 33.33 55.56 • 11.11 • 

Single IHE*-Multi LEA** 49.18 40.98 8.20 • 1. 64 
Multi IHE*-Single LEA** 50.00 40. 00 10.00 • • 

Multi IHE*-Multi LEA** 72.41 17.24 6.90 • 3.45 

education agency. 

TABLE XIII 

EXTENT TO WHICH TEACHER CENTER PLANS WITH LOCAL EDUCATION 
AGENCY FOR USE OF STATE FUNDING 

Percentage of Total Responses 
Teacher Center Type 

Respondents Always Often 
Occasion-
ally Never 

Do Not 
Know 

Single IHE*-Single LEA** 1 1 . 1 1 . 66.67 • 22.22 

Single IHE*-Multi LEA** 9.84 22.95 40.98 21.31 4.92 
Multi IHE*-Single LEA** 20.00 40.00 10.00 10.00 20.00 
Multi IHE*-Multi LEA** 

+ TTTT-l J . J . , J _ 

13.79 
A " r "f1 

20.69 31.03 20.69 13.79 

education agency. 
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TABLE XIV 

EXTENT TO WHICH STATE FUNDS ARE USED TO IMPLEMENT 
IN-SERVICE IMPROVEMENT PROGRAMS 

Respondents 

Percentage of Total Respon ses 

Respondents Much Some Little None 
Do Not 
Know 

IHE* Response 31.48 31.48 18.52 11.11 7.41 

LEA** Response 32.76 37.93 15.15 5.17 8.62 

All Respondents 32.14 34 .82 16.96 8.04 8.04 

By Teacher Center Type: 

Single IHE*-Single LEA** 11.11 66.67 11.11 • 11.11 

Single IHE*-Multi LEA** 37.70 36.07 13.11 9.84 3.28 

Multi IHE*-Single LEA** 40.00 30.00 10.00 • 20.00 

Multi IHE*-Multi LEA** 24.14 24.14 31.03 10.34 10.34 
*IHE, institutions 

education agency. 
of higher education; **LEA, local 

TABLE XV 

EXTENT TO WHICH TEACHER CENTER ADVISES INSTITUTIONS 
OF HIGHER EDUCATION CONCERNING TEACHER 

EDUCATION-CERTIFICATION PROGRAMS 

Percentage of Total Responses 
Teacher Center Type 

Respondents Always Often 
Occasion-
ally Never 

Do Not 
Know 

Single IHE*-Single LEA** • 11.11 66.67 • 22.22 

Single IHE-Multi LEA** 21.67 36.67 26.67 6.67 8.33 

Multi IHE*-Single LEA** 30.00 20.00 40.00 10.00 . 

Multi IHE*-Multi LEA** 13.79 34.48 34.48 17.24 
*IHE, institutions of higher education; **LEA, local 

education agency. 
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TABLE XVI 

EXTENT TO WHICH TEACHER CENTER INFLUENCES UPGRADING AND 
IMPROVEMENT OF INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS 

Percentage of Total Responses 

Respondents Much Some Little None 
Do Not 
Know 

IHE* Response 3.70 50.00 37.04 9.24 • 

LEA** Response 3.51 45.61 24.56 12.28 14.04 

All respondents 3.60 47.75 30.63 10.89 7.21 

By Teacher Center Type: 

Single IHE*-Single LEA** • 25.00 62.50 . 12.50 

Single IHE*-Multi LEA** 1.64 59.00 22.95 9.84 6.56 

Multi IHE*-Single LEA** 20.00 30.00 40.00 10.00 • 

Multi IHE*-Multi LEA** 3.45 41.38 34.48 13.79 6.90 

education agency. 

TABLE XVII 

EXTENT TO WHICH TEACHER CENTER ADVISES LOCAL EDUCATION 
AGENCY CONCERNING STUDENT TEACHING-FIELD EXPERIENCES 

Percentage of Total Responses 
Teacher Center Type 

Respondents Always Often 
Occasion-
ally Never 

Do Not 
Know 

Single IHE*-Single LEA** 12.50 • 62.50 • 25.00 

Single IHE*-Multi LEA** 8.20 44.26 37.70 4.92 4 .92 

Multi IHE*-Single LEA** 10.00 60.00 20.00 10.00 • 

Multi IHE*-Multi LEA** 17.24 31.03 44.83 3.45 3.45 

education agency. 
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TABLE XVIII 

EXTENT TO WHICH TEACHER CENTER UPGRADES 
STUDENT TEACHING PROGRAM 

Percentage of Total Responses 

Respondents Much Some Little NOne 
Do Not 
Know 

IHE* Response 24. 07 53 .70 20. .37 1. ,85 

LEA** Response 31. 03 41 .34 8. .62 6. .90 12. .07 

All Responses 27. 68 47 .32 14. .29 4. .46 6. .25 

By Teacher Center Type: 

Single IHE*-Single LEA** 11. 11 44 .44 22. .22 11. .11 11. .11 

Single IHE*-Multi LEA** 31. 15 49 .18 9, .84 3, .28 6, .56 

Multi IHE*-Single LEA** 50. 00 30 

o
 

o
 • 10. .00 10. .00 

Multi IHE*-Multi LEA** 20. 69 51 .72 20. .69 3. .45 3. .45 

education agency. 

TABLE XIX 

EXTENT TO WHICH TEACHER CENTER INFLUENCES NEW AND IMPROVED 
APPROACHES TO STUDENT TEACHER PROGRAM 

Percentage of Total Responses 

Respondents Much Some Little None 
Do Not 
Know 

IHE* Response 18. .87 39. .62 35. .85 5. .66 

LEA** Response 24. .14 37. .93 25. .86 3. .45 8. .62 

All Responses 21. .62 38. .76 30. .63 4. .50 4. .50 

By Teacher Center Type: 

Single IHE*-Single LEA** 22. ,22 55. .56 11. .11 11. .11 
Single IHE*-Multi LEA** 25. .00 41. .67 26. .67 5. .00 1. .67 
Multi IHE*-Single LEA** 40. .00 30. ,00 20. .00 10. .00 
Multi IHE*-Multi LEA** 17. .24 44, .83 31. .03 6. .90 

*IHE, institution of higher education; **LEA, local 
education agency. 
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TABLE XX 

EXTENT TO WHICH TEACHER CENTER ADVISES LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY 
AND INSTITUTION OF HIGHER EDUCATION CONCERNING 
IN-SERVICE PROGRAMS FOR SUPERVISING TEACHERS 

AND COLLEGE REPRESENTATIVES 

Percentage of Total Responses 
Teacher Center Type 

Respondents Always Often 
Occasion-
ally Never 

Do Not 
Know 

Single IHE*-Single LEA** 

Single IHE*-Multi LEA** 

Multi IHE*-Single LEA** 

Multi IHE*-Multi LEA** 

11.11 

14.75 

30.00 

13.79 

11.11 

39.34 

40.00 

31.03 

55.56 

31.15 

20.00 

44.83 

• 

8.20 

3.45 

22.22 

6.56 

10.00 

6.90 
*IHE, institution of higher ed 

education agency. 
ucation; **LEA, local 

TABLE XXI 

EXTENT TO WHICH TEACHER CENTER IN-SERVICE PROGRAM 
IMPROVED COMPETENCIES OF SUPERVISING TEACHERS 

Respondents 

Percentage of Total Respon ses 

Respondents Much Some Little None 
DO Not 
Know 

IHE* Response 20 .37 55 .56 11. .11 5. .56 7. .41 

LEA** Response 20 .69 53 .45 6. .90 8. .62 10. .34 

All Responses 20 .54 54 .46 8. .93 7. .14 8. .93 

By Teacher Center Type: 

Single IHE*-Single LEA** 11 .11 66 .67 11. ,11 11. .11 

Single IHE*-Multi LEA** 18 .03 57 .38 8. .20 6. .56 9. .84 

Multi IHE*-Single LEA** 40 .00 40 .00 10. .00 10. .00 

Multi IHE*-Multi LEA** 24 .14 55 .17 10. .34 6. .90 3. .45 

education agency. 
LEA, local 
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TABLE XXII 

EXTENT TO WHICH INSTITUTION OF HIGHER EDUCATION AND LOCAL 
EDUCATION AGENCY EVALUATE COOPERATIVELY DEVELOPED 

IN-SERVICE IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM AGREEMENT 

Percentage of Total Responses 

Respondents Much Some Little None 
Do Not 
Know 

IHE* Response 16. .67 44. .44 25, .93 12, .96 
LEA** Response 24, .56 36. .84 21. .05 7, .02 10, .53 
All Responses 20. .72 40. .54 23, .42 9. .91 5. .41 

By Teacher Center Type: 

Single IHE*-Single LEA** 77. .78 11. .11 11. .11 
Single IHE*-Multi LEA** 24. .59 32. .79 26. .23 11. .48 4. ,92 
Multi IHE*-Single LEA** 22. .22 44. .44 22. .22 11. .11 

Multi IHE*-Multi LEA** 17. .24 44. ,83 24. .14 10. .34 3. ,45 
*IHE, institution of higher education; **LEA, local 

education agency. 

TABLE XXIII 

EXTENT TO WHICH LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY AND INSTITUTION 
OF HIGHER EDUCATION COOPERATE IN DEVELOPING 

IN-SERVICE IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM AGREEMENT 

Percentage of Total Responses 

Respondents Much Some Little None 
Do Not 
Know 

IHE* Response 33.33 48.15 14.81 3.70 • 

LEA** Response 40.35 36.84 14.04 1.75 7.02 
All Responses 36.94 42.34 14.41 2.70 3.60 

By Teacher Center Type: 

Single IHE*-Single LEA** 33.33 • 55.56 11.11 
Single IHE*-Multi LEA** 32.79 49.18 14.75 1.64 1.64 
Multi IHE*-Single LEA** 55.56 33.33 • 11.11 
Multi IHE*-Multi LEA** 44.83 

-P 
44.83 3.45 

j_ _* _ u. j. 
3.45 3.45 

education agency. 
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TABLE XXIV 

EXTENT TO WHICH TEACHER CENTER DEVELOPS PROCEDURES FOR 
RECOMMENDING SUPERVISING TEACHERS TO SERVE 

IN STUDENT TEACHING PROGRAM 

Percentage of Total Responses 
Teacher Center Type 

Respondents Always Often 
Occasion-
ally Never 

Do Not 
Know 

Single IHE*-Single LEA** . 11.11 55.56 11.11 22.22 

Single IHE*-Multi LEA** 11.48 31.15 22.95 31.15 3.28 

Multi IHE*-Single LEA** 60.00 . 30.00 10.00 • 

Multi IHE*-Multi LEA** 10.34 37.93 17.24 20.69 13.79 
*IHE, institution of higher education; **LEA, local 

education agency. 

TABLE XXV 

EXTENT TO WHICH TEACHER CENTER HELPS DEFINE THE TASK 
AND FUNCTION OF SUPERVISING TEACHER 

Percentage of Total Responses 

Respondents Much Some Little None 
Do Not 
Know 

IHE* Response 25.93 50.00 24.07 • • 

LEA** Response 27.59 39.66 17.24 8.62 6.90 

All Responses 26.79 44.64 20.54 4.46 3.57 

By Teacher Center Type: 

Single IHE*-Single LEA** 11.11 22.22 44.44 11.11 11.11 

Single IHE*-Multi LEA** 27.84 47.54 18.03 3.28 3.28 

Multi IHE*-Single LEA** 50.00 40.00 10.00 • • 

Multi IHE*-Multi LEA** 24.14 48.28 20.69 6.90 • 

*IHE, institution of higher education; **LEA, local 
education agency, 
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TABLE XXVI 

EXTENT TO WHICH TEACHER CENTER INVOLVES OTHERS 
IN RESOURCE OR ADVISORY CAPACITY 

Percentage of Total Responses 
Teacher Center Type 

Respondents Always Often 
Occasion-
ally Never 

Do Not 
Know 

Single IHE*-Single LEA** • 22.22 55.56 . 22.22 

Single IHE*-Multi LEA** • 19.67 49.18 16.39 14.75 

Multi IHE*-Single LEA** 30.00 30.00 10.00 10.00 20.00 

Multi IHE*-Multi LEA** 6.90 34.48 37.93 3.45 17.24 
*IHE, institution of higher education; **LEA, local 

education agency. 

TABLE XXVII 

MEMBERSHIP OF THE TEACHER CENTER 

Percentage of Total Responses 

Respondents * * * a ***k * * * c * * * ^ * * * ^ 

IHE* Response 50.00 40.74 1.85 5.56 1.85 

LEA** Response 39.66 29.31 13.79 15.52 1.72 

All Responses 44.64 34.82 8.04 10.71 1.79 

By Teacher Center Type: 

Single IHE*-Single LEA** • 66.67 11.11 22.22 • 

Single IHE*-Multi LEA** 55.74 24.59 8.20 9.84 1.64 

Multi IHE*-Single LEA** 40.00 40.00 . 20.00 . 
Multi IHE*-Multi LEA** 37.93 44.83 10.34 6.90 

*IHE, institution of higher education; **LEA, local 

education agency; ***acollege-university, public school, edu-
]D 

cation service center, and professional organization; *** 

college-university, public school, professional organization; 
Q 

*** college-university, public school, education service 
d 0 center; *** college-university and public school; *** other. 
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TABLE XXVIII 

EXTENT OF COOPERATION OF LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY AND 
INSTITUTION OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN CONSOLIDATING 

IN-SERVICE PROGRAMS FOR SUPERVISING TEACHERS 

Percentage of Total Responses 

Respondents Always Often 
Occasion-

ally Never 
Do Not 
Know 

IHE* Response 18.52 35.19 38.89 5.56 1.85 

LEA** Response 17.24 27.59 37.93 12.07 5.17 

All Responses 17.86 31.25 35.39 8.93 3.57 

By Teacher Center Type: 

Single IHE*-Single LEA** 11.11 44.44 22.22 11.11 11.11 

Single IHE*-Multi LEA** 11.48 29.51 45.90 9.84 3.28 

Multi IHE*~Single LEA** 50.00 10.00 30.00 10.00 • 

Multi IHE*-Multi LEA** 24.14 37.93 31.03 6.90 • 

education agency. 

TABLE XXIX 

EXTENT TO WHICH INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION PROVIDE 
GRADUATE COLLEGE CREDIT FOR IN-SERVICE EDUCATION 

THROUGH TEACHER CENTERS 

Respondents 

Percentage of Total Responses 

Always Often 
Occasion-

ally Never 
Do Not 
Know 

IHE* Response 

LEA** Response 

All Responses 

1.85 

1.72 

1.79 

5.56 

6.90 

6.25 

22 .22 

18.97 

20.54 

61.11 

48.28 

54.46 

9.26 

24.14 

16.96 

By Teacher Center Type: 

Single IHE*-Single LEA** 

Single IHlf-Multi LEA** 

Multi IHE*-single LEA** 

Multi IHE*-Multi LEA** 

1.64 

3.45 

11.11 

6.56 

10.00 

3.45 

22 .22 

26.33 

17.24 

44 .44 

52.46 

40.00 

65.52 

22 .22 

13.11 

50.00 

10.34 
*IHE, institution of higher education; **LEA, local 

education agency. 
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TABLE XXX 

EXTENT TO WHICH INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION SHOULD 
PROVIDE GRADUATE COLLEGE CREDIT FOR IN-SERVICE 

EDUCATION THROUGH TEACHER CENTERS 

Percentage of Total Responses 

Respondents Always Often 
Occasion-
ally Never 

Unde-
cided 

IHE* Response 3.70 14.81 35.19 14.81 31.48 

LEA** Response 10.34 12.07 22.41 20.69 34.48 

All Responses 7.14 13.39 28.57 17.86 33.04 

By Teacher Center Type: 

Single IHE*-Single LEA** • 11.11 22.22 • 66.67 

Single IHE*-Multi LEA** 8.20 16.39 32.79 13.11 29.51 

Multi IHE*-Single LEA** 10.00 10.00 30.00 30.00 20.00 

Multi IHE*-Multi LEA** 6.90 10.34 20.69 31.03 31.03 

education agency, 

TABLE XXXI 

RESPONSIBILITY FOR PLANNING IN-SERVICE EDUCATION 
THAT WOULD PROVIDE GRADUATE CREDIT 

Percentage of Total Responses 

Respondents College 
Public 
School 

Education 
Service 
Center 

Co-Op 
Planned 

Unde-
cided 

IHE* Response 5.66 1.89 . 86.79 5.66 

LEA** Response 5.36 7.14 1.79 78.57 7.14 

All Responses 5.50 4.59 .92 82.57 6.42 

By Teacher Center Type: 

Single IHE*-Single LEA** . 11.11 . 77 .78 11.11 

Single IHE*-Multi LEA** 3.33 3.33 1.67 86.67 5.00 

Multi IHE*-Single LEA** . 11.11 . 88.89 • 

Multi IHE*-Multi LEA** 10.71 3.57 78.57 7.14 
*IHE, institution of hig] ler education; **LEA, local 

education agency, 
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