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v ABSTRACT ' . o L

This case study focusses on' interorganlzatlonaf
arrangements (formal agreements between a ¢ollege of education
. 7 and individual school ‘districts). The Office of Field S
' Experlences (OFE) founded at Eastern State's college:of education”
in the sixties formally collaborated with five Eastern State
gchool districts to establish either teacher centers or pro-
fessional development centers: to improve local schools. Each
of these formal collaBorations invplving exchanges of resourcss
to establish and maint®min.the tenters constituted &-district
* level ‘interorgantzational arrangement {IOA). Coordinators of the
, Centers. attended monthly OFE meetings, .chaired by the OFE director.
Additionally, OFE held its own retreat, special events,.and - -
workshops. Thus, OFE representeda different ty§e of interergan- ~
. : izational arrangement, a holistic IOA which formaily and .
regularly brought together: the’ coordlnators of the separate
district level IOAs. . . : /K\\ .
Data collection modes for the case study included
‘observations of events, activities, workshops, and meetings;

e focussed discussions.with individuals related to the JOAs; and

. -~ document acquisition (annual reports, minutes, correspondernce

T files, newsletters). ' In data analysis, particular attention
e oo _was, pa1d to intérorganizational dynamlcs (the bargaining and °

enviironmental setting) as well as to factors whi¢h either
hindered or facilitated the IOAs'\ opérations. ‘Causal netwarks
" r were-constructed for the Cardon and Hanburg IOAs in order to
dlarlfy and eXplain the hlstorléal and current complex of
" " .factors Wthh led to the spec1f1c ou¥comes patterns for each’
I0A. ~° .° . C D
2., C Examining bargalnlng and exchange in this case study,
|- district level IOAs tended to suxvive when the exchange of
resourées met.thé needs of both the college of education and
the school district and when there was a situation of .domain
consensus or~agreement as to the turf and role appropriateness
v of these organizations. District level IOAs had differing o
patterns and strengths of. outcomes. Both the. Cardon ‘and )
R Hanburg IOAs reported a wide range of ‘strong outcomes. ‘At the
. Cargon IOA, these outcomes tended to be oriented toward
. problem-SOIV1ng ‘at the district level (e. g., bridging. activities,
a research network, and a future educators group). Contrastingly,
+ Western Hanburg center outcontes including Multi-Mode methods
. tended to be aimed at 1nd1v1d;7ﬂ teacher problem—solv1ng,‘ .The
parﬁlcular history and setting of each district level IOA '
.in combination:with the ideology, style, and personality of the
Center coordinator helped to determine the particular ‘pattern
of outcomes 1nc}ud1ng the I0OAs' degree of institutionalization.

-

exﬁiange of resources includfng knowledge within a specific:

-yt

-

, .
.

.’ E .‘ . _'_. . ‘ t e \'( '
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, INTRODUCTION N Coe LT e N

6verviéw. This case study fo usses on two levels of‘

’1nterorganlzatlonal arrangements 1nvolv1ng fofmal .agreements .

]
between a college of education and individual school dlstrlcts

- The ' Office of Field ‘Experiences (OFE) founded at Eastern

State's college of education-in the sixties formally colla-

. . L3 .
borated with five Eastern State school districts to establish -

" * either teachers centers or professional development centers

to 1mprove local schools. Each of these formal collaboratlons

1nvolv1ng exchanges of resources to establish and maintain
the centers constltuted a district level interorganizational
arrangement. Cdordindtors.of the centers attended monthly |
OFE meetings chaired by the OFE director.. Addltlonally, ’
OFE held its own retreat, special events, and workshops. .
OFE represented a d1fferent level of 1nterorganlzatlonal , L

arramgement (IOA), a holistic I1I0A wh1ch formally and regularly
brought together the\coordlnators of the separate district

level 10As. ) . ' ) < ;

RN

The follow1ng table presents these two levels of 1nter- .
organlzatlonal arrangements and 1llustrates the relative
contrlbuthns of the college of educatlon and' the individual

) school dlstrlct to.each IO0A. Note ‘that this caSe examines

in detail two of the- five district K level IOAs, tho e of the

,.Cardon and’ Hanburg school dlstrlcts Wlthlﬂ the Hanburg

school district, the case focusses on one of the three Hanbung

centers, the Western Elementary Teacher Center .

13
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Methodolqu. Theréa were»three data collectlon modes.

observatlons, focussed dlscuss1ons and document acqu1s1tﬂpn

The researcher observed the following types of act1v1t1es\
operatlons of a teacher center, OFE monthlv meefunos,‘ap? \‘
workshops, OFE spec1al events, center pgficy board meetings,
center review commlttee and center operations mem;ttee meed1ngs.
'There were "21 separate observatlons, each lasting "two to thre
hours. Focussed dlscuSslons ‘were held with key persons at

A OFE and at the Cardon and - Hanburg centers: OFE director,

., assoclate d1rector, Oj@ personnel (coordrnators of centers other
)

than Cardon and Hanbuyg), college of education,cprrent 3nd

nbﬂrdt
coordlnators, Hanburg ass1stant coordinator, teachérs, pr1nc1pals, q\

VAN

"‘»retired'faculty members or administraters, Cardon_end H

school district admlnlstrators, secretarles, gradﬁate asslstants.
hY

There-were a" total of 34 interviews including more than gne
1nter31éw<w1th key persons, each lastlng two to,three hours.
Flnally, the researcher collected documentaryqlnformatlon from
OFE and the Cardon and Hanburg centers» There weré - approx1mately

seventy documentk 1nclud1ng annhal reports, correspondence .

.

fllesmlnutes of meetlngs, governance dQCument newsletters,
-QFE publlcatlons, art;ples act1v1ty logs and predldtlon foéns.
‘Twenty-two and one hglf days were spent Qa\s1te yleldlng 341
pages of fielad notes. The'¢able below summarlzes the Eastern

»  State. datatcollectlon efﬁo&ts.

> ‘
. P ~ - : _\
Table I-2 Summary ofJEastern State Data/Collectlon Effort
Lo Iﬁbm o L Number "

»

Interviews |
OFE N
Centers . °

§=' Schaols
<" Observhations.
" OFE . i A
Centers <. . 12‘

Documents. - * . V 70
Total'days on site . ' 22%
' Totai-field'nobes" . 341 pages
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Field notes were dictated, transcribed, and-coded in
order to answer a set of research queetions grounded in a blend
of organizational. and 1nterorganlzatlona1 theory, knowledge )

transfer theory, and exchange (power/dependency) theory. -There , '
wWere ten research questions: . oo o

-

1. what is the nature of the arrangement? ‘ ,'-
2. What is the historical context of the arrdﬁgément’
.+  What is the environmental cont-"t of the ar;angeﬂevt.

. What are the character1st1cs of -the staff in the,
arrangement? . v ’

5. What are the’ relatlonshlps between the participating
organlzatlons° 7 .

- ¥ .

. What are the activities of the arranggment?

6
7. What are the outcomes of the arrangement? L
Q

. In what wayg are different typeg of arrangements

associated with different outcemes?

’

9. What factors serve as bar 1ers or as fac111tators
to successful outcomes?

-~ 1

10. What factors *help to explain outcomes of the
arrangement?

" Format, The following case presents answers to‘the above
listed questions. The organization of the case reflects the initial

andcﬁYrentyears of an 1nterorganlzatlonal arrangement's life

|
1
|
|
|
l
cycle. Part One. beglns with xhe hlstory of OFE including the j
Cardon and Western Hanburg centers and moves on to’an examlnatlon -
fof the 1nterorganxzat10nal dynamics as well as the barriers and
fac111tators during the early years of OFE and its centers. Part
!

" Two presents the cu;rent configuration and operations of OFE

N
and its centers and analyzes changes over time as well.as ~
current 1nterorganlzatlonal dypamics, barriers and facilitators.
The final fpur'sections of the case represent fQur related
approaches todetailingand analyzing‘;he'outcomes of OFE.and - .
the Cardon and Western Hanburg centers. Part Three sets forth
the outcomes of these IOAs both at the individual and : .
organizational levels. ' Part Four focusses on a meta-outcome,
.the+future of thesé I0OAs. Providing three very detailed* 1
l

examples of center outcomes,, Part Five analyzes three serials

or episodes related to administrative or substantive outcomes




dﬁ the centers. %inally, Part Six utilizes causal networks,'
explanatlons of outcome ‘patterns at the Cardon and western
Hanburg centers, to 1ntegrgte and provide ‘an ovérview of
thtorlcal and other ,complex factors (env1ronmentalh organi-
zatlonal and interpersonal)’ which' contributed to a wide range‘
of outcomes at the university and school levels. <$ J

Constraints. Due to the exploratory nature of thls study -

of formal 1nterorqanlzatlonal arrangements involving a colleqge of
education and local school d1str1cts,_there are several - ’
constraints to cdhsider. First, there were selection constraints.,

. The Eastern State Unlvers1 ty.was selected for study due to the
exemplary nature as well as the relatlve permanence of its
1nterorganlzatlonal arrangements. Within the Eastern State
University case, the Cardon center was selected as the primary
district level IOA t& be studied while the Western Hanburg

' Elementary center was selected as the %econdary site. Here

A\the criteria for selection 1ncluded the exemplary nature of the .
d1str1ct level IOAs as well as- the.ease of access to the sites.
Second, thére weremore data collected from the Cardon site
than from the Hanburg site. The range cf informants was greater
at the €ardon site than at the Hanburg site becauSe of potential
difficulties with formal research access_to locales other than
the centers and to individuals other ‘than coordinators and
their staffs at the Hanburg sjite. Thus, there were constraints in
comparing the two district, level IOAs due to differences in amounts
of time spent on 51te and types of 1nformants at each locale.
Thirdly, the 1nformatlon relied upon in the case was .
acquired through focussed discussion.with 1nformants, many of
whom related past évents. Selectlve biases mlgh% have been
. present in individual accounts of the past as certaln memorles
faded over time. Wherever possible, information was checked
against documentary evidence or other information sources A

related problem was the potential for informant unconscious or

conscious selggiive perception related to cirrent events. Here,

too, information was checked against documentary evidence,
observation data, and with at least two informants‘whenever

possible.
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Overall, informants were direct, opep, and responsive, e
. L4

v

They .reported their own perceptions of the reality of these
interorganizational arrangements - perceptioﬁs‘upon which ‘they
acteé and with which they lived. .FeSdback from the on-site ™
. . consultantsirevealed no major discrepancies in thé case account

S ‘and is reflected in the final éase study. .
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1. HISTORY Of THE EASTERN STATE INTERORGANIZATIONAI ARRANGEMENT
“1.1. HISTORY .OF THE OFFICE OF FIELD(EXPERlENCES

1.1.1. Historical and Institutional Context .

The college of educatlon at the River's Landlng Campus,
the first and more prestlglous campus of the- Eastern State
Unlven51ty, was founded in the early ‘nineteen hundreds at
was and remalns the most prestlglous state 1nst1tutlon for
teacher educatlon in a rather small eastern state. In -the )
fall of 1958 Martin McPherson came to the assocjate dean and -
director of student teachlng position at the college of educa-
tlone‘,He had been dlrector ofagtudent teachlng at a mldwestern
state unlver51ty where he _had.started '‘six or seven teacher
centers with full-time coordinators paid by the university.

McPherson's philosophy was ‘that when you had control of a

school district, you had better quallty student tdacher training,

N

N
As he observed "I happened to be ifA a“- spot (in the mldwestern
state) where I could "compare the quallty of teacher training ip

controlled and uncontrolled 51tuatlons " Addltlonally, McPherson’

had been follow1ng the literature on teacher profe551onallsm
and realized that_ teachers appre01ated the center concept.
At the time McPherson arrived on the scene at River's
Landing,_there were dpprqximately 32 members of the‘college
of education The college was beglnnlng—a period of rapld
growth. It was characterized by strong, 1ndependent depart-

ments. Student teacher supervision was done in a traditional

" manner of a faculty member supérvising a student teacher. <n

the secondary education department, individual faculty members
supervised student teaching whereas in the elementary education *
department one faculty member did most of the studentdteacher
supervision. In the student teachlng area, McPherson recalled
that "people were grlplng They were working with strong &
counties. The university d1dn t have’ énough voice. One county
placed a student teacher w1th a poor teacher, based on their

phllosophy that .a student teacher could learn Vhat not to do‘" *

- There was ‘also a diverse- faculty group, some of whom were older

people and some of whem had been educatedaln the normal school
tradition. So McPherson began "talking about centers and about

a > ~
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gettjh@fpe‘ple

have‘to<p vy ap 1ce, we'll aim at developlng astore of teachers ‘ b

who',will

that. but hey wanted to control - they wanted to supeerse - they

were seri

1nformant<

haphazard
on a one-
In l
"hired Bob
of Field
part- tlme

One after

of Educat on, talked to McPherson, and was asked to apply. He

3 not%d that the schools were- complalnlng about the

>n-on ‘basis.

)63 McPherson, with the support of Dean Saltonstall,

P,xper‘lences {OFE) .

/ AN M . . %
“ n specific schools where we'd have control. We'll )

uperv se. They (the faculty members) were all for:

usly |threatened. .I wasn't getting very far." Other

mannér of“student teacher placement when it was done

3

Carter to serve as the first director of the Office
The position oftdlrector was, a
pOSltlon ‘ Carter dropped by the CQllege of education ‘

oon while he was ‘on special a8s1gnment at the Office

began tea hing methods courses one half- -time and dlrectlng the

nNew OFE‘h<

of educ#t

goordinEtJ

office. H

‘student t
Y
Varlety o
‘Carter s
focussed
‘centers.
in-s@rvic

(I) was rlght

Martln, and Saltonstall Wthh then broadened out to include
five departmeE

Meanwhile, Ron Hartney, a préfessor who had come to the
college of education in 1964,

llftum

'Durlng his first two years at the college
on, he was devoted to developlng the office and
ng the supep¥ision and placement function of the new

rofessionally Carter "was interested in maklng the

,experlences.

acher sett1ng more- clinical and in allow1ng for a -
There was a complementarlty betﬂeen
hllosophy and that of McPherson, although McPherson -
nitially on the student teaching functlon of the

f"As wd® talked more," reported Carter, "I said that

people need it, too. Martin listened and-said that

mhere was an exchange of memos béetween me,

tS "

had been talking to Dean Saltonstall.

He began to talé to the dean about the problem of travel ("It
was Horrendous!|) and supervision of student teachers. At

that time, Haxytney had been reading a lot of llterature about @

the teacher cénter concept.
center concept and about the literature_ on teachér centers. ‘ ' -

Hartney reporgfed that "the dean was °interested in this idea."

He told the dean about7the teacher

.

-
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Dean Saltonstall was nearing the end of "his tenure ]
.(He retired imn 1970.) One informant remarked that Saltonstall
"felt that the centers were his pet project, -the culmination

of his entlre career." Saltonstall put his full suppont behlnd
McPherson\and the teacher’ center* concept This, support was
not only moral support; Saltonstall gave McPherson strong
budgetarY support for OFE and- the center .concept.

Without the strong and hard nosed support of Saltonstall
and McPherson, OFE and the teacher centers would not have come

1nto frultlon Dean: Saltonstall delegated the undergraduate-

program to McPherson and said, "straighten it out." ‘McPhefrson
observed that "I knew the centers were the answer, But many
faculty ‘did not agree with this answer." Describing many

secondary faculty members' response to the teacher center

‘concept, McPherson recalled that "it was really awful. They

resisted. They grieved." One older woman faculty member who
had spent most of her life supervisinguteachers asked, "But
Martin, what are we going 'to do?" This question captures the
threatened feeling of .a large number of secondary education
teachers McPhersen ‘and Carter were 1nvadr/g/the1r turf In
fact, CarLer s goal for .the‘centers was to train a cadre of
school teachers to handle supeﬁx1s1on of student teachers .

Carter's concept was evident -in an OFE proposal which he
and his staff drafte@g-before their departure aronnd 1970.

'The proposal called ﬁcr three levels of inrservice training

culminating with a final three ygars of training leading to
the title of "Associate in Teacher Education" with a 'l0 percent
release time from.classroom teaching to work with‘pre-service
and in-service students. Thus, this title would have been

reserved for teachers who had beem involved in a total of six

years of training. According to. Carter,he had done the planning ' i

and had commitments for this center program-but it fell apart
after'he left the college of education.
1. 1 2. Founding of‘ the First-Center

Spurred by the agreement between’ McPherson and Carter as

to what the centers should be and by the support of the dean,

. , { .
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work on the centers went full steam ahead. As. McPherson
" remembered, "I wasn't getting very far witn-the faculty mem-
bers, but I went aﬁead and negotiated to establish the centers.
It‘was arbitrary." Moving ahead, Carte; invited to the uni-
versity 18 superintendents from school districts where the
college of-eé;cation blaced student teachers. He discussed

the idea of teacher centers with them. There was almost un- i
animous agreement in terms of the teacher center coneept and

the notion of the 50-50 gplit.in ‘contributions to the‘éenter '

(for which Carter puéhéd). Both the Martiﬁéi;&e County supet- ot
intendent and the Hanbw#kg County sﬁperintendent attended .this

meeting as well as several rQund:tables‘focussed on school-

university relations. . W ' |

f - 'During the first yeaf following theselmeetings, McPherson

‘\§?\\\\\\3hd Carter estaﬁlished the -first center at an elementary school

- in Martinvildle @ounty with the ﬁelp of "some fedeéral funds througﬁ
the state. The coordinator was selected by the college,qf -AX
education and purchased the college of education's first .~ e
video!ape recording unit. This center,with its videotape '

e L recording unit,was written up in national publications. Thf )
center worked well and, according to McPherson, "We moved
from there to establishing them without federal money." This’

- first center was followed by the estaplishment- of another
s elementary and two sec‘pdéry centers in Martinville County

' baeed on the 50-50 formula for resgurcihg. . .
In fact, McPherson had negotiated with the yicé-bresidentk
‘ «for academic affairs at Eastern State University to ensure
. solid funding for OFE. .He was against studeﬂ!?teachlng fees
and told the vice-president that the. college of. education ;houlq
get all senior college of education stude ts' instructio 1l
materials money. Thus, "we got lots ofgmapey, about $1.00 a
student for the year; we gat a flat appropriation in the bud-
) get for student teaching and salaries. We wanted a budget )
(for OFE) that didn't go througb-'the legislature." Since °
these wete times of growth in the Jbudget, the early OFE was’

in excellent finatgial shape. k — N

~
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©1.1.3.. The ‘OFE Conflguratlon. The Carfer Era

"\
Durlng the Carter era, the director occupied a tenured‘

i p051t;on whlch became full -time. There were two associate
| "dlnectors, one to coordinate elementary educatlon and the
- N otnerBto ‘toordinate secondary education. Also, coordinators
hdd( tenure track joimnt rappointments with .the departménts. T
-M?HeSe lines were assigned to OFE. It is also important to note
e *f_ tnat the people who occupied these'positionwaere senior
, 'people. Here was another point of ¢ontention, or as Carter v
. reported, "a major struggle." Some people in the departments ,
. did not wapt academic professiocnals in OFE. '
At its height during the Carter era, O grew to inclu .
a staff of thirty, eight of \whom were professionals. In 1970
there wexc 4,380 piaceﬁents and 120 people involved in super- .
vision. It was truly a period of«remarkable growth ﬁog OFE .
‘- and for the college of education. Also in 1970, the OFE ¢on-
. figuration was composed of the fgllowing IOAs:
' "~ e 4 centers in Martinville Ceunty .
) " ® 2 elementary ’ ‘ - !
® 2 secondary . ' ., :
. ® 3 centérs in Gantt County *
’ . o2 elementary ' .
. :' . o e 1 secondary..
' ® 3 centers in Hanburg CArnty* b
° 2 elementary
. - el secondary ‘ o Lo <
‘ . ® 1 center in the Bettner School District* '
e 2 secondary centers in Urban City
. . e 1 center in Arthur County**
- "7 e 1 center in Jefferson County - . -
How did faculty members rementber the worklngs of OFE during -
- the Carter era? . A secondary education faculty member recalled
that OFE in the early days seemed im to be an "administrative .
. ‘"mechanism for getting students in :Qérout of the field." He )
L said that 6we (faculty) would give methodsﬂcourses in the field
. setting in those'days through the center sehools." Also he had
L . " 7% Still in existence i .
** Still rn existence in modified format - .




Tablg lfl - Key Historical Figures: zFbundlng and Early «(

“Years of the Cardon County’ Center °

NAME

Universifx

Russ Stoutemeyer
Esther Kanten

Ann Huberman ~ .

Ron Hartney ’

Ralph Robbins

'Hal Feeney

Dah Baldwin
Rob Goldman ¢

Mike Green

Center (Cardon)

Jimmy Rugglesworth
Dorey.Hammer

~MiddleﬁSchool Principal
s )

~

. S T
e -

-

.. POSITION

-, .. ’. i ) « .

N o
Acting Director of OFE °
Agsociate Director . .
AssocCiate .Director and represen-
tative of the Early Childhood/ °
‘Elementary Educatjon’ Department
_.Chatrman of the:Admldistratlon :
Department . ¢

— - N

. Dean

Industrial Education Faculty Member.
Professor of Elenmentary Education
Director of OFE" (after Stoutemeyer),

~

—
’

R - —~ “ .,
County (Cardon) . *
Hank Connors Superintendent ¥ ) -
James Barnes Director of Educgtion
Pat Weaverman Edministrative Assistant and

. i Supervisop of .Elementary Eduéatlon
Elmer Marlner —-- -—Director of Personnel

-

Firsf~éenter Coordinator .
Second Center Coardinator o

'

.g : . I

e . e
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~a.lot of interaction with the center cSordinators in those. ~

early days and did not ‘perceive of them as OFE people They

had jolnt!E¥m1ntme§ts with the secondary educatlon department
Bob Harper, th present Hanburg coordlnator, recalled .

that hé was a teacher in ,the Hanburg Model Elementary SChool

when the teacher center opened there © The center'then was much

differcnt than a teacher ceénter @oday ‘ There was almost no

1n serV1ce Any in- service was devoted c?mpletely to the

supervision of student -teachers. There were several other

-

conceptlons of OFE -«conceptlons tlnged w1th, in the words of
one faculty member, raﬂtor " o i

1.1.4. Early Interorganlzatlonal~Dynamlcs L 1963-1970 . s,

, There was a great deal of consensus between school systems
.and the college of educatlon as a whole For the school -8
‘systems set in growing d1str1cts QFE*offeredia«host of bene-
"fits over the older, uncrganized oné-onrone model «of student
teacher supervision The, school systems now had a "window

on the talent" - a mechanism for new teacher selection and
recruitment; the school systems also galned some sense of
bureaucratic order where’ before €h3§e had'been anarchy>™’ s

r

ES

‘prever, within the cellege‘bf educatlon, "the creation of

OFE led to a state of dlésensus ‘and bitter coafllct : Informants
used strong and colorful metaphq;s te brlng back the reak’tles

-

surroundlng the birth of OFE An .early ChlldhOOd education,

-

professor- who had served as an acting d1rector for a brlQ{Q.Af
s kent

periqd in 1973, recalled that many bloody, unhappy thing
'on in those early days of OFE." She sa1d she could tell’ stories
of "efforts dead- ended and perle hose laves were dead-ended."
A secondhry education professor referred to the "famous OFE=
secondery department's battle oyer the gurlsdlct;on oveéer
student teachers"; he éxplained that-it was going~on for a .
.while The main questlon was, whng1ll control OFE? Would |
OFE be a bureaugcratic mechﬁhlsm ,or,a ‘policy-making body’

Many.ln the secondary Lducation depar}ment wereg strongly *‘i'

s

oplnlonated in terms of the role Of’OFE\ - - ‘
; OJ

Describing this political imbregljo, the man who theh

chaired the secondary educetion, depavtment recalled "endless.
' . el E "_
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+ meetings and lots of talk. ". HlS facquy were specialists; -
. they were experts; theE taught the best courses‘:and they wanted -

to go out in the field and see thelr students. The faculty
were very angry when McPherson “Just put nine positions 1nto the .
budget without tell&ng anyone. “They (the positions) just v .
. appeared one day in the budget." The enraged secondary- edu- '
"catlon faculty 1nv1ted McPherson to. meet with them. McPherson
told them‘tha he_could not talk in all that ‘bedlam and walked

——

out. Later th; department,members said they wanted McPherson

back to talk th them." However;~McPherson wantlng a guafantee
. off order, never went back. _ -y ' '

» ~

Three faculty members wentﬁto the 3econdary chalrman and
asked the chairman to ﬂo,,lonﬂ with tth\to talk to McPherson
'abput OFE. McPherson's and the secondary chalrman s recollec-
tions of this meeting, a key event in the foundlng and-survival
of OFE, were almost identical.. The secondary delegatlon entered
McPherson s office and McPherson invited them to sit, down. They
replied . that théy preferred to stand. As McPherson recalled, o]
"I got behind the degk. They asked me where I 'got the'.') wer
to start the centers and I .answered that Dean Saltonstallj ( !
. delegated the undergraduate‘program to me. Then they asked,

) .“'How many more will you'establlsh°' And I answered 'I am

" going right on.' They replied, 'We are -here to tell you that we ?
opposf the centers and we'need to renegotiate.'" McPherson
recalled that he was just as arbltrary as the delegatloﬁ‘l He
told the delegatlon, "We're not gett1ng gery far # and Sald,
"No." The delegatlon stood there in the office. F1nal%y, the
members of the delegation driftéq out of the office. A :;

Gradually, according to McPherson, the secondary faculty'

got tired but there were "1ittle/sabotages” until another key TN
event occurn@d, the Triple T Grant confllct ¢ (It is also N ~ N
llmportant to note that there was some hostlllty in the - .7
elementary department but it was ngt ag w1despread as in the
'secondary department which was the largest department and had

the history of one-on-one 'supervision in thé peclalize&
subject areas.) ‘ProhaBly due to the hostillt%

-

es, on campus,
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Carter and h1s staff qu1etly prepared a proposal for. a < i
federal grant dealing with teacher tralnlhg (the Briple. T °.
. prOJect) ([Even McPherson did npot*know about this OFE effort .' "
' whlch planned to house the Triple T prOJect (a degree-granting ) %
prOJect) in/OFE. Meanwhlle, McPherson and. the. college of |
‘\ - eﬁucatlon re worklng w1th the Bettner School District and the
state depart®ent in wrltlng a two mllllon doIlar grant proposal
; ) .o for a Triple T progect * As McPherson remembered, "For some
. reason, their proposal (that of OFE) was accepted and ours
‘wasn't." When the thr&e- -year award to OFE (a much smaller
' amount of money than the two million dollars proposed in the
college of educatlon schema) yes announced, negatlve feelings
. on the part of‘gany Faculty toward OFE were rewnForced This
1967 episode alsoreanforced some faculty perceptlons that
' : Carter had a"pnllateral" dec1s1on—mak1ng,style and yas
\ "morfe of an emp1re builder than- Goldman (the current OFE"
X _ ‘ ‘brouhaha over‘the
- - ef tHe grant&with the~administration department and this was »&

‘ darector). ) The ?ean ‘moved quickly ‘to handle the .ensuing

grant award to OFE; he placed administration

acceptable to Carter whose office 1mplemented the tralnlng
.grant for fifteen students working on a doctoral program in
'~school -based supervision. (Ten of the fifteen completed the .
'program and receéived the. doctoral degree ) . oo
) o L Some of th1s animosity was abated in l968 when OFE won a .
hational award from:the American Assoc1atlon of Colleges of
. :3 Teacher Education for the centers. ThlS was the year also wh\n
‘ " ) the flrst center in %anburg County opened in conjunctlon with
- the? opening of the model elementary school ‘there. 1In ordef te
. ”brlng this .opening about, both Carter and McPhersor talked to =
( the Hanburg superintendent whose predecessor had attended the *
‘ea llefsﬁeetlngs and endorsed the center concept. Carter and
McPherson also built upon_ formal and 1nformal linkages to make
. the center happen, Carter was a member of the planning board
- for the model schools in Hanburg'County. As, a - result of the
cOunty S, 1nterest in innovation, Carter suggested a teacher
. - center The ass1stanv superlntendeﬁt then was the wife of a

college of educatlon faculty membexr. Her ass1stant was the

. . . . .
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man who, until a fairly recent promotion, supervised the current
teacher certer coordinators in Hanburg County These two' ' .
vlnlelduals worked hard with Carter to brlng about the centet.

! Carter and- McPherson 8 modus operandi for establlshlng the .

~“centers_ (and addlng, in those days of growth, centers in locales
where a’ center already ex1sted) wag to meet 1nd1v1dually w1th
the superlntendents and to bulld on-informal llnkages of trust
where these existed. 'Thus, the centers in GanttftCounty were
founded ip 1968, followed by the thhur and Bettner School
Dlstrlct Centers in 1969 and Jefferson County as well as Urban e
C;ty Centers in 1970 “\~;\
After the subdulng" ef ect of a natlonal’award had worn ’
- ’ off, some .faculty continued/to" be qulte ‘concerned with the
Visible growth and possible power of OFE. 1In the fall of 1969 - -~
.'McPherson'went on sabbatical. Dean‘ééi;onstall appointed John 1

. . . Z oo
Monari, a secondary education faculty member to serve as adtlng

)

s . ass&ciate dean. McPherson reported that whlle he was away,
"they (the faculty hostile to OFE) jumped in to cut the power
.of OFE. I didn't know it was going on. The move was on! A :
year after that, a disheartened Bob Carter resigned. Bob took
* ' the fire for me in a 1ot of ways.. he'(Carter) was a nice guy
; o and'vulnerable.l We did have a %ot of peopfe with us buf they
| ; didn't speak up-" AR ! -
Durlng the acting assocmate deanship-of Monari, resistance:
\ " ' to/OFE 1ncreased and "barriers were thrown in the way of "’
", ifiplementation of any O effor;s. There was,concern with
‘ Zggd‘to OFE staff and with the lines that

., OFE controlled. :And there wete unsubstantiated rumors about )

‘the lucrative dalaries

N C o a "funds scandal." "It was a very political time." A

coordinating committee, a "watchdog group;>as one informant

called it, was formed wHEh representatlves from each of the .

-

departments. ' “ ) '.- a7 o, el
- e
In 1970 ¢yhen BoOb Carter, along with all except one of his
/’ staff members - resigned, OFE* s efforts were.continuing to be

*recognized on a national basls Accordlng to Carter,calls from

different parts of the country came in to Carter every week,
< - it ’ v . . o
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asking for information.about the centers. It was also a time
when every move of the OFE office was belng watched very closely

13 Table 1-2 presents an overview of the h1storical events

'//&elated to-OFE and its centers. -In sumpary, OFE wag borr

a -

midst growth in Eastern Staté school d1str1cts,4respect for

,the notlon of (and even a bellef in) 1nnovatlon, and confllct
within the college ofgeducatlon. TWO men were key people
respons1ble for OFE's success in being brought into frultion
andxlnto surviving the, "rancorous" confllct and sabotaglng

of ghe early years of 1ts life, If McPherson -had' not fought .
for his idea (with the.support of the dean] and if Canter had
not breathed strong llfe 1nto the concept OFE would probably

Y

not exist today. o . ) - .

<

One could rfake the argument that if McPherson and Carter

had not made OFE so V1s1ble’Z perhaps thUonfllct would have
¥been lesser. Peﬁhaps, though» the blrth of a new organlzatlon 1

-

entlty within an already xisting organlzatlon called® for/« L
leadershlp qualltles of toughness and rigidity-- qualltf/ g
- Qquite different from those névessary for leadershlp 1n OFE

L4

Jtoday. ° <. : n.«% S
r'cl.5. Overv1ew of. the Teacher Center LToncept: -The:* Early Years .
.of OFE . - »

. QThe grlglnal\teacher cent%r concept as env1s1oned by ‘
-McPherson focué%ed on’ centers in schools devoted to the super-
QV1slon of student teachrﬂg *As noted earller, the idea grew
out of Mc?herson § experience in a midwestern state whére he
stﬁrted centers which would allow the un1vers1ty to control o
student teacher superv1slon in the sc¢hools.” The.idéa also grew‘

out of McPhersOn s reading of the literaturé on teacher pro-

fess1onallsm. I g . . *

After McPherson hired Carter, the xwo explored the Qotlons
/

of teacher centers in conversatlons and in memorandums. Cartergs
notion of'#he centerqconcept was broader than McPherson s initial
concept which was grounded in student tgachlngut Carter ré-'
membered that "as we yalked more, I sadid ln service geoplg need,
centers, too. -He llstened and sard you are r1ght " Thus,

/
the first: teagher center_proposal included* both in-sexvice

and .pre-service conceptsf Addltlonally, Carter felt that the

-
~ , . ., . . , e - ”
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Table 1-2 Ev‘n{ Listing:

Environmental
Year Characteristics
1958 Time of growth -
. N in
.—_school
C “aistricts
: 1963 and at
college of
” education
1966 Time ©of interest
A in,innoyation
. 1967 PresSence of
= federal -funds
)
1967 Presence gf
. federal- - -
i funds
1967
. /
T T 71968
" 1968 Interest in and
. support for
o innovation' -
s
1968 *°°

The

Early Years -of OFE "

Event
-—

McPherson arrives at college of education.
He serves as associate dean during a decade
of Growth in teacher education.

e
McPherson hires Carter to begin and serve
as Director of Field Experie?;es.

.

"~ Carter.invites 18 superintendents to a_

.
]

- meeting- and roundtdblés to discuss the

teacher center concept.

McPherson and Carter establish first center
at a Martinville County élementary school.

OFE prepares-a Triple T grant proposal
. (unbeknownst to the‘co{lege which was

preparing a joint_ proposal with the

Bettner District) and wins the grant.

’Secondary delegation meets with McPherson
to express disapproval of center concept;
McPherson holds,firm.l

$ OFE wins National award and recognition
for the center concept. -

OFE establishes thgafirst-Hanburg County
center. . .
£

’

OFE. establishes  the firsthantt Couhty
center. 2

Deanship
Dean Saltonstall

&
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z Environmental ) ' “w .,
Year Characteristics . Event- . Deanship
1969- . OFE establishé% the Arthur County center. )
1969 . OFE establlshes the Bettner School DlStrlCt ’
' ) center
1969 - ' McPherson goes on sabbatical and Monari
serves as Actlng Associate Dean; A "watchdog"
, commlttee is formed. .
1970 “\ . ) OFE es;abllshes the Urban City center.
1970 v OFE establishes the Jefferson Coupty center.
1970 ' ST e Carter and almost all of his staff.redign.” ~~~ “Dean saltonstall
' ' : ' ) ‘ . retires
1970 v . : Administration Professor is named as Actlng : Dean Bianco assumes
. . Director of OFE{, He hires Goldman as e office
- Assistant . D#tor ‘
w ‘ ° -~
1971 Acting Director returns to his department.
' ". Dean names Goldman -as Dlrectorkfollow1ng ‘
s ' a national search.
1971 . SR , Goldman hires Kanter and Huberman as ‘ Dean Bianco resigns
' Associate Directors.
1973 ) *  Goldman leaves OFE to direct project in . Dean Monari-assumes—%
- Gantt County Schools. . “office
1973 ) K - Ann Huberman serves as Acting Dlrector for .
. ’ siX months. - .
. . \: " N z
1973 * Dorey Brown serves ‘as Actlng Director and
A551stant Dean.
. e
> Russ=Stoutemeyer serves as Acting Director.

¢ 3 r *
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Environmental ) - -
Year haracteristics o v, Event . Deafiship
Iy ’ . ~ ’ .
1973- — Time of Centers in Martinvifle, Gantt, Jefferson, .
1975 beginning fiscal "dnd Urban City (secondary) were closed.‘ .
stringency in the B . ; ] .
districts . The Dean moves the Assoc..Director lines or Dean Monari, resigns
1975 Time of beginning parts of lines to - their respective departments. and Dean Robbins
. fiscal . . < ] assumes office
s stringency The central administration remeves the coordi-
. at the nator lines from OFE and leaves a lump sum
» ~university in the buddet. ‘ .
1975, . For the first time, the universit9 budget is
" not additive. B :
. ' L
. 1975
TUURIT U s e e - T - - *
1976 \«
= . . ,
- -
. ¥ ’
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. centers should trarn teaghers to handle the ,sUpervision in

the schooi setting as evidenced‘in his prohosal for.associates *

in teacher education. These concepts and the notion of ‘teachers
as resources were quite threatening to faculty whdse turf these !
notions invaded. (Later these ideas of teaChers as professional

®

resources for student teacher ‘supervision were eVidenced*in the

professional development centers created in Gantt County after

LRSS

the c1?51ngs of the teacher centers there.) . —~
In.terms’ of knowledge transfer, with the hostilities of
many faculty toward OFE, there was_.virtually no feedback from

the centers into the-graduate classroom.. Also;- as one Hanburg— — -

teacher recalled,~there was little in the firs® teacher btenter
in Hanburg'pounty in the way of broad in-service or .practice
improvement.. Rather, the focus was o supervision of student
teachers. ) ' :

’ Interestingly, Carter commented on the closing of the
MartinVille and Gantt Centers after he had left the director-
ship of OFE. "When I was there, there was strong in-service.
When I, left, it fell pway. 'The unibersity provided 1e§é and
léssQin-service,“ Thus: Martinville-County felt the centers
too—expensive forwha ey WeTe getting 7 also, ‘
Martinville had a sophisticated staff development program of
id own. In Gantt County, too, they were not getting in-
service,(according to Carter) and the centers were too
expensive. '
1.1.6. The Interregnum: 1970-1975

Nineteen-seventy was also the year ln_ﬁhlch Dean

-

Saltonstall retired. Followxng his retiremgéigwas the first ,
pf several reorganizations in the college of éducation resulting
in.gn adVisory committee for the ‘Office of Field Experiences
From 1970-71 there was, an’ acting director of' OFE (from the
administration_department). At the end of the summer of 1970,
he hired a th‘ty—eight-year—old young man who was a Fellow

at the Office of Education to. serve as ass1stantadirector for
secondary education This man was Rob Goldman, Who, prior to

his Office of Education experience had had three years of

* .o
. - . - »
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‘ﬁecondary school teaching experience 1in a northeastern state.

",

e
Ay

Both the chairman of the secondary education department and
McPherson were involved in hlring Goldman
°In 1971 the term of the acting dlrector ended and there

was. ‘a natlonal search for a replacement After 1nterv1ews with

;¥ wa number Qf candldates, “the chalrmansof the secondary education

department\recommended Goldman for the d1rectorsh1p and the-
new Dean, Dan Bianco, offered the position to a "flabbergasted"
Goldman.

Thus, in\1971,

two assoc1ated\d1rectors. Esther Kanter to coord1nate the

Goldman became director of OFE and hired

secondary "and felated areas and Ann Huﬁerman-to coordinate-the - -
elementary areae Both Esther and Ann were trained at Teachers
College and were\etrongly commltted te teacher education.. '

Initially, Esther\and Ann were supposed to teach one course
" The OFE

ibed earlier and consisted of fourteen centers

’

per year and devote the rest of their time to OFE.
of 1970-71 was des

‘and Seven. school systems.

-

During -1971 Gof&man recalled that his role was prlmarlly
Ann Huberman recalled that "the&tenor of the ~
air (then) was;, don'tlbreathe.

that of med1ator.

..The year (1971)-was a stormy-

’ [ %

-

g

year. Bianco (the dean) Felt that there was no such thing as

teacher education and he prov1ded no support for,’OFE. However,
it was also a first year and a honeymoon year; so that. OFE
survived..

.The cllmate. t- the college. of education was changing:

peopleiwere getting to fiocus on resources and security issues.
At the end of 1973
end of 1973 Goldman chose

ation at a junior hi

ianco resigned the’aeanship. Also at

to leave BFE 'to head Project Cooper-

th s% He was in the

field for threé years. When Goldhan left, Ann Huberman was

named acting director. : ‘ . "

& o
.

hool in ¢antt County.

Shg,said that she sefved &s acting director "for a very -

A1

short period {actually a éemester) -1I mas'not’happy in the

role and they were not ha;py with me. There was’still a .

carryover of asking pe

“Huberman did not‘like,tq/do this.

———

~

-
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~tenure as actlng director, Dorey Brown who was ass1stant
:dean, was. also app01nted as Actlng D1rector of OFE At~ the
.end gf the year, the new- dean, John Monarl, called ih Goldman‘
and told hlm he coul return to his pb91tlon as Dlrector of ,
OEE or he should residn. Goldman decided to stay out in the o
field and he resigned Then Monari appolntid Russ Stoutemeyer,~
a secondary education faculty member, to serve as actlng
. director. Stoutemeyer erved as acting director for about

_t_.'two years (1973-1975)°while Goldman remalnedxln the flétd

During Goldman s'last year in the field he diFfected a cut-

“down ver51on of Project Cooperation, as the fundlng came to an -

IS

.end. This periqd was quite valuable for Goldman and he has been

able to dera—geed—aeb—as-a result ‘of what I learned in the
field then." . . — .

p

Y .

Durlng these trans1tlonal years, centers 1n Martinville -

County, Gantt QOunty, Jefferson County, and Urban: C1ty ‘were ;/

closed. And the center in Cardon County was founded The only
centers d1scont1nued at the initiative of the university were
the J ffersongCounty and Urban City s&co ry cente;s.' THe
reasoi\that~the Jefferson County center was.dIscontinued was ™
its great distance from River's Lapding. The ratlonale for /

the Urban City secondaty’ center's closing wasxmore complex, ’

»involving a pumber of factors. These factors stemmed from, v
‘conflifts concerring the center and‘included'sgme complaints’on
the'p r& of student teaghers- agalnst inner city student teaching
as51gnments, the persqnallty of the center coordinator, and
(according 5 one 1nformant) the perception that "the' institution
was racist." The" root factor, however, 1n both the secondary
Urban center and the Jefferson center was that they did not
oattractﬁgnough students.u . S '°° °%
On Stoutemeyer s first day on the 30b he‘attended the
Martan1lle County SchooL Bodrd meetrng‘at_whlch the. decision
was made to tlose the centers. The, ostens1ble reason for the-
clos1ngs, accordlng to all uniwersity- related~tnformants, was
flnanc1al. But the underly1ng issue according- to three ’
college of educatlon 1nformants was,.in the words of Stoutemeyer,
"the séﬁse that»they can do what ‘they want to do themselves.®@

The staff development‘pfflce (1n Mart1nv1lle County) had a

~
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notzon of what S approprzate " This cre ted a situation of
domaln dissensus regardlng the in- serv1ce functlon of¥the

° Martlﬂyllle centers. Carter.opined that, in, fact, after he .
left,' the Ma%t1nv111e center offered little: in the way of in- |
) serv1ce, and "thus, the county felt, the beneflts were more
. fwelghted toward the university. It is important sto contrast 4} |
ﬂ\ this domaln d?%sensus regarding the centers with theé s1tuatlon
of domaln.consensus regardlng therrole of”%ﬁe unlver51ty in Gantt
County. Similar to Martinville County, ‘Gantt County'clalmed
that fiscal stringency was the reason  for the discontinuation ° d;
o of the centers there. However, Stoutemeyer~901nted out that , ™
; the dlfference between @antt ‘and Martlnv111e Counties was \ -
that ”Gantt County was immediately ready to ‘enter into talks;,
whlle Martan1lle County @idn' t haVe the energy I went withg
where the energy was. Tt 7 ; ":.". e . \X
. Most of Stout yer's, tenure was spent in "presiding over g '
o the demise’ of cent S, the-cfbatlon of a center in Cardom .

County," and in straightening out’internal management. problems.
In-the words _'Stoutemeyer,‘"I was a responder in that job:" .
Stoutemeyer wa instrumentajbln removing Huberman’s line from

= OFE to the earlv childhood. £

.
gtrain P -

=

e

between the elementary coor 1nator and coord1nators in the

°f1eld At the same tlme, the’ dean also removed 51 percent of

L

“Kanter's’ llne/from OFE to the secondary dejartment. In exthange for
Huberman's line, the eleAentafy/early chil K\

hood Wepartment
. - app01nted one of its young fa?ulty members to serve as Ty

’ n

"liaidon" for the elementary coordlnators with one course

, . relie Kant er, "with her line anchored 1n the secondary
department, remained as associate d1rector of OFE (49%. time)

. and retalned respdnsibilities. for coordlnatlng the secondary

¢
« - !
~ - ‘

area. 4 " ; ‘ I

B Durlng Stoutemeyer s &cting d1rectorshxp there‘was muc’f hp
less conflict cbetween the Secondary education deﬁartment an ’
OFE. One reason for the lessenlng of eonfllct was the effec-

tive job that two placgﬁent aSs1stants did for thg~Sec5ndar -
student teadh\rs. As Stoutemeyer noted; "They yorked

<

“w ' v
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hgyutlfully with the faculty." Addltlonally, 1n 1975, the
central admlnlstratlbn removed the coordlnator lines 1n _
°a sneaky way" from OFE ‘but 1eft the money 1n]the bﬁdg t as a *

lump sum. Goldman explained that Mthis is: s#prgblem. "The

money was left as a fixed sum. It’ ‘hag not: :Changed since 1975

-

and it is very

! )

difficult to get extra funds." Nineteen- seventy ~-five marked
the first time when the university %was n6t an additive budget .

You are a line item in the un1Vers1ty budge

The crunch was on! . ° R : L —
In summary, the key env1ronmental characteristic of .this

fu ﬁterregnum" perlod was a change in the abundance of resources
avallable dur1ng the early years of d}E This movement toward
ﬁlscal strlngency in its initial. stages both. at the county and

.\un erslty level combined with a s1tuat10n of domain dissensuM.
in the Mart1nv1lie ‘County settlng to br1ng about the demise of .
the center there Additionally, the absence of the initial
leaders of OFE, McPherson and Carter, w1th their dr1v1ng

* visions of the centers and the presence of*a str1ng of acting .
d1rectors prov1ded the ‘hackdrop for the: dec11ne in the number ) -

of centers 1n the Yeaner ye;fg of 1970 1975’ DUflng these ‘ -

FearS T —CO W & aep en s abate 1 st OFE .

\

‘staff\had left th- pllege of education and OFE was ne longer ' .
in an. emplre bulldlng" mode. Rather 1t was trylng to hold .[—
itself ﬁogether and functlon eﬁiectlyely, goals wh1ch -. ”3;-~ i .

Stoutemeibr achieved dur1ng his actlng directorehip. Few

- changes Were made 14 the functlonlng of the centers.
! to.
- Threa stud1es of the centers, as reported by Huberman, %

were unde%taken by her whilejat OFE. One was a ggaduate . 3
student'skstudy of the daily, life of a center coordinator. ]
Another w a study on the differences be;ween student teacher
attitudes in center and non-center sett1ng (There was no -
difference)l. @A thlrd\sfudy examined the supervisory beha-

vior of cooperating teachers in center schools and teachers

in non- ceht r schools. (Cooperating teachers used more
divergent, hYpothetlcaL/st;ategles and less prescrlptlve X
strategles )t None of these studles were completed or publlshed
- \ . e F - ~ s
a o~ \ B - - *
s \
¢ \ - 19
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and have not, been wqued on 31nce Huberman left the OFE offlce.
Also theré\was a paper wrlﬂten by Huberman, Kanter, and Goldman
for the American Educatlonal Research Association concernlng

-

the teacher centers. ) . .
The period of acting directorships ended in 1976, when

Dean Robblns asked Goldman to re;urn to the college of.

educatlon. " (Goldman' s project in Gantt County was ending.)

Thus, Goldman returned to.the dlrectorshlp of OFE at the end .

of 1976. ‘
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‘1.2. THE ?QgNDING OF.SyE CARDQN COUNTY CENTE%,N ‘
Stoutemeyer also presided over the birth of the Cardon
'County centerl' Table 1-1 llStS key, flgures in thé'early years
of the Cardon center. _Prior to the center s actual ‘founding,
%a number of formal and informal linkages existed between,the
college of education and the Cardon schqol system.. In 1964
and 1968," Ron Hartney met with a small ggoup of people from
Cardon County to develop and work on staff development y

- T

Hartney recalled that "I had a nymber of these people fromu,

Cardon County in my class. I had léctured about the need for

a strong staff davelopment program. My students asked me to
come. down and- talk with:them." Hartney -developed a plan,
working with Cardon administrators includihg James Barnes.
‘Unfortunately, the plan was not funded hut the, linkages weye )
in place. ‘ ) . o
-Additional linkagee were being formed. An industrial
education professor, Hal Feeney, supervised student teachers
‘in the Cardon schools and worked with Mike. Green, the pr1nC1pal

of the Cardon Middle SChool Also the Cardon superlntendent

- had worked W1th student teachers and faculty in tHe industrial

educatlon area. , y y -

\superlntendent

Yet another llnkage was ‘Elmer Mariner, D1rector of

3

Personnel for Cardon County. Carden County had a strong need

for math and sc1ence'teachers. According to Esther Kanter,

Mariner had made several abortive attempts f{prior to 1975) .

to get the university to help with muth and science student

teachers.’ - ‘ ] .
A final and key linkage was Pat Weavetmon who had been an >

elementary principal in Gardon Cogpfy after which she enrolled

in a full-time doctoral program at the college of“/ducatlon

While in graduate school, Pat also taught in the college'of

education for a year.f Returning fo Cardon County, the super-

intendent asked her to servd as princﬁbal for a school that

was closing in June. Following that role, Superintendent =

Connors app01nted Weavermon as admlnlstratlve assistant and p

superV1sor of elementary educatlon. Here, Weavermon shared

an office wrth James Barnes, who was,later to become a551stant

. . <

.. . * . ‘ - . . .- —
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the teicher edugatlon center concept. . Her adV1ser, DanGBaldw1n,'

‘Martan1lle

) Weavermon wrote

. estahlishing teac

. )
I : .o
H . R Y . -
) -
S _ ot , .«
‘.

-— . o “

Whlle ‘in graduate sehosl, Weavermon first learned about !

talked

were three interesting documents relatéd to teacher centers., -,

w1th her about teacher, centers. (In Weavermon s file

BThe first was a copy of the Teacher Education Center Act of

1974, As\Amended ,£rom the State of Florida. The second was a
copy of a November 1975 monograph by Allen ‘A. Schme;der and Sam
Y. Yar§er\entltied "Teach1ng Centers; Toward the State of

the ‘Scene.l" And the th1rd was a copy of the May 18, 1972 . iﬁ

P - -~ e e

Constltutlin of theaCooperatlon in Teacher Educatlon Progect

in New York.) - .1° : ¥

When Pt was administrative assistant to the director of *

1nstructlon she received a telephone «call from Dan Baldwin.,

ounty and Gantt Cognty had closed their centers.
Dan’/told her that he thought the time was rlght for her to . \\
get a center After talking with her$ Dan spok& to his dean -
while Pat- spoke to. Superlntendent Connors . Recognizing that ) 5

st document avallable and related:- to the center i
founding, wa letter'from Pat Weavermon to Dean Rphbins
dated 15 Janua

1975.. In this letter Weavermon referred to -
earlier discussion between_ Assistant Dean Dorey Broy;%

Esther - o

concerning student teacher centers at the secondary level.

- ‘ E

that "my interest is in extending this effort

to Include eleme tary' schools...We are'most~gnx;ous to work Do :
with you to expldre the possibility of student teacher centers

and*I am availablle'to discuss this with you or your designeesj
at your conveniente." Then Weavermon had Mariner send a

lettetr to the dea

.

reinforcing Cardon County's interest in § - .
er centers. Curt1s and, Stoutemeyer met
to d1scuss the te ,her center 1dea,for Cardon County.

On February 2% 1975 Curtis and Stoutemeyer wrote a

m\po on dean's off}ce statlonery to Mariner. The memo's

subject was "inter to establlsh Teacher Educatlon Centers in ] IR

. . Co - .
.\ . . 7 L
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Cardon County," a working paper for further éiscussiqns.

.They proposed that a final memorandum of reement be produced
and be signed by the dean of the college of education and
by the Cardon superintendent. The very detailed memo contained

the following elements:

® Three Basic Reasons for Establishing the Centers:

Pre-Profressional Placement, In-Service ("dual nature...
in-service for those directly involved in working with
Student teachers. projeéted and corollary orientati
have been in- gerv1Ce programs concern1ng such things
as curriculum development and spec1al problems

locally identified"), and Res%arch ("whereny the
representatives of the university and the county can
f05ter~mutually agreed upon research activities")
'Nature of Center ("two elementary schools, one middle

school, and one high school...in the northern part of

Cardon County...also the possibility of rotating
"schools over a periJH of years should be considered
as the center develops") )
° Coordinator ("joint appointment...cooperative search")
e ~-Resources from Cardon County and Eastern State ﬁaf
listing of the shared costs including college of
m‘educatlon shared salary of coordlnator and Cardon
. paylng for 40% secretary).
Governance ("a cooperative enterprise...will be
detérmined by a group consiéting'of Curtis, Stoutemexerf
Kanter, Huberman, Mariner and three others identified
by Cardon CountyV¥)
Expectatlons (a llstlng of minimal and max1mal goals
for the center) : o 1
1 The Gardon County admlnlstratlon then prepared a worklng
paper, in reactlon4to thlS February 25, 1975 memo which generally
expregsed agreement with the memo, identified the middle and
high schools and suggested an ‘open-space as well as a self-
contained elementary school, and spe01f1ed up to $15 000 amount
from the{@ounty for the 1975-1976. school year. ‘ .

- “
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In early March, Dean Robbins signed the agreement

establishing the ‘Cardon County Education Center; on March 25,
Superintendent Connors added hisusighature to the doc%ment.
Just prior to March 26, four representatives of the Cardon
schools and fdur representatives of the college of education
met to hammer out the implementation of the agreement. The
minutes of that meeting reported that a job description for
the coordinator was'anroved and would be circulated to a
distribution list compiled by the university and the school,

. system. A search committee (four persons from Cardon and

four from the college of educatlon) was nhamed to meet during

the last week of April in order to choose five finalists.

Space in the mlddle school would be assigned to the coordinator.

Finally, a governance proposal was approved; It was to be
reviewed by June 1, 1976. i L e

/

The governance proposal establlshed a single coord1nat1ng
council Wlth representatives from participating school and county
units. Meetlng monthly, the” counc11 would have the coordinator

as its executlve‘secretary/ The counc1; was charged with
setting program priorit%es consonant with thewmemorandum of
agreement, developing guidelines for resourCe allocation, and
designating task forces w?irever necessary. ) .
Notes of an Aprll 9, 1975 meet1ng 1nc1ud1ng teacher and
princ1pal representatlves revealed that the Cardon County

Board of Educatlon reacted favorably to the center's esta-

bllshment At this meetlng, the participants set the norms -

for the center council including alternating Matiner and
Stoutemeyer as chairpersons Q"facilitators") and designated
Ann Huberman as the chair for a group to consider further
proposals on goVérnance The participants also emphaslzed
that- the council was not an advisory "body. Rather, it was a
policy dec1sion—making group: “The Center coordinator will
impl®ment all policy dec1s1ons’: ! ’ o \
The May 16, 1975 meeting revealed-some points, of agree-

ment on governance- ‘"A separation of elementarxy and secondary

‘activities would interfere with the needs of children" and -

"local school personnelmusthave some authority." At th1s
meéeting, it was. decided that Esther Kanter woudd convene the

a
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search committee sometime aftQE‘ggge 3, 1975.

Meanwhile university and schodl district efforts to orient
their»personnel to the center were proceeding. On May 7 the
I college of education plahned a visit for the .college faculty
to Cardon Countj. And on June 12 and 13, .there was a workshop -
for all staffs involved in the "Maryland Teacher Education Center,"
‘preceded by a morning orientation and luncheon on June 11.
. The workshop covered skill deyelopmeﬁt for supervisory personnel.
o The college of education granted one draduatevlevel credit for
persons who partitipated in this workshop as welq/as for a three
day on-going workshop in skill-<development for subervisery
Personnel -in August. < . R 4 \

On June 4, Kanter convened the search committee for a-
preliminary screening of candidates for the coordifdator
positions. The nine finalists included candidates £rém across
the ceuntry Acco}ding to a univérsity informants, it was the
OFE staff who pushed for a natlonal search. Addltlonally,

.. accordlngto Hubermdn, she and Kanter felt that the coordinator
should 'have been trained in teacher educatlon. A May 1975 memo
from Huberman,to Stoutemeyer with copies to the search committee.
members recorded Huberman's strong interest in playing a role

on the search commlttee chalred by Kanter Hubermén wrote:

H As you recall, at the time of the app01ntment of (tHe)
K-12 Education Center Search Committee several weeks
ago I informed you that it was unfortunate that 1I,.
\ as the person representing early chlldhood/elementary
‘ department;from the O0ffice of Field “ o
' Experiences, was not actlvely participating with the .
search commlttee. .You suggested at that time that I~ *
read over jthe appllcatlons and make suggestions so -t
, that my 1nput could be a part of the decision making
process. ' Since you'asked Esther to make initial
) selectlonE for the search committee, from the total
' group of applicants sent to the college, I have been
_awaiting notification of who these applicants are
//éSO that I|can make my suggestions.

)

" Esther has givén me the Cardon County applicants- - .-
selected by them for review by the sear committee.
I have read each and made the following selections as
the most promising candidates (u51ng the job desgrlptlon
as criteria).

v . - ——
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This memo also was consistent w1th Stoutemeyer ] 6/servation

about internal OFE opnflicts regarding the running of the office.

Tt probably was written around the time the Huberman line was
returned or about to be returned to the early childhood/
elementary department: On June 16 and\{7, 1975, the search
committee interviewed candidates. The college of education ang
Cardon County took turns-in hgsting and handling lodging for+
the gnterviewees.

The governafce committee under the chair of Huberman
contihued to meet. It included Hartney from the college,
Weavermon, and a principal from Cardon d%%nty. Both Hubermah
and Kanter had com& from Teachers Coiiege with strong ideas
about a formal governancé document. They had been influenced
by the teacher education-group at TeachErs College and by
the CITE project in New &opK a collaborative Teachers College- -
school system project. As noted earlier, Wegvermon had a copy
of the(CITE document in her files. The formats df the final

dogp County Education. CenEer governance plan and the CITE
gOVErnance document, were’ quite similar. Hﬁgerman also’reported
in a letter to the new coordinator that the committee was also
influenced by the HETFIRE report, from the American Assoc1ation
of Colleges of Teacher Education. )

An interesting handyritten note in Weavermon's file
entitled "Models for Governance" listed five tooics: "Existing Co-
policies of two systems,.constraints, shared decision making,
need'for center to deal w1th in-service needs of system -

substantive in-service - not® just a few bones in return for

clearly revealed a broader notion of in-service than the earlier

centers encompassed and provided a backdrop for understanding the

Y
a

final governance document. -

pre-serVice work" (Emphasis added). This handwritten note s _'i l
|
June was also an interesting month in terms of an episode
that was reminiscent of McPherson s hard-nosed-and determined
stand when confronted by diss1dent secondary education depart- : )
merit members. At $ June meeting recalled Kanter, "somebody

. N k3 . . .
told the secondary ‘teachers to come to a meeting during closing
. . y ) —
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time to hear about.a great fiew thing - the new teachers
center! It sounded to the teachers like an order from the
university down; it sounded predetermined to them. There
was distress .the superintendent told them (these teachers) .,
,to aCCept the center or to take transfers...We (the OFE
people) kept on saying to the county people in the plannlng

stages that teachers shquld be 1nformed " ?hus, the sailing
was not all smooth in the earllest days of the center 4
Weavermon pointed out that her secpndary educatlon.counter- .

.part in Cardon did not understand the ceﬁter cdoncept the’ way
she did. - ’

) ®

The June 19, 1975 meetlng of the center counc1l in-
addltlon to rece1v1ng reports on governance, coordlnatlon
search, and long range in-‘service plans, focussed on a dis-
quss1on of teacher concern %P terms of representatlon in
governance, compensation for serv1ces, and workshop credlt
for salary schedule. These teacher concerns,éertalnly in~-. )
fluenced the ‘final governance document of the center which was o
wrltten in the fall of 1975. v ; — ‘

The month of July marked the fprmal hiring of the first
Cardon County Educatioh Center coordinator, Jimmy Rugglesworth,
who had worked with a well-known professor at Stanford Graduate.
School.of Education. " In a buly 8 joint letter from .Marsiner
and Stoutemeyer, Rugglesworth‘received a formal offer whicn
said, in part: "Although the Cardon County public schools will
:be your primary employer, half of" youx salary will be relmbursed
" to the Cardon County Public Schools by the college of education.
Although your coordinator's role will be klndergarten through
grade twelve, your departmentaf\aéffllatlon at Eastern State
Unlverslty Wlll be w1th the early chlldhood/\lementary
education department " *You will be responsible to Russ Stoutemeyer,-

o

Actlng Director of the Office of Fleld Experiences in the
college of Yeducation and to Jamesg Barnes, Dlrector, D1v1slon
of Admlnlstratlon and Supervision in the Cardon County public
schopls. Your: responsibilities will commence 15 August 1975 "
'~ “On the following page is a copy of the Cardon County

AN

Education Center, 1975~ 1976 School Year Budget:

a—— .- “
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Table 1-3

v

ARDON COUNTY EDUCATION® CENTER BUDGET
(1975-76 SCHOOL YEAR)

Rugglesworth began serving as coordlnator in August.

3

«
-
®

~

April 19, 1976

C \ « PAID BY PAID BY
TOTAL BUDGET CARDON GQOUNTY EASTFRN STATE UNI-
2 g . : VERSITY

SALARIES .
- . , /1" L N
» Coordinator ‘. $15,244 °* | $7,622 - N $7,622(to.

S - , Cardon_Co.)
Secretary 4,500 4,500 .
Substitute. Teachers *500 , 500 , - -
Graduate Assistant * 3,200 : ' . 3,200

. . ¥ ) D . . .
\CONTRACTED SERVICES
Cons?htants . . . “le
OTHER COSTS o, L
Travel 1,300 R 1,300
. v
Conferences ' 300 100 . 200
| € , ) w ‘
CENTER OPERATIONS - _ . i
Tuition . 3,000 3,000
/Materials 1,500 . ' . 1,500
Travel. 500 : 500
OFFICE OPERATIONS "~ : ; .
" Telephone . 600. 6003 ’
Postage - .7, 15 {1 » 75 » .
TOTALS " $30,719 ° {$13,397 , $17,322
o £

/V

The

flrst council meeting of the” school year and Rugglesworth's

. first meeting as coordinator wa$ held 16 September 1975.

The

- first topic discussed at the meeting was, again, teacher
. concerns, especially at the secpndary level

dealt with these concerns Flrst

Two actions

‘Marlner was to request a
letter from the super1ntendent;authofizing»in-service courses
taken at the:center to couht;towarde.bayment on the MA+30 o
credits salary scale.

Second ; Stédtemeyer was to talk to the
dean about the p0551b111ty of offerlng 600 level tourses in
( the county.
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Also reflecting teacher cancerns, the governance grbup -

-

\ reported and the council decided that "a.teacher would be .

democrat1cally1chﬁsen from e¢ach school to - represent the center
to serve on the committee on governance" andl that these teachers
would be selected prior to the. 29 September meeting of the \
governance committee so that they could participate at-that
t1me Flnally, the counc1l resolved a small problem concern1ng1
the coordlnators .salary request. Hartney offered to have

hlS department pay the coordlnator a specified sum of money

for the 1975-76 school year as consultant ﬁveryone agreed

Wlth this arrangement ’

\ ‘In early December the f1nal governance document was '
ready. On December 3 1975 the governance commlttee ratified
the governance document and sent it on to the Cardon ., super- .
intendent and the-dean of the college of education. The f1nal__

governance document for the Cardon County Education Center

- included a change from the ‘ori \inal coordinating council

COncept There was, to be’ a policy board (taking the place of
the council) which would m;et twice a year w1th the college
and the county taking turns in chairing the meetlng The |,
pollcy board's, membership was to include teacher and prInc1pal
r resent‘fﬁon as well as college of education faculty repre-
(g:ﬁtatlon, student teacher. representation, and community repre-:
sentation. The main functSpns of the pollcy board were pollcy
development and budget recommendations. ‘ '/C ;
Focuss1ng on day-todday operations’ and\pollcy 1mplementatgon '
was an operatlons cémmit€ee functlon The opetations. commLttee
was to meet monthly and to be composed of qne teacher and on%
administration representat1ve f kom each of the center schools
When this observer asked a college of education 1nformant ayout
the lack of unlver51ty representatlon on the-operatlons comﬁlttee,
he replled that th1s lack was intentionaj’, It was 1mportanF to
give center teachers and principals a sense of ownershlp and
- direct participation in the operations, of the center f

Although the Cardon center's governance document w%é

modeled after the constitution of New York's CITE project

<

v
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(Cooperatlon in Teacher tducation), there were some.ditférencesg:iai_

the operatlons commlttee and-policy board replaced the general -
assembly and executlve board outlined in the CITE constitution.
While the finad work on the governance document was proceedihd:-
durlng tye .fall of 1975, Jlmmy,Rugglesworth was gexcited about
the college of educatlon and Cardon County jointly applying '
for a $300,000 Teacher Corpg grant. On October 29, 1975
Rugglesworth wrote to the assoc1ate‘dean of thé college of
o . educatlon and asked for help 'in 1n1t1at1ng the\proposal writing
procéss. Rugglesworth, repordgd to the 3 Deceniber 1975 governance
' méeting that the propo al would be flnlShed by the deadline.
a = Stoutemeyer suggested letter of support for the Teacher »
’ Corps proposal and the commlttee agreed.
* " The Teacher Corpslpropos%l with Rugglesworth servlng.as
director was fundéd. This led to the dilemma, of the relation-
' ship between the Teacher Corps and the teacher center. The
.Teacher Corps was housed at the mlddle school where the teacher
center was located. One option was to have the Teacher Corps
gﬁrector also serve as ilrector of the cehter. There was a . @
: proposal " for "the admlnl trative organlzatlon og@thejﬁeacher
" Education,Center and the |\Teacher Corps pro;ect as a int
operation.” | This proposa was not accéptéd Rather a new
teacher center coordinatoy, Dorey Hammer, who prev1ously had
__ «~ served as a coordinator in Hanburg County, was app01ntedu .:
Accordlng to Green, when ﬁammer came’ on board thqﬁEEnter
‘. 3\‘ was moved to an elementary school allow1ng her greater autonomy .
Hammér wanted, thlS autonom and the elementary school principai
wanted the center. - 4 ) ; | T
*Before finishing the discussion of the teacher center under

— Rugglesworth, there is one'aspect of Rugélesworth s work that ’~
should be noted. At the enc

FK\ Rugglesworth wrote a memo

of his first year as coordlnator,

o secondary education faculty. In

v

- thi§ memo, he shared ncerns about Vsevere" problems
v |

that'"approximately 20 percent of our secondary education
ustudent:teach%rs,had." He|added that the Hanburg secondary

' . coordinator ,was alsg/expe®ienging 51mrlar problemg. Rugglesworth

| . 4 .
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- " " believed that‘the main reason for these problems was that Eiéi .
secondary people did not get enough experience in the f1eld
prior to student teachihg. He also recommended ‘that the ..
ﬁaculty\conslder schedullng methods courses- prior -to student
teackiny. (It is interesting to comparE‘the concerns of this,

. 1975 memo with the ‘concerns of secondary teachers in the Gantt
County center at the time of this study; the concerns are almost
identical.) The information from these documents, of course,
recorded only part of%the story. Addltlonally, there were
countless phone calls between Cardon COUnty and River's Landing.
: According to informants, there was~some conflict between’

Gree% and Rugglé%worth * Informants reported that Rugglesworth

was a nice pexson Wlth good 1deas. However,,Green noted that. -

the Teacher Corps had too many loose ends_and evaluation téch=~ 5

niques which were not too good. Also it.had no established

policy. In particular, "there was :a problem- when Jimmy was here.”

| Apparently some professors did: a staff survéy related to a lack

of discipline in the schools through the Teacher Corps and

gave the results to ‘the newspapjr . Green was very concerned_

about this because it could havd caused publrc relations

repercuséions. Green attributed this problem *o Rugglesworth s

lack of administrative .experience. There was .also, noted

Al - . ¢

Green, a turf problem with "full professors from Eastern
. State coming down and telling.people what to do, a matter of -

deflnlng turf " . <

- Accordlng to another 1nformant,‘there were also problems
. with Rugglesworth feellng that he knew@how to run a middle *-
‘ ’ s¢hool. Perbhaps the flavor 'of this conflict is captured in
Green's comparison of Hammer w1th Rugglesworth: "she was much
. . less flamboyant and not as active and far ‘reaching...she was
' more 1nvolvbd in the. elementary schopl level...There were not
problems_ when Dorey was here." Weavermon'reported that
Rugglesworth had trouble 1ngegrat1ng the Centers with.the

system and had trouble® "calling the shots . That's bad. It

b ce ¢

3 breaks down credlblllty "o, . - .
’ e - However Rugglesworth's éﬂachers Corps prOJect had three
) * successful components which wfre taken over by the center at the

’
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--—énd -of the project's funding. (When the prOJect ended Rugglesworth

decided to leave Cardon County_and work in-a n thern )
state where he ,had worked prior; to receiving hisg ‘Ph. D .) These
three projects were: a homework centero a parent volunteer,
program; and ‘a resour'ce room. . -

In summary (sa% Causal Network: -Cardon County), both
formal and 1nformal blnkages contributed to, the foundlng of* the
Cardon Center. Addltlonally, the env1ronmental settlng ‘was -
right. It w a time of growth. Cardon County needed new
teachers as J%ll as in-service help. {The county did have
some access to alternatlve resoyrces as evidenced by a spring -

2
1975 memo from Marlner to Superintendent Connors reportlng on
Thomas Jefferson University's college of educatlon s interest

,f;/ in collaborating with Cardon Couﬁty?ﬁ On the unrvers1ty s1de,_

the Martinville and Gantt centers had closed. _There was a need
for an alternat;ve s1te for the placement of student teachers.
It was also wise polltlcally fox a state 1nst1tution to work
w1th4a more rural county ' T

’ ‘_ The 1nformal llnkages between the cotunty and the college
of edrﬁatlonk°"the close assoc1ation (8f the superlzakndent)
/7w1 h peopie he- re pected " and the mov1ng spirits" of ﬁeaverﬁon
eYeerrobably best explaaned the 1975 foundlng of

a ce tgr An»ﬁ dog?@aunty? Also thefé were-needs and percelved
ben@ 1t§gon th@;ﬁﬁré qf both partlclpatlng organlzatlons.m\zgd
there s bargalnfngéand strong collqge and county key person
support in. the face of*hammer ng out a jOlnt agreement and dha_;ng/
with incipient &onfllgts g(e;’g, ' :Secongary teachers .at. the .

.
® v

operatlons there was al

center secondary¢schoolﬁQT At, th end’ of the first yean‘of o \
an addj?r

tlona} infusion of funds from _

appreciated d (As Green fecalls
trips™ as a rESult of the pij%
separate 1dent1ty and separate budg

qttgg "klds even got to go on v
S fu

‘the Teacher Corps project, and, w1th the concurrence of the
pollcy board kept the mosh.succeggﬁul of the Teacher~Corps .
,components. This join regu1arlzatlon<pf successful components'

' generated on soft mone;\Was an ;mpo&tant Qutdome‘of thea&Lstrlgt .
level IOA. L ’ 3 7
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set against the OEE concept because they percerved OFE as an :1

invasion f t er{/fegltlmate tﬁrf ‘and as a det¥iment to their

power. O ce FE was establlshed the confllct between faculty

as a barr;er to 1ts effectlvenessiand 1nfl enced ; .

the role of ORE under actlng Barettors SO that OFE was in \a.

: ce Eode." Later, confllct within the OFE offlce,
se&vEd asf"a ha rier in terms oé ‘usirfg up the energy of the

. acting difrectok. \\_ . . LR

- £ ) : - 1

In the earliest days, there were few barriers to OFE from:

Y

the schodql disjricts. After Carter  left OFE, decllne of schoal
»
-district [fiscal resourcqds became a barrier in Mart1nv1lle and

Gantt Counties. Additiohally, QOmaln dissensus and access to

alternativé\resources regarding {in-service served as a strong .

‘ Qarrier o the centers in Maral ville County and led,~from the
. : |

[

. ‘ . college's perspectlve, to the demise of the centers there. ;

&

_Other bafriers were lack of sup ort/lnterest from key school*®

district 'ersonne ané‘léck of strong commltment from ‘district '/A\

I

" . personnel, aslin the-later Arthur County center (around 1945)

and gs in Marﬂ:’/élle County. { S, e ‘.
Moving en to barr1ers to the early. Cardon center, domaln .

dissensus and turf issues loomed large. "The domain)dissensus

barrier revealed itself in the.form of concern on,the‘Eart of

- secondary teachers with un1vers1ty encroachment on their turf.

zpére also was [some dofmain dlssensus in terms of ‘the center : 2

-, coordinator's nole and approprlate responslbllltles at the
middle school. |These turf 1ssues, in most instances, were
. ¢ resolved through barga1 ing or through the intervention of key
' powerful ﬁeébl . ‘Table 1—4 ummarizes barriers during the S .
early years of| OFE. | ‘

¢ * .- »
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.. Table 1-4 The . Early Years of the OFE Interorganlzatlonal Ty

‘

Effects-

T

. . Locus and item >

_Arraﬁgement- Barriers and Their Institutional

Institutional éffectsi

Characteristics of the
Envirenmental Niche °

¢ . Percelved reductlon of turf/

S
=~V

resources

Characteristics of ¥
" Organization

Wl

Perceived |reduction of e
turf/poﬁer (intraorganiza-
tional) {by county/university

U Lack of cﬂmmitment by county

v

Lack of sypport/interest
,from key county personnel

- foon
v

’
Conflict (within the
university)

[l

.
£haracterilstics of an \‘
IOA Leader °

e

Poor 1nterpersonal skills- '
RS
N

»

~

-

" Dlslncgntlve for participa-
ntlon/malntenance of Ioa

Dlsancentlve for participa-
t\ion/maintenance‘ in I0A .

Motlvatlon for “ending IOA

Dlsmpcentlve for parth;pa-
tlon 1n IoA

\

\
\
3 ~
.

Dlslncthlve for contlnuatlon/
support Rf I0A

"
Demise!of center; no. new
1nterorgan zatlona
negotiatiohs®

ise of ce tgr,'no néw
1 terorganlza ional

otiations

Barrler to IOA 'effectiveness ’
and ‘long-term g wth,
diverted energy qf organ-
izatiqnal leader

~ N ‘J ')

y il \'
,ﬁemlse of Urban. Clty\center

v
< A

<

&N

J »
A
N
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1.4. FACTLITATORS DURING THE EARLY YE}\R\ ‘ T ‘
\ There were many\ more fac111tators than barriers in the o
early days.of $FE. One prime fac111tato§ was a setting of

. resource plenty. The garly days of OFE were days of popula-
.tion and fiscal growth 1n the school dlstrlcts as _well as at .
- the cdllege of educatlon. “Phe districts qeeded—a "structure’
‘of-access" in, terms of recrurtment‘and sehectlon of student —~
.. ' leaghers. Additionally, thé climate of’th% sixties was
favorable toward innovation; ft wds a time\of belief in
, innovation for problem-solving. | “ ﬁ . *
X ~ In thiS setting.of growth, a key facilitating factor was
Saliee the ideology of IOA leaders. Both McPhersoP and. Carter had )
‘complementary visions of rteacher centers - YlSlQnS wthh they
. . were determined to turn Ynto reality. ’ , : .o ,
. ' As noted earlier, formal and iriformal \inkages were v &
powerful fac111tators for. collaboration among part1c1pat1ng
organizations. Thése llnkages led to an awa‘eness of possible.
commitment to the
nitiated.
§u§port of key.persons also facilitated the founding _and

- benefits from collaboratlon and strengthene\

interorganizational arrangement once it was,

*the mainténance of centers, especiaily in the face of conflict

ronmengtal niche. “* -

~ ‘or alternatlve competlng resouyrces 1n an env
- ! Turnlng to the element of outs1de fun;tqﬁ in the early"
days of OFE, the presence of federal funds saemed to serve as
a relnforC1ng‘factor 1n'the creation of thd earliest centers.
The very first center in MartinviIle County was created with
. federal funds.. After that, there were no majbr federal funds
d involved in the centers. Additionally, while| the presenxe of
a large federal érant to. OFE for teacher tralping (Triple T = .
~"Granti exacerbated conflict wdthin the oollege of education,
Creinforced perceptions of the director as an femp re-builder,"
‘| o led (ultlmately) ‘to the departure of the first OFE staff, \ ,
o~ SR the granf fac111tated the ‘stability- of the ofklce 1tself
! Yet another facilitator toward the stablblty of OFE in
T its earllest days was the 1968 national award to OFE with its _ -

?

'

concomltant natfonwide. recognition. . .
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. Two‘additional fac111tators, in .terms of the malntenance
and sustenancé of 1nterorganlzatlonal arrangements, were the

) . degree of need for an 1nterorgan\gathnal arrangement,“

b espeC1a11y on the,part of the school drgtrlcts and the- degree - - .

1
of interest on the part of these distridts. High need_and high - . l

interest facilitated the contlnuatlon of collaboratlve"
arrangements and contributed to domain cona§nsus~ Here the

Mart1nv111e arrangement can be contrasted with the:Gantt .

AT

arrangénent. Gantt. €ounty's need‘fdr and‘interest in %orking .-
-w1th Easter’® State Unlverslty even in the face of fiscal '
stringency faellltated the’ creatloﬁ'of another form of,

collaborative wrrangement after the demlse bf the Gantt centers. = -

Also, in the case of Cardorn County, high need, highl interest o -
! and domain consensus in terms' of the university's.role 7 ‘
facilitated the &eatlon and maintenance of . the arrangement.
~Perhaps the| three most 1mportant faC111tators in the
earliest -days of| OFE were support ‘of ideas of top persons, . w
- informal linkages and strong organlzatlonal needs. The .o .
‘ combinatjons of these factors (and related ones) in the spegific
environmental n che in which Eastetn Stgﬁe University was set ‘ 2
contr;buted to the creation and growth f'the.early OFE - eJEn -
in the face of Ftrong internal college of/education conflict.\r(.
Table 1-$5 summdrizes these factots: ' . LS )
. ... s '

| i




Table l-5 The Earty Years of the OFE Interorganlzatlonal
Arrangement : Facilitating Factors and their
Institutional Effecqg

ES
s

Locus end'Item t Institutional Effects

Characteristics of v
Environmental Niche

Env1rQnmental plenty Funds for support of OFE and
. collaborative ,arrangements
Growth in school d1str1cts > .
(1ncreas1ng enrollments) Need for new teachers

- ’ 3

: \\\\\Erowth in coIlege 04- Need for ‘student teacher
' education populatlon plagements
Favorable cllmate .. ~ Support for new teacher center
toward innovation - " idea
A ..
Presence of federal . . Contribution to stablllty of
funding' : : OFE and help in creation of .

. ' first cen ter \/
. 0 “w . - . . Al
- N - . - )

Domain consensus . Strong collaboration EeE:een
. R " college and districts -

L

b B

-Na;ional.éward/ t 3 Stability of OFR/support

. ,recogqitionx‘ C . y

- Characteristics of
~ , Organizations

3
Rl

‘ p * . ) .'4 “ ) . 3 . . -
v Formal/info 1 llngagesl Initdation/maintenance. of
A s 3 . - collaborative arrangements

Awareness of benéflts 'ﬂ'l Motivation for coliaboration
5 N .. . « L

ngh needs of orggnlzatlon 4 Motivation for collaboration
;’N .

P
o~ ‘

ngh 1nterest or organ- Cr Motivation for collaboratien
o 1zat10n A 3 ’

’ -
8

--Support of top peﬁsons ~ Stability of Ioa *

-
-

Characterlstlcs of IOA ' 4
Leaders R
U .
lﬂV%Slon/ldGOlOgy of IOA leader Founding of IOA
P ' *
-Enerqy7ébmmitmentyi Founding/sustenance/growth of
. Lo ' I0A
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2. .PRESENT CONFIGURATION OF THE EASTERN STATE INTERORGANIZATIONAL
ARRANGEMENT , P

, \
2.1. CHANGES IN THE IOA: .THE GOLDMAN ERA T |
Following the departure in 19y0 of Bob Carter, the flrst'
. ’ P,;CFE glrector, fhe br1ef,1nterregn of Rob Goldman, ‘and the .
J// *succession of actind directors, Goldman returned to the ’ . '
: d1rectorsh1p of OFE frop his work with PrOJect Cooperation ) ~~“”M”
-based in a Gantt County school. At the t1me of his return, - r
there wefe changes in the conflguratlon of OFE as well as v :
‘in the unlvé,'lty and school dlStrlct d6hﬂeiti/1n which OFE =

was set.!

oo~ o The four.t teacher centers 1n Mart1nV1lle County and the

three teacher centers in Gantt County had been termlnated > i ,
¢ by these counties due to what Esther Kanter called "a

f1nanc1al crunch." The termlnatlon of the Martinsville

-

teacher nters was partlcularly 1nterest1ng Ron Hartney,
a professor at the college of education 51nce 1964, and ‘
currently dire¢tor of the college's R&D Center, disagreed
W1th the financial ratlonale as being the "real underlying
reason" for the closzng‘of the, centers. “There (in .
Martinsvillé’ County) was a turf problem that was hever o¢
) afralghtened out. The university was very jealous of its
. turf in those days'and looked down on school people. We
-weren t.W1ll1ng to give up tralnlng £o school people.” . . N
o Thus, in Hartney s view the university was not meeting ’ '
_Martinville County s needs. Esther Kanter provided -another ) -y
.perspective on these‘%1051ngs. She characterized the view
of the Martlnéulle school dlStrlCt as "county people kpow A e
. best and they Want to do it- -their way." 1In fact, Bob . AR '
Carter p01nted out that by the time of the Martinville o O ,
center c1051ng, the counties own staff development -
program had grqown into a strong'program.
; R \
Based upon comments from Hartney and Carter, it is clear

o

.

that there had been a -change in focus regarding the role of the
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college of education in the teacher centeérs by the time of
Goldman's return to the. directorship. _This change m1rrored
the env1rgnmental changes in the school districts and at the
college of education. Goldman returned to a very turbulent
enmvironment at the college of education. The rapid growth
that marked Bob @arter's tenure - growth in faculty membersﬂ »
ap ~An student enrollments - had taken a‘drastic downturn. ,
Student enrollment had begun to plummet. There continued to
be a turnouer in the deanship, although the most recent dean,.
Robert Flanigan, was}tremendously supportive of OFE and brought
with him from his last position a strong orientation toward
and 1nterest in’outreach act1V1t1es. ‘

The elementary education department had &lready begun :
\some outreach aet1V1t1es when Flan1gan arr1ved at the college.’
He appointed Hartney as director of outreach,programs for one
year and asked Goldman to write a concept paper on outreach
programs\ When Hartney s term ended,lthe Dean asked Goldman
to also serve Qé d1rector/o£/oufreach programs. (Hartney
/became Director of ‘the Center for Educaticnal Research and
Development.) -

‘ Inte£est1ngly, Goldman added his new t1tle, D1rector ’ .
rof Outreach Programs, and new activities to his ong01ng OFE
act1v1t1es, signing one title or the ,other depending upon the
nature of his correspondence. Fleld based programs began to
grow (in Cardon County, for .instance, of f—- campus Master S,
courses were hgld at the Cardon County Teacher Cenmer) and
Jere strengthened through Goldmah s OFE llnkages. these )
Outreach activities and théir informal association with OFE
reinforced OFE's position in the college of education as the
unit’ devoted to meeting the needs of the state's school
personnel and thereby generatlng ‘grass-roots support for the
college of education program. < » .

Finally, during the last year of this study, Dean Fdanigan
resigned to accept another position and the relatively’new presi-
dent of Eastern State Uhiversity ‘(a scientist who had just - .
come from the presidency of another state unlverS1ty where he

had preS1ded over the closing of that school's college of .

a
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edugatlon) appointed an assﬁstant provost for education to

serve as acting dean rather than a new dean to replace Flanigan.
During this same uncerta1n period, there was a controvers1al
merger between the early childhood and elementary education
department and.the secondary educationﬁdepartment (gbw greatly

diminished in size and student body). Turning to the state

‘level, the entire higher education budget suffered cuts and

there was a concern with program duplication. s
Budget cuts were also evident at ,the.school district
livel where administrative personnel were beginning to be hit

th declining‘enrollments and decreasing county budgets.
Even school d1str1cts in what were formerly ra 1dly grow1ng ,
communities experienced declines in the rate of growth
Fewer new teachers were be¥ng hired and a concern with keeplng
current teachers up-to-date was empha51zed .
231.1. Changes in Objectives : |

)

The contextual fac¢tors (turbulence at the college of

education, cuts in state and'local.budgets, declines in college

of educatlon and local school system S enrollments) d1scussed

in section 2.1 contr1buted to the change in objectives of

OFE from the Carter era to the Goldman era. There always had

been both pre-~service and in-service foci at the teacher

centers. buring the Carter era, the pre-service focus was

predominant., Althougﬁ Carter had cenceptualized a broad

operationalization of in-service activities-at the center, '

in reality, the in-service activities during. his era were '

related to the supervision of studént teachers. One reason '

for this balance of foci was the conflict between OFE and the

departments, a conflict which decreased with the departure of

Carter and his staff and withltheﬂplacement of tenure lines in

the academic departments. s *
Under the leadershlp of Goldman with "his low-key approach

to dealing with the county, and his responsiveness. in meeting

their needs, ,as well as his flexibility in designing models -

to meet the needs of the- county," there was a change involvlng

a heavier weighting‘toward in-service. _There,was also*;fchange‘

- - - . -
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in OFE's interaction with other college units as a result of
Goldman's low-key and non-threatenihg approach to the . .
departments which defused the formerly h1gh levels of hostility

-

‘between the departments and OFE. ' . -

Overall, Goldman saw the mission of OFE/a;\Sas1cally two- <
fold‘ a support*role for the college of educatlon in terms of
placement afnd serviges in the area of teacher educatlon programs,
and in a larger .sense, a 11a1son role with the fie - a liaison -
which manifested itdelf 1n dlﬁfereht ways. R

Another change area from 1975 to 1980 was an emphasis on s
the strengthenlng.of research ‘activities at the centers. Esther
Kanter noted that there was "no-rallroadlng of coordinators- to ]
do research on the centers" although she had suggested "enoqgh i N

o

th1ngs. The secondary rdinator in Hanburg County had

worked on a joint resgarch project with a faculty member at the ’
college of education. Addltlonally, a group of four teachers

and an earller coordinator from the secondary center. had

‘received an Assoc1atlon for Teacher Educatlbn research award for

a research project on the supervisory behavior of student *° . -
teachers. (Esther Kantér, Associate Director:of OFE, aided the '
group in their effortsh) One Hanburg glementary coosdinator * N
served on dissertation commlttees, advised and stimulated ) .
1nqu1ry on the part of school personnel and wrote articles

related to the center's act1v1t1es. In Cardon County, the o~
coordinato? started a research network, a support groupefor

all Cardon teachers who were involved 1n research efforts.

And in Bettner County, “Ron Hartney helped the coordinator to

set up‘an,actlon research type of in-seryice activity which

he "tHen evaluated. Sincé. almostPall of the coordinators have

been or were graduate students at the college of education,

, they had been socialized to the research ideal and §ccepted _°

the emphasis on research.
Most recently, the 1981 OFE Annual Retreat Agenda noted
‘two activities listed as follows: research°considerations for

e

undefgraduates" graduates, faculty, and in-service teachers;

and program design in teacher educatlon - where it is going

at Eastern State- University. This strengthening of a research
\ ’ . ? E]

al . - .
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~

Primary Organization

Hanburg ¢

empha51s probably reflects the strong research perspectlve of

the new president of Eastern State.

Key Persons in OFE:

-

Table 2-1

»

Name

The Goldman Era

L]

Position

Rob Goldman

Esther Kanter

Colléée of education

" .Rob Hartney
I“Ruth Madison

John Monari
~ Ralph ,Bianco

. Rober't .Flanigan
Cardon Teacher Center

Cardon School District James”Barnes
¢

, . sPat Weavermon

o
"y .-

.

‘Nancy ‘Rainey

g \

Mike Green, Ll

Hanburg Teacher .Bob Harper

Centers-

~  Sue Rosefli

Patti Lang'
. 7 Y -‘]’e

Hanburg School Les Jones
District

Av, L)

) £
Arthur Teacher Center - Jerilyn Swansen

'

Bettner Teather
Center

Betty Landers

\
Gantt Professional.

Mike Livermap
Development Centers

Barbra Rhoden

Debra Annonberg

"

Director, OFE .

Associate Director, OFE

“Pirector, R&D. Center

Assistant Professor
and Special Education
Liaison

~Dean
Dean
Dean
ACoordinator

Assistant Superintendent

Director of Elementary

Education N

Director of Staff
Development

Middle School Principal
Coordinator (Western
Elementary Center)

Coordinator (Eastern
Elementary Center)

Coordinator (Secondary
Center)

Direct of Staff

Develop
Coordinator
Coordinator

- -’
.

Coorddnator’(Secondary)‘
Coordinator (Elementary)
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Table 2-1 above summarizes the key people who were members
of OFE at the close of the study. Rob Goldman 1nteracted on )
both a formal and' informal basis with all of these key people. \\K;
Although Esther Kanter was considered liaison, for secoﬂdary |
education, not all secondary;ceordlnators or OFE secondary
representatives reported directly to her. For example Mike
Liverman, a secondary profeSS1ona1 development center coordinator,
o spoke directly to Rob Goldman, who had handled Mike's dutigs
-, “:in COnJunctlon\nlththe d1rectorsh1p of OFE prior to Mike's’
apgolntment Also, OFE members in both She/Zlementary and
secondary areas who had research-related questlons would .
contact Esther Kanter directly. Kanter hal helped several
of the coordinators with their dissertations and had a
reputation for being a superb and schelarly dissertation '
adviser. i ;
. Focussing on the coordinators, all had contact with one
< . another- at the regular monthly OFE meetings and on sub-
committees whenever they were app01nted to such positions by
Rob Goldman: (For instance, in 1980, Goldman' appolnted €wo "
sub-committees to explore the topics of multi-cultural
education and mainstreaming activities at t®e OFE centers. )
. Phe most frequent contact amond ooordinators occurred in
. Hanburg County where the two Hanburg elementary coord1nators
" "had numerous informal contacts. They had less frequent
contacts with the secondary Hanburg,ooprdinator.
. ;, Across school districts, coordinators often” called upon_ .
- one another to give workshops or consult at their centers.
For 1nstance the Hanburg, secondary coordipator, Patti Lana,
-offered a workshop at the Cardon center. And the elementary
Hanburg coordinator gave a course’ at the Bettner center. .
The Cardon coordinator did have informal contact with all three . .
. of the -Hanburg coordinators; she reported that all three helped
her a, great deal in her firgt year as coordinator, -
What about contact between coordinators and faculty
members? The elementary coordinators had strong ties with the
” €lementary education department. At thé-secondary level, with .
some exceptions, the coordinators did not have as strong ties
, with the secondary education department as did the elementary

L]

- - coordinators. )

| Q . “w. . 43’ ~ , ’ -
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OFE members also had a great deal of conta!t with other

" educators in the state. Most were members of several different

'«é

networks including the state branch of the Association for

‘Teacher Education (SATEJ and the state branch of the Association

for Supervision of Cé?riculum and Development (SASCD). One
Hanburg coordinator was president of SATE and another was
a8 regional representative for SASCD.

>
2.1.3. Resource Changes ’
- When Rob Goldman first came to OFE the budget 1ncluded

a full t;me line for the d1rector, two full- tlme/ilnes for

4

associate, directors, and a half-time line for flfteen or

sixteen.coordinators, as-well as a half-time line for .
counseling and for an institute. At the time of the © '

v

study,‘al that' remained wasra full-time line:for the director,
a 49 percent slot for the associate ddrector, and a half-time
line for'a counseling liaison. The line for the elementary
liaison was moved to the elementary department when Ann Huberman
Treturned to the elementary department, In return thgspepartment
supplied .a part_tlme‘llalson to OFE. In 1975, all the.cozrdlnator
lines had been taien away; the money, however, had been 1 ft in a
lumo sum in the budget. oéspite inflation, the amount of money
had not changed since 1975. .

- At the school district level county budgets were on the -
decline. Very llttle slack remalned 1n budgets. 1In Cardgp
Fbunty, the school board slashed ditems 1nclud1ng drlver )
education. However, support for the Cardon Teacher- Education
Center continued with only a symbollc cut in the materials’

budget line.’ Similarly, support for the Hanburg and Bettner ‘
centers\continued In Arthur County, support decreased whereA
preV1ously the county contrlbuted half the/funds for the !
oordlpator, by the time of this study, it céntributed only
j\very small amount of space' and no secretarlal support for the

center. The un1vers1ty paLd all of the coord1nator s salary

(wﬁlch, consequently, was less than that of the other coordinators)
and received $75 from the county for each teacher enrdlled in



Ve

-

a center course. Interestingly, there was greater access to,
alternative knowledge sources in ArEhur_County than in some

other _counties. Another state univers1ty,had a teacher center

in Arthur County; seve‘gﬁbdifferent colleges of education offered
courses at the same school at which the Eastern State University
Center offered courses. The Arthur County patbern was one of .
diminishing contributions on the part of the school dr§trict.

Far the most part, despite.inflation with its concomitant

budget cuts at the uB}versity and lotal levels, monetary

support for OFE and/its centers remained stable and did not
reflect any incremental increases. O
2.1.4. OFE, Activities 1979-1980

The year ]979 1980,  the last full year to be included in
the study, marked ‘the additiormr of\outreach coordination tokthe‘
respons1bilities of the OFE director. (Although not formally
a part of OFE, the OFE network with its field-based loci for

course offerings greatly strengthened the.outreach programs )

The year was also characterized, by the departure of Dean
Flah%gan, the reorganization of the special education department S
program, the merger ‘of thé elementarx and secondary departments,
and the Eastern State accreditation process for teacher training.
The above-noted events set the stage for OFE's activities
which are summarized in Table 2-2. The table classifies these
activities in six categbries. Beginning’W1thuOFE 'staff devel-
opment and self- examination, there were several different types

of activities within this category. Responding to concékps

for the preparation of -the qpcreditation report, OFE staff
examined their pre-service actiVities in the areas of main~ -
streaming and multi-cultural education. Staff prepared written
reports and shared ideds at a monthly OFE meeting; two sub-

committees formulated recommendations from these reports

dealing with approaches to mainstreaming and multi cultunal

education in the center.. Follow1ng upon thi” activ1ty, OFE

held a February™ mainstreaming workshop for /OFE" _personnel and e
school personnel. At the .end of the year, the_OFE director reminded ,
'center staff aboudﬁcollecting student teacher evaluations of:

the, centers and of all ‘in-service courses connected to the

centers. The coordinators usually analyzed thfs evaluation
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Table 2;2 OFE Activities: 1979-1980 . ¥ o

) OFE Staff Development and Self-Examination Act1v1t1es

1y

Y ‘\; .q' ° : . ) |

.

A r

e :Center .and OFE reports on malnstreamlng and multl-cultural\

]
l
education, . ~ ¥ ' - |

¢ £ .7 -
e Sharing of reports at a monthly OFE meetting ,
. . N ’ ¢ . 1
® Mainstreaming workshop for OFE and schools personnel e L "
. .
e Student teacher evaluati ns of the center and 1n-serv1ce i
' courses ‘cohnected to the center . . ¢
‘® Center annual reports. -
. X & . . k .
‘ \ i
¢ ° N\
Events ( -
® Monthly meetlngs (held regularly during the school year) L
® Annual retreat (held dﬁrlng two|days in June) J
® WorkLng conxerence on the new spe 1aL education program.* ’ (”‘“\\ﬁ
Miscellaneous Outreach and Administrative Activities P )
\ . . oy !

® OFE assistance in the college's-accreditation report

»

@ OFE service as clearlnghouse on "Outreach Act1v1t1es"

. - 13
«
// -
Py

~

) O{E day-long meeting with palred representatlves of the N :

college and the Bettner school district . ¥

“ “ K4 ° & i

& Courses for non-center teachers (Gantt Count“and a county

with no’ centers) Ct e

.

Pre-Service Activities*

. .

 Supervision and training for 820 student(teachers(total for

bogly semesters)
Placement of 1839 pre student teachlng students in fleld
experlences related to courses ¢

d

Department consultation (usually at an OFE meetding or.
special event) with OFE.personneil regarding program changes
(carly childhood; special education and elementary education)

Openlng of a second special education center in Gantt‘CQQnty

Rotation of school membershlp.ln centers,(excepg for Arthur

County)

46 -
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OFE Activities:

i
"\r,) .

1579-1980 (continued) o

I3
»
H

) : ;
In-Service Ac ivities*/ -

N

,

< . . 13 ’I v J /-
"+ o Fewer and less diverse credit courses thap 1n previous: years

Varii g configurétions of thd fol%pwing among gentersgl’
’ Non-ecredit seminars, workshops (almost afways oneashot),
Yeéimbursement for con

e ference and professional association
ees, 1nter-school visitations, provision of equipment

and/or materials, provision of consul nts, newsletters.

P
.
’ . . )

Résearch Activities*
. . 7 e

2

° Aﬂnua
. /
e Center and OFE reports on "ingquiry.'

| retreat topic for discussign

- 1

v
~
5 . ‘ ’
4, . o
1, .
4,

{ *See the Cardon Count?@qyd Hanburg'Counfy activities sectio

ns'y
. for listings of specific'center-based;activitieélin these ‘(/b
classifications. - P . LI "
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information and utilized it in- thelr annugfi;zoorts to the
OFE director as well as in the1r~plans “for the next year.

g In the area of events, a—clasS1f1catlon which cuts
OFE had three major

types of events: monthly meetlngs, spec1al

,acroés the other group1ngs‘of act1v1t1es,

ess10ns and an -

annual retreat. Monthly meetings during the sthool year lasted

el

~

approx1matel¢r}hree hours and included reports/lnformatlon,

shar1ng from OFE staff and faculty liaisons, talks/demonstratlons

by invited: guests, and information.from the OFE‘dlrectQ;“
Special sesslions included a February Qotkshop on mainstreaming
€or OFE personnel some faculty and sone school people)and a
May working conference on. khe new spec1al éducation department
educational program {for OFE personnel, faculty fromr the
speciaI'education department and school people). Finallyw the
annual retreat, “held for two days in June, focussed on

examlnatlon of topics of concern from the past year and plans

* for the ‘future-(for OFE personnel and 1nv1ted faculty and the

associate dean). “
» ' There were severa] activities of OFE which %ere not
prlmarlly center -based.\(The OFE director helped the college

of educatlon in its accredltatlon report, represented OFE at

" college commlttees, meetlngs and conferences. The director's

off1ce began to serve as an information clearinghouse on

~\gutreach aa61V1t1es. As an outgrowth of the Bettner

School District Center,*OFE held a joint. meetlng w1th Bettner

- School District representatiwes with the dual objectives of

sharlng information with each’'other and Ldentlfylng needs/ "

g expertlse which could be fllled/prov1ded by the other party

in order to "enhance mutual program objectives." .THis joint
meeting 1ncluded pairings of .s¢hools and college/6f'educatlon
pessonnel according to common areaSoof interest. 1In Gantt e
County,~geveral courses were offered to non-center teachefs
And, in a county where there were no centers, OFE responded to
county needs and collaborated with the county regarding the
planning and provision of on site special educatlon coursei
Speclfrcally a?apted_to the parttcular needs of the county.

0
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. Turning to.pre-service activities at the centers, OFE,
p .

«

_provided supervision and training in center'and non-center -
settings for 285 secondary level placements, 4%y elementary
and special &ducation placements, 11 schoolucounseling place- ¢
ments and 40 community placements in 10 encies during the
1979-80 school year, . (The large majorit;iof placements were

center placements.) OFE also placed 1,839 students in indivi-
¢ - dual or group field experiences related tosspecific courses
l prior to the student teaching experience. (These pre- -student

teaching placements were most often not connected to center

$

actiVities and were geographically closer to the college of
education ) . ) )

i Moret impoftant thanmthz/pumher of students in these,
activities was the range and ‘t

¢ *

type of activities related to , )
the field-based ér training. Each center coordinator had T
her or.his own philosophy" regarding sﬁperViSiOn of student '
temching. |Thus, some coordinators emphaSized group settings

/

(Seminars, etc.) and others emphasized one-on-one settings. * s

Addztionally, there were significant linking and feedback~ ’

activities. A dhqtt County coordinator‘for 1nstance, relayed
. » . to college of education’ faculty the unhappiness of scool - °
Personnel with the lack of .consistency among the secondary

department subject area requirements regarding student’ teachers.

. Or the earl?'childhood and the specyal education faculties at
the college of education consulted with center coordinators
regarding revisions to their respectiVe programs. Another ;‘ -
. type of activity was. the suchSSful implementatiOn Qf a second o
) spec1al educatioh center in Gantt County. ]
s N ; Related to these pre-service activities was the rotation - -
S of schools belonging to the centers. For 1979~ 1980 rotation of B
- ’ schools’became “the rule rather thap the exception.” Beth | o
{: o Hanburg and Cardon Counties approved a rotatidn plan and joiped
Gantt County and the Bettner School District in rotating
) school ‘membership in the centers. These® rotation™ attiVities
."contributed to the stability and institutiOnalization-of OFE\
. . In ‘the-area of in- service actiVities, the OFE centers ‘
. e ' ¢evidenced vibrant and varying program emphases. . Summarizing ’ ~
~chhnges in in serVice, the OEE director ‘noted that "over th

i yeans, the center in- serVioe components have tended to grow'

. PR
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- college of educatlon faculty. All in all, c

. coordinators (1n locales other thdn the1r hofz centers) .and. >
; .

of teacher participation was much more evident in "non—course" ' .

e

>

.

the gonsequent "saturatlon of long-term center part1c1pants

moregcomplex and various with less dependence on formal T

courdes, and more emphasis-* on meetlng individual or school . “
T .

needs. Much- o\\thls is due to the age of some’centers %nd

With credit courses. In keéping with these observatlons, .- o
the OFE director also reported that the Hanburg County centers
offered only one course during.1979- 1980,gthe Cardon County
Center offered two courses, the Arthur County center offered . -
three course’s, the Gantt County centers offered gix, the Early
Childhood Exchange offered one, and ‘the Bettner center

offered two. Faculty for these courses Jincluded center - s

it courses . v ?
‘tended to be less numerous and less diverse 1n topjc areas-
than in earller years. However, enrollments 1n credit courses

increased. whére new schools rotated 1nto center memberships <

-

and new teacher populatlons became avallable.

DLverslty of activity, range of offerlngs, “and strength e ®

.
.

activity. Each center had its own conflguratlon of these ' s

activities from among the following pOSSlbllltleS. non-credit L

semlnars, workshops, relmbursement for conference and pro- ,
fesslonalcassoc1atlon fees, ;nter—school visltatlons, provision &. ?‘;
‘of equlpment (e.g., v1deotape, lamlnatlon) and' resoyrce room )
development, dissemination of,publlcatlons (e. 9y newslettersd

and prOV1slon of consultants. . In all of these activities, . .,
coordlnators expressed concérn with meeting the needs of the . - -
particular population of teachers they served. For 1nstance, . ) Co
Hanbung coordlnators recognjzeéd the need for workshops and ’ ;,J

sem1nars 1n the afternogns rather than, in the evenlngi On.

4
. all 81tes, there was a movement toward the provision of building .

1evel in- serV1ce 7md°of consultants to meet the spec1f1c needs .

-

of" center teachlng

v & 1 * .

The last category of actlyltles is research activities.
The new president ‘6f Eastern State Unlvers1ty with his heavy . ,
emphasls on quality research and publications.set t?e stage for
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an OFE focus on research durirg 1979-1980 culmlnatlng in a

discussion of research at ‘thé annual retreat in June. Addi-

;*tlonally, as a result of a paper on "1nqu1ry" by Dean Flanigan,
the college 'asked OFE and its cénters to assess ongoing ipquiry

.report to the OFE dlrector efforts’ encompass1nq both tradltlonal
research (if any) and,informal program evaluation. .

Overall, there“was,llttle traditional research'éctivity.

One coordihatér in Hanburg 'County planned a follow-up study. -
of former student teachers. Another, coordinator in Hanburg: '
County facilitated the work of a faculty member in his main-
,Streaming research at a center elementary school. This faClll-
tating behavior was ev1dent in a number of coordinators who
were able, for instance, to collect, letters,of support from , .
school people for a-research proposal in a short‘perlcd of
time. 1In the area of cOntributiqns to research ag the ccllege
of education, still another Hanburg County coordinator”developed,
communicated, and evaluated ‘several teaching strategies i

'Qpenterlng on the use of graphics ("Multl—Mode")and the use of '~ - )
‘teaching- tools for discussion (!Multi-Level, Multi-Mode Strategles")
This research" was utilized by a methods professor in his ) . .
textbodk‘and in his course teaching. . Additionally, this S ~
coordlnator served on several dissertation committees related :
to h1s research,work. ~

- Turnlng to the Cardon County center, the coordinator ‘
1dent1f1ed a teachlng behaV1Q~‘(set 1nductlon) based on - .
research she trained student- teachers in the use Of'thlS i .
behavior and demonstrated the behavio? to cooperating teachers. . i
She then began the study of student tedcher and cooperating

' teacher utilization of this hehavior whlch continued into the

- s ° \

sprlng

® o

2.l 5. Interorganlzatlonal Dynamlcs

TEnvirgnment. The dynamlcs of the 1nterorganlzatlonal b

.arrangement at the OFE leqel were aswtomplex in the years °
- after 1975 as they were 1in the years prior to 1975. The
college of’ educatLOn env1monment-was still turbulent- there g

.were turnovers in the deanshlp, in the pres1den¢Y’of Eastern
3 @

L 4




N unlt, a state of domain consensus regardlng the role and

nrespon51b111t1es of OFE began to be achleved One partlcipant .

. of a significant factor in examining the stability of the:' .

-
a - .
“
.

State University, and in faculty\PersonneL$ there was a growing
climate of fiscal stringency; enrollments were'beginning to
drop. Yet, a pattern of OFE stability began to emerge. Many

of the secondary education faculty members who were among the
most vdbciferous in oppos1tlon to OFE retired or left the college
of education. With the return of Goldman to the OFE director-
ship and with the administrative changes which:-more clearly
identified OFE as a service rather than a programmatic entity,
OFE began to play a strong llaison role between:the college

and the field. The stabilizing of OFE was also evident in the
continuity of membership of OFE staff and 'ﬁicy board/advisory .
council stafg. (This stability was ln contrast to the changing
composition of college of education committees.)

Thus, within .the college of education as an organizational

contrasted the s1tuatlon\oﬁ domaln dissensus in the early days }f
of OFE with the OFE of 1986\ ‘“OFE is completely de-fused now. }
It is not a threat-to anybody. Businéss is. boomlng Faculty : - i
members and the college of education need help in outreach, and 1
t at is wnj OFE survives today." As one faculty member also |
noted,u"Today tHere 1s a great rapprochement between OFE and

the secondary educatlon department., The period of battling is
over." . : : . ) .. '
[ - , .
Turning to ,the school districts, there was also a dégree '
of turbulence due to declining enrollments and increasing .

fiscal constraints. In the five school disbricts which had ) .

-

" declining enrolliments and increasing inflatjon was leading to

increasing budget cuts. This fiscal climate was much more

I0A than»was degree of Homain\consensus. At this point in the
life cycles of -the lnterorgangzatlonal arrangements which

. comprlsed OFE, there wa's definite agreement between OFE ¢

!
:
|
entered into interorganizational arrangements, the era of -, {
and the 1nd1v1dual school districts regarding the appropriate \,1

turf and respgnsibilities of each. For instance, the Cardon
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County School District (1n contrast with.the attitude of the
Mart1nv1lle/Seﬁool DlStrlCt as characte?ized by unlvers1ty
informants) viewed the scholarly,perspectlve of the college
of education and the college's contribution to strengthening
the;froWn in-service as great benefits to the district.

- Resources and¥needs. Table 2-3 lists tne resources

controlled by the university and school district organizations
as well as the needs of each.Focussing upon possibilities for
exchange, the arrows indicate the possible flow of resources
within an 1nterorganlzatlonal arrangement, given facilitating -
factors such as awareness of other organlzatlons' resources "
and needs, consensus regardlng the legitimate domarn of

"o;rticipant organlgatlons, and pre-existing informal tfnkages.

~

fa

Tabie 27} Resources/Neeﬁs of IOA Members-"

N lad
. Resources Needs * -
. . Student teachers . Field experience for
- Y L. , teachers-in-training
Research~based know- Field" settings for )
UNIVERSITY ledge . facultxﬂstudent research -
< Course offerings Need ~for grass- roots
d support
Currentness of know- R
- ledge 'Need for $$
- State $$ and material . ’
resources (videotape, | ©
etc.) \\\ * << \\r\\\
3 \COOperating teachers ” | N "Window on the talent"” ‘
Craft+based know- Staff.developmen% needs
,SCHOOL ledge . o . y
DISTRICT .. Teachers to enroll izzgzlce 1mprovement' i
in graduate ﬁourses Outside e&pertlse need
$$ and material (especially in case of 3
new manddtes,e.g., .
resources ,
; P.L. 94-142)
(office, space, R
s .equipment)’ . Need for $$ &
. o Need for current expertise
~ { ~ o4
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Among school districts there were Yariations iﬁ'particular

e
configurations of resources and needs For instance, Hanburg z

County already had a good percentage of classroom teachers
[ 3

who possessed master's degrees. With the average age and .

tenure of teachers increasing in a given envir®nmental niche,‘

"there was less of a need for formal graduate’training.

Bargaining and exchanges. The formalized exchanges beétween *
OFE" and each of the school districts were of thrée 'basic T

types: Type 1, somewhat equal. .resource contributions on the
part of participatirg organizations, Type 2, much larger
Fesource contribution on the part of the college of education, ¢

and, Type 3, almost/total resource contribution on the part of

the-college of education. The Type 3 situation- o¢curred in the ) ‘

casé of the professional development centers in Gantt‘County.
. Tn 1975, Gantt County informed OFE -that it could no longer o 3%V

afford participation in a traditional teacher center arrangement

dde to the decline of fiscal resources in the county. ‘At the ¢

time, ‘county representatives expressed to Russ Stoutemeyer, "

acting director of OFE and secondary education départment

faculty member: a strong interest in continued collaboration

with «the college of education. Rob éoldmany who was then e '

directing Project Cooperation based at a Gantt County schodl,

had been expérimepting with' collaborative models of teacher -

education. He had strong coztacts in the county; some school

_ personnel were graduate students at the college of educatiéF. .

Also, there was a joint Gantt County-college of education { .
task force to explore collaboration\between the two organi= -

zations. The Fask force with Qpldman as a member cam& up Qith ' N
and., approved the idea of the profess;pnal development cenﬁsr v

model whereby no : monetary.contributioq_was required by the

~,school system. , - - ’ °
At the secondary level the profeSSional developmenb ' ‘-Q
cent model 1nvolvedta school-based supervision team composed .
1x teachers who received one fre%_credit course at the
u 'ver51ty Cooperating teachers received $75 for their effort. )
Additionally, OFE paid for 18 substitute teachers three or .
“four times a semester so that team leaders could ‘attend team : '
meetings. A secondary education fa ultY member served as // T e

i LI . . 54
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coordinator of the secondary professional development center

and was alded by a graduate assistant. )

- At the elementary level inical teamg'consisting of
student’ teachers, cooperat{n;~:Zachers, a university supervisar,
and other school personnel were formed. Cooperating'teachers'

N
either received free course credit or a stipend. To sum up this

collaboratlve type, the school system cont’;buted its schools
as sites for teacher tralnlng and its teachers as team members
and cooperating teachers. . It also contributed about $4,000 1&
substitute teacher money fbr team teachers to attend meetinés
and courses. 1In return, the county rece1ved a "window on the
talent" and a potent._vehicle for in- serv1qe and staff development
eat the school level. Turning to university beneflts, the
secondary professlonal development center coordinatar reported-
that- one of the thlngs the uniVversity is gettlng is a tremendous
'amount of energy and commltment" with a "very 11ttle financial
1nvestment " Additionally, he pointed out that there were
1ntr1ns1c rewards’for the team members in the schools" while
we also have a chance to change our programs in response to the
field. , A »
The Type 2 s1tuatlon,eVldenCed1n Arthur County, provided
an 1llustratlon of exchange in which the school system contri-

buted a very small amount of money to the collaborative effort

and showed little commitment to collaboration. In Arthur County
the coordlnator s salary was paid entirely by the university
‘and, this was lower in dmount than that of other coordinators.
The county did provide some office space for the coordinator -
and did pay the university $75 for every teacher who enrolled
in'a college of.education.course. In contrast to the other
school districts,‘there was thg 'smallest amdunt of support and
commi tment to collaboration with the cgllege of education on
the part of the district. There was the. least contact with
schoo# system.personnel and no advrsory board. 1In the early
days of collaboration with the school system, Arthur County

ad contributed.a great deal of monetary and other support.
to the center. The first coordlnath came from a hlghly
respected pos1tlon in the county adm1n1stratlon. /For a while
th\~olstr1ct had pﬁpv1d@d secretarlal mateﬁirls and telephone

* ° —

~
'
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. -the coordinators ch§ee the districts

A'posgage, supplies and travel)., Iq

s
)
w

assistance, but both the financial andlsec}é;arial support
slowly groded. ‘The Arthur County gobrdinator described the
center -as "a spirit rather than a place....It is a place v
Qhere connections happen." ) 4

Before ending this brijef characterization of the Agthur
County collaboratfon, it is important to examine thzwresource
acquisition opportunities in.this county and the access to
There were a.number of student

Additionally,

alternative resourcess}
teachers from other unlyersities in Arthur Coun&y.
other universities offered courses on-site at one Qf the Arthur
County center schools. Thus, both resburce acquisition -
opportunities, and §ccess to aiternativé,resourqes were high
while interpersonal contacts between university and district
personnel* were low.

. The final type of exchange situation - a more equalized
sharing - was evident in Betﬁnér, Cardon and Hanburg counties.
These school districts providnghalf~salariés for the coordyga-

torsj the wniversity provided the other gﬁlf. Coordinators

chose their. primary a£;}1i££{65; in Betthey, Hénburg and Cardon, *
which supplied fringe
benefits. The counties also provided half-time secretaries, .
space, and basic equipment/office expeénses Tdeskéz telephone, '
exchange, the university
provided a gtaduate assistant’ (half-time) for each digtricté’
coﬁferenqe fees, books, equipment (e.g., videotape), consultant
services, and substitute teacher money.

A 1980 Hanburg County report®compiled by Les Jones .
listed the ?anburg County contribution as $59,311.25 and the
Eastern State Universipy contribution as $62,913.%4 for its

three. teacher centers. (Ngte that the money supplied by the *.

university for consultants| conference fees, substitute . !

teachers, represented much {f the money that formerly was paid
Rob Goldman, OFE
Qirector, reported that in Bettner, Hanburg aﬁd C;rdon :
.school distrigts, the ameﬁnt c8ntributed by Eastern State )

University and by the school system was perceived as?somgwhat

as a stipend to cooperdting teachers.)

"equal. , . ’
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Knowledge transfér. These monetary exchanges weré‘quite

straightforward E\d,,thus, were easy to quantify.' However,\
knowledge and othek less quantifidble exchanges were subsumed

in the fiscal balarcing. The resourcas}ggeds matrix preserfted_

<earlier in this section easily captures the fissal exchanges

and the more obvious types'of knowledge traﬁgfer (research or
knowledge). However, the matrix does not eas2ly capture
fxchanges‘of‘information—type kno@ledge which facilitated the
transfer of all types of resources, to meet the needs of

part}cipating organizations. Here the roles of boundary personnel

were qrucial; they intefp;sted and conveyed their own organi-“

, zational needs and in turn°’filtered information regardid’ other

" organizations' resources to £4i1 thgse needs.

v

. . Coordinators played key roles in these knowledge exchanges,
For instance, during an observatdon period at the Cardon ’
County Teacher Education Center, Debra Annonberg (the coordinator)
received a call from Nancy Rainey (director of)étaff development)
who was planning a spring conference related to mainstreaming.
Nancy asked Debra for help-in ideptifyiné someone wifh technical‘
expertise in the special education area. Debra told Nancy
that she would check and then telephoned Ruth Madisoh, the f
sbecial education aépartmént's liaison to OFE. Debra explained
the' Cardon County need and asked Ann to telephone Nancy
directly amd" discuss her possible participation in the conference.
Another example ofaknowledge/awa;enesé exchange was . _
evident during a ggvernanceumeeting involving -both univeréity-
énd disprict rééresentatives. ‘Kt the Cardon County fall bolicy-‘
board hgétingg Pat Weavermon (director of dementary education)
asked whethetr the university ‘had any cour%es'whichtrained
regulaf'gtudents in mainstrgaming. In response, various )
universitg repre§entétives feportg@ dn what was being done in
their areas. Additionally, the special educgtion university *-,

liaison provided the neme of a faculty member working on g model -

demonstration in Gantt.éounty. Pat Weavermon noted that "we
’ ' &

have exactly the right kind of situation for that kind of a
demonstration down hére in CGardon Qouqty." Ann then provided
the names of two individuals with whom Pat should get in touch.




An interesting sidelight was that Debra interjected,,“Oh,
taught our mainstreaming course at the qenter* "
Thls is an excellent example of knowledge transfer in a
setting where there is a regularized mechanism for boundary
personnel . «from partiCipating organizations to exchange
information . ‘ ‘ . ' ~ ' :
‘The Hanburg County setting did not include a regularized
mechanism for direct interchange among personnel from the -
university, the 'schools, the school district and the teacher
centex. Thus,.the power .of the information transfer and

filtering aspect of the coordinator's role~was increased.

- In fact, the Hanburg~eseordinators were thgfprimary link
between.the university and the school district Although
there were direct meetings between county and OFE personnel
at least twice yearly, the primary direct linkages for Hanburg
teacher,and principal representatives were to the coordina- <{\“/

tor who, in turn, was linked #o OFE and the university. . a
"A senior college-of education faculty member who also
served 'on the Cardon center policy board and directed the,

college of education s research center observed that "the

tradition of the university as a fountain.of knowledge is
still pretty strong. ButﬁI'm beginning to see a lot of ideas
and informatTon coming back from the system...It is,a‘lot
bettér- than it was...We need collaboration; the schools insist
on it, It meets their needs .The university college of
education IA no longer big brother telling the school. system
what &0 do."

This same faculty memberL:Roanartney,also had some
interesting observations which related to an exchange view-
point. "Téachers have recognized that they can't solve all

of fheir problems themselyes They need other resources.'

~ For example, the_ homework center (a prOject of the Cardon

’

It is pOSSlble that the presence of a note taking observer _
at these meetings sensitized the participants to a focus on
knowledge transfer. However, the observer exa?{ned minutes
from meetings prior to hér study and found similar instances:
of knawledge exchange.

IS
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County Teacher Education Center) helped tv solve the-problem
of teachers—rn*the“county‘by usifg othHer r sources. A “second
‘'example was that of thé resource certer at the Cardon County

centers. The resource center made teachers aware of tools

whlch they could make themselves and sometlmes ‘with parent

. aid rather than ~using commerc1al thlngs.

o /7
In examlnlng‘the dynamics of these interorganizational

arrangements/ the."impoxtance of informal linkages needs to be

“emphasized. Almost every coordinator had been -of was a graduate

student at'the college of education. Many of the school

district personnel -had also been graduate students at the

college of education.and often have hired faculty as consulta/;s

to their school systems. These informal linkages ‘fortified

" the arrangements and facilitated knowledge transfer. .
" Another area ‘of fortification of knowledge transfer which

is not particularly evident frdm the resources/needs matrix

in Table 2-3 came from the student teacher/cooperatlng teacher

- relationships. Student teachers who were tralned in. un1vers1ty

classrooms and>~whose contlnulng training involved semlnars

and one-on-one work with a center coordlnator brought their
burgeoning skills and interacted with the cooperating teachers
in whose classrooms they were placed Here teachers often did
changé as a r 1t of be1ng in a cooperatihg:teacher role.
Bob Harper,sﬁﬁgiéfh Elementary Teacher Center coordinator,
believed th/t 1f there was a tanglble technlque, teachers

were more li ely to pick it up. Although Bob—grounded his
belief in Gage's book on Tool Development Strategies, he had

‘congrete evidence regarding cooperating teacher utilization of

a mode-changer technique which he had 1n19rated Bob also_
pointed out that in non-cénter classrooms and in non-student !
teacher classrooms; there were teachers whé utilized the

mode changer., These teachers were either graduates- of the
‘center progﬁam, attendees at seminars-given by Bob, or
observers of the techlquexln other classroopsi..lo sum up,

Bob reported that in about'l/3 of the cases,zcobperatlnq

teache}s changed as a result of the teacher center experience.

-
e

/
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’ The transfer viewpoint in the above situation has been !

\ somewhat uni- dlrectlonal However, the linkage patteras |
outlined in the sectio on structure revealed, especially 'in ~

. Cardon County, that the 1n1t1atlon of a teacher center Was\< . ,

facilitated through these informal llnkages. It is alsp N
, probable that school dlstrlct personnel were socialized to ’

|
|
|
!
’ + research knowledge and college of education resource utlllza%}on .
' through participation in graduate courses. .
Overview. it is clear from the study of the interorgani- . )
zatxonal arrangement involving ESU- that, although all parti-
C1pat1ng organlzatlons were commltted to the 1mprovement of - -
publlC ‘éducation, exchanges based on ,the needs and resources.
of participating. organizations explained the existence of the
IOA rather than the presence of a superordinate goal. 1In - T
’ -: these, times of fiscal constraint and tdrbulent'educational
environments, irMividual educationai organizations at both the
‘ university and district level realized the need to gollaborate
. formally. Through formal collaboratiof these organizations
formed a partnership which helped each organization better
reach its own goals. ThoSe' IOAs which, ,in fact, ailowed for
these partperships (even though there was.not always an i <
equal balance in the contfibutions;of tﬂ% partners) were those
;}th a stronger chance for survival. - The Eastern State
niversity Case providées an example of organizations collaborating .
and therebi galnlng additional. resources which each organlzatlon
needed for its own stability and survival.

Overall, the Eastern University case made clear the im-

portance .of interorganizational arrangement struoture.

Differing linkage systems possessed implicatiens»for the roles.

A

) . .
of boundary personnél and for the exchange. of resources

..

including knowledge resources. View%pg the eﬁvi{onmental
. " niche in which the IOA was set helped*to clar{fy the initiation
. and }outlnlzatlon of exchanges across the structural linkages-
’ in a glven setting. Eac nvtronment offered a specific. \\
conflguratlon of,resourcz:gggplslt;on opportunities to the .
organlzatlons w1th1n it, each of which had certaln needs.'

-




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
-

( - ‘
Factors which facilitated collaboration among the organizations

included:informal linkages across organlzatlonal lines whlch

allowed for awarenessof resource acquisdition opportunltles

In the five school dlsxrlcts of the Eastern State University
case,‘céllaborating oréanizationg engaged in an exchange of
resources to meet individyal organizational nééh$ and-gbals..i

The IOA formalized linkage patterns, and as ldng‘as”ﬁeeds were
belng met, routinized the: exchange of knowledge and other
resources. A . . _ e

>
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2.2. .BARRIERS < . . 3
' ~In the preseht conflguratlon of OFE, there appeareéd ‘to
be three main types of barrlers. env1ronmental organlzatlonal
. and 1nterpersonal. ) : ’ ‘o
Env1ronment. Env1ronmental baprxers to effective collaborar»/
tion between the college of educatlon and school dlstrlcts

cont1nued to ex1st in certalnﬁﬂettlngs. A large selectlon of

.

resource acqulsltlon Opportunltles, access to alternatlve s

knowledge resources, and decline 1n dlstrlct flscai resources

r

served as barriers to collaboration:. For. 1nstance, in Arthu;
. County where the school dlStrlCt had acgess to seveﬁal un1-

‘verslty programs in ongzscho 1 building and where\hugget cuts

1ncreased there was less incéntive for support of the Eastern

f

State Teacher Educatlon»Center. : LY

, . : r®y
At ‘the organlzatlonal level domaln!dlssensus a¥so serwed .
ag a barrier to college of education-sohool dlstrlct collaboratlon.
Where there was dlsagreement o§gr the role of the college of .
education in in<service, there wasnlfptle chance of collaboratlon,

as seen earlier in the demlse of the Mart1nv1l;e County centers.

Interpersonal llnkages. Turning to the 1nterpersonal -
level, where there were few informal linkages and llttle '
1nterpersona1 contact between college of education and school
district personnel,wthere was-less support- for collaborative
ventures. Agaln, in ‘the Arthur County case, there was the

least contact between gollege of educatron and district per-
sonnel. Here,,;n the words of \the OFE director, the connection

A
‘"was most - tenuous," and here was a pattern of eroding support

AY

over time for the center effort including the provision of P
undesirable space and the steadlly ditinishing support for
secretarial serv18es, telephone, and materials. untll it was
cut of £ altogether. : e

N

Organizational 'Congruence. Another type of barrier to ,

collaboratlon was a lacdk of congruence between organlzatlonal
conflguratlons. .The Educator-In-Residence program, a x
collaborat1Ve effort between the college of education and the
K?f this
lack of congruence. The'Bettner School District‘ldentified

. Bettner school district provided an excellent example
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a need ‘(elementary math) and the college of eduéation provided
a faculty member who spent one- th1rd time in res1dence at the
Bettner School District. . In return the Bettner school district
was to provide: an ind1V1dual for an equivalent perlod of time
in malnstreamlng, the area of need ‘specified by the college of .
educatlonf Due to the different organizational hature of the

_Bettner school dlstrlct, and personnel changes at thika551stant

supeglntendent level, problems arose and the return e change
never materialized. Instead, after much thought and the'work
of a. jolnt plannlng commlttee, a one- day long 'meeting was h

At this meetlng, college ofeducation ‘and district personnel
were paired accord1ng to complementary subject areas. The
objectives of the meetlng were to allow for a sharing of needs
and problems as well as for the identification of collaboratlve
approaches to meet1ng the identified needs and solving the
identified problems. (There‘yere a number of tangible outcomes
in terms of collaborative projects between‘Bettner’and college
of education faculty.) ’ e

) ' A key point to note here is that the ex1stence 3? an
ong01ng collaborative meohanlsm between the college of educatlon
and the school disttict averted a very real barrier, the lacke
of congruence in organlzatlonal structure. The joint planning
" committee wh1ch grew out.of the Bettner Center and the coor-
dinator's concern with broadenlng school’ d1str1ct/college of .
‘edlucation collaboration 1nvented a foermat (the paired interest
meeting) which resulted in much more w1deSptead outcomes than

the original, \more narrowly def1ned'exchange of an eFucator.
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Another instance of a barrier due to lack of organlzatlonal
congruence was the difference between the unr6ers1ty calendar
and the school dlStrlCt calendar This meant that, for example,
the college of education could not collabofate with school
districts in prov1d1ng student teaching experience’ duang the ¢
impdrtant t1n‘ of c1051ng the "school year. . N

A third example of a barrler“due to lack of organlzatlonal
congruence was part1cular1y evident in the secondary professional
development centers at’ Gantt County. Here the secondar§ teachers,
in the school-baséd supefvision teams were dissatisfied with
the lack of consisteney in student teacher training.in the’
college of educatt/p s secondary education department. For
1nstance, different subject areas w1th1n the department-
placed the student teach1ng experlence at different points

&

in the academic program with somé student teachers'gaining field
experience prior to or concurrent with m%thods coursesf .
Overview. To sum up, organizational barrlers to collg—

boration occurred prigarily in the a;zas of logistics and

o
.mlsmatches in priorities” and procedures. For 1nstance, a
. t ’

¢

barrier to collaboration in the 'area of in-servide was the
. . . 4 . ' s
offering of courses or workshops in the evenings at school

.iJ/’\1~51tes where teachers, needed to drive a dlstance in order te? .

>

réturn Eo/thelr schdbls.° Or, as the OFE d1rector pointed

out, "If you want to have a meetlndﬂ teachers just can't go’

to meetlngs. ;@ costs money for substltute teachers forZ\
reléase tifie. Or otherwlse you ‘have to ‘have it at a time
which is not convenlent for university people. The. OFE
director also noted ‘that "we are constantly faced w1th pro-- -
blems between the*un1Ver51ty praorltles for natlonal eminerice
and research publlshed in- Journals and the prlorlt;es of
school systems = school systems want help from the un1ver51ty,
but Ehe university reward system won't -reinforce the.kind of
help that the systems @ant.” (In addition to serv1ng -as™
barriers, these ,differing reward systems also served to
1nf1uence boundary role personnel behavidr and act1v1t1es )

’ " ‘There were other bdtrlers to collaboratlon between the

college of eduoat;on and the school system in- terms ofva focus




.; PN ¢ who worked w1th student teachers.s "The 1n-serVﬁce stuff is

A
e s . . -
» < o

/ .o’ in-service. Here the barrler was evident regarding one

organlzatlon or gr@yp's conCeptlon of the approprlate\
"role of the other organization - role cnnflict -at dhe. organ-

1éatlonal level. ., The expectatlons one organlzatlon had for§

another s anticipated behav1or influenced the actual operatlons
- of coiIaboratlve effort For instance, one Hanburg coordlnator
had wdrked part-time as a secondary coordinator prior to.her
present pos1t10n. In her previous role, she had worked only

AR with student teachers and, even after assuming the position -

s . of center coordlnator ‘she continued to be known as somebody

-

done by Les (Jpnes, county director of staff development) - .
to~ The cdhnty people view us as pre—serv1ce. Interestingly,
ghls view also 1llustrates another barrier to successful
. collabOratlve behavior: a narrow conception of the coordinator's

role Wthh hampered the flexibility needed to interpret and

€

act on the needs of part1c1pat1ng organlzatlons., '
“

N . ¢ " A final set of barrlers to collaboratlon and the

successful 1mplementat10n of activitias occ;;red in the .

*

.
o

oo 1n*erpersonal sphera. In this sphere, the®gyeatest barrier

was a lack of—h@mophlly between key ersons or groups‘which

. L3
- . Y often led to cbnflict apd inhibitioh of collaborative
: %

<~
)

behavior. 'For instance, one barrier to academlc research at.
the chters was khat, as the OFE director explalned “Nlnety-

e

- . £five percent of the people at OFE- weré'actlon-orlented " L

W ThlS 1nterpersona1 quallty was homOphllous with the school N
- ‘ ‘systens' actlon-orLented traditional concerns. - However, 1t
o was in’ conflmct with' some faculty members views of academlc'

et ) research wi, C co

.

< - ‘9 Anothér bar\Ier at the 1nterpersdhal ‘level was that some -
o ' zég/'
o much more ev1dent in the early years of OFE ) , fa

-—

Ovefall there seemed to be less strlngent barrlers at

\

- %temmlhg from turf ‘and . power stnggles had™ greatly damlnlshed
. ~ ‘Thgsé 1nterorganlzatlonal arrangements that sdfvlved had ‘

“- ‘ﬁ o already withstood the barriers ofutlme as well,as therossiblé |
s . o~ e N ® 5. . . . ’

,.- ” the present time ‘than. rn the earller yearsfof OFE ‘wConfllct -

1v1duals V1ewed any change as a threat. (ThlS barrier was //
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Table 2-4 The Later ¥ears.of the . Integorganlzatlonal Axrrangement:
Barriers and- the1r Institutional Effects

~
5

2

N

- _LOCUS AND ITEM

- INSTITUTIONAL-EFFECTS

Characterfstics of the
‘Environmental Niche _

Domain ‘dissensus
7 ‘o - ..
e °
Decline of fiscal resources
. .
High access to altérnative.
resources v

4

" Charadteristics of Organizatiohs

]

Few linkages/few 1nterpersonal
contacts [

?
<

Lack of congruence between
organizational configurations
(including mismatches in
priqrities and procedures)

1

Differing reward sysgems_

-
Lack of congruence among role

expectations for organizations
L

Characteristics of -IOA Leaders

Narrow role perception

Lack of homophily between key
- persons e »

o~

~Disincentive” for part1c1pat10n/
g malntenance of Ioa

o

. Motivation for endiﬁg OA

Dgelncentlve for. participation in
‘IoA

.

v -

14

ﬂ{étle awa;gness of resgource
cqulsltlon opportunltles

Difficulty in implementing
collaboratdion .

N °
.

Lack of consistent reinforcement
for collaborative endeavors
“Favored/supported activities of
one kind rather than another
{(e.g., pre~service over in~
service :

i a4

¢

"
.

Hampered flexlblllty in meeting
dlstrlct needs

‘
~

.Conflict and inhibition of -
collaborative behavior




. 2.3.  FACIEITATORS S

-boratlve efforts. » . .

)
L J

& ~ .
Factors ﬁ@c111tat1ng collaboratlve behav1or can also be

classified accordlng tqo whether they are prlmarlly environmentadl, .
onganlzatlonal, or int rpersonal . , 3

Env1ronmentu. Env1ronmental fac111tators included thef®

absence of a}ternatlve knowledge ‘resources in sett;ngs ‘other than
that of the Eastern State College of Education as well as .

some small amount of f1sca1 resources to contribute to colla-

~
o

2 . '
Organlzatlon.*lu:the organigzational level, informal Lo

linkages {often based on prior formal linkages) were key in
leading to coliaborative efforts based uponuan“awarehessfof
needs as well as resources on the part of personnel from'eaoh
organization. At a lower level, one coord1nator\gointed out’
that "whén the pr1nc1pals know you have some money, they come
to you." Here was- an-example of awareness through formal

" linkages which were set up as a part of the 1nterorganlzatlonal

operating commlttees \

arrangement. he adviso y councils, policy boards, and/or
hf;h-ex1sted in each interotrganizationai ’

arrangement (except fo;’Arthur County) greatly facilitdted

the awareness of needs ahd sharlng of resources among parti- .

cipating organlzatlons. Other formal mechanlsms “of ‘sharing a-
1nformatlon/resources wh1ch fac111tated rout1ne collaboratlon .

through need fulfillment ‘as well as(knowledge transfer M
1nc1uded newslettérs and ‘Booklets from the oenters. g

L

- Another set of facilitating. factors present aurlng the earller
period .of OFE - ' federal funds - was absent from the Iscen
during the current'perlod Howeyer, another factor aiddd in .
the st%blety of the arrangements: stablllty ‘of k v?ﬁnneli
in the school districts and at the college of educatlﬁﬁ\zj
1nstance, in the focal count1es ‘(Hanburg and Cardon) kef“é‘

’

) \or

supporters of the early centers Jremdined'in the distrdict

,admlnlstratlon and, inenost cases, now occupae& hlgher ‘level . |

positions. Goldman remgined as OFE. director and Kanter .
continued as assoc1ate‘j%1reotor.' ‘OFE became more closely .
integrated with other- units. Esther Kanter served as chair . .

of the coilege of eduoation'faculty and several ooordinators

.

o



>

: . <
served on departmental committees including the Bettner
coordinator who_was on the search commlttee for the new head

of the combln‘g'elemehtary and *secondary departments.

'Official dual roles also strengthened the integration -

of OFE with other aspects of the college of educatlon.
Paralleilng somewhat Rob Goldman's roles as d1rector of OFE
. and director of outreach, the elementary and early childhood
departmenﬂs liaison to OFE also served as coorgina T of off-
campus programs for her department in the- southerh part of -
-Eastern State. .o, . Yo
. Several fac111tat1ng factors’ related Jto orgamlzatlons .

or group s conceptions Of the role’ of coordlnators and centers.

‘- Chne coordlnator reported that the‘county llked 1t when the \\

a

_center undertook in-service act1v1t1es because it was-on a

L3

less threaten%§g basis ﬁor teachers, How ta?chers viewed

centers also rglated to their trust and usage of a center;

"teachers here think of me more as a county person," reported

a Hanburg coo;dlnator and this contr1buted toward ®heir trust. § - *
Percéived beneflts for the paﬂtlc1pat1ng organizations

appeared 1mpor

nt in fac111tat1ng collaboratlon and act1v1t1es.

As a Cardon' € unty pr1nc1pal ﬁeported the center "has g1ven X

us recognitien for what we are dorng. When evaluatrng the

role of’%he parent“volunteer program in ghe Cardon center, the

ass1stant super1ntendent of Cardon County expressed concerQ that
"if we move it (the patent volufiteer program) out of the centerL

it might w1ther and die." Here, success fac111tafed success

Interpersonal fac111tators. Turnlng to the 1nterpersonal

leVel homophily and coordinator characterlstlcs 1n:lud1ng
rdeology played 1mportan£9fac1l;tatﬂng roles in théccollaboratlve
_efforts fand activities of the 1nterorganlzat10nal arrangement N
as well as in the 1n1t1atlon of the IOA. homophlly Jbetween g P
‘the coordlnator and‘teachers or adanlstrators 1n the school
district fac1lrtated the ongoing "activities of the 1nterorgan—
izational arrangement.. Addltlonallyﬁ most of the center’ -
coordlnators ‘had done some graduate work ‘at the unlversyty

and, thus, were- comfortablc W1th the‘college of educatlog world

/ .as well asr the school's worid. In Cardon County thé coordinator
’ ” - T




LY . \

v 4
- neither studied at the‘college'of education nor taught ,in the '

Cardon schools prior to her app01ntment as coordinator.
' However/ her graduate training at a prestlglous college of =
. education and her local teaching experience aided” 1n‘her v
selection for the pOSlthn and especially accounted ‘for her
slmllarlty in the sens1t1V1ty to the Z}ews of the dlstrlct .
personnel. - 6
An excellent example of homophlly in actlon was prov1ded
by a Hanburg coordlnator who responded to a teacher' S comment 4
regarding the lack of impact of teachers views upon the
university by saying: JI'm always sgputlng the teacher
‘line. I am a committee of teachers myself. The Teacher |
Education Centexr is n oessary‘ior that. The center‘will

fac1¢1tate that (brrng;ng teachers' views to the un@verslty)

’ '; : Another key. facllltatlng factor was the support given to -

- coord1nators by, the OFE dlrector and. by thelr "bosses" at the -~
-school distgict level One Hanﬁgrg coordlnator noted that -~

- “"they are so posltlve, it's incredible." When asked Y

| the\coordlnator replied, "the success that thexgenter 1s hav1ng,\J

‘ and I guess, ‘a similar value system ..Q slmllar ph lo ophlcal

y' . orientation." This support was also engendered through the

looseness\gf,coupling (weak linkagesL.between.the centers and

- the participating organizations. . Loose" coupling was a:positive>

. ' factoa:influencing the autonomy of a coordinator which allowed
}" . ‘him or hér‘to interpret tﬂe needs of the/center's partibular
. %ettlng and _move wapidly o?pfan and implemqpt a program\fo
fll} ‘tifise needs. ' ' . ‘

Other coordlnator\characteristics facilitated .the imple- ~

A

%

hentation of center adfivities. Playlng a "éatalyst" role =
1
A " in the words on ‘ong coor

nator ry breaklng through red tqpe
* for teachers, turn1ng around requests right away, and troubre-
shootlng for pr1n01pals, ledzto support for’ coordlnator and
tenter act1v1t1es. In the,professlonal developmént qenter

I~

-~
»

ettlng, the secondary coordlnator S role of helplng teachers

formuaate and communlcate their concerns with the §econdary
teacher tralnlng currméulum increased the support of these
teachers and contrlbuted to thelr feellngs of effectlveness

ez * 4

o ‘ , | % . 70

id

vel




encouragement for teachers” and how a coordinator planned and 1

"

rcoondlnator possessed a strong phllosophy regardlng blends

e

-

" logy was "also ev1dent 1n.the types of khowledge transmltted through

~influenced by thé research llterature in set 1nduct10n, trained

¢ ' \ s h )
L 4
in sheeing the broad teacher education program of which they &
were a part. '
Still another coordlnator characterlstlc - understandlng
teachers' needs for recodhltlon of thelr skllls and o-

fessionalism --stlmulated teachers' motlvatlons fo arti--

c1patlon in the center and supported teacher competengy in
performing the cooperating teacher role.  Coordinators prgvided
social support or recognltlon in varylng ways. One coordlnator .
had a tea at the end of each semester to recognize the center S,
cooperating teachers and cregted a photo dlsplag of the

e

occasion, Another toordinator prov1ded onQ!on one -encouragements

in terms of support for graduate work and dailyt' "L

. L

for teachers'
coping. ) .
It is important to point out that coordinator ideology
greatly ;nffuenced how a coordlnator provided - support and
OFE.
-“Coordinator ide(

1mplemen}ed center, act1v1t1es. Tables 2-5 and 2-6 summar;ze the

director and two coordinators'\linkin act1v1tres.

’

the center. For exampleq _one Cardon coordinator was strongly

[

student teachers in. set. 1nduetlon skllls, and dettons

t{ated *
these skllls for cooperaklng teachers. Another Hanbu v

of theory and practice and craft knowledge from the classroom;
thlS coordinator's act1v1t1es and newsletter'emphas1zed\ ..

A i

classroom-generated technlquesiand tools. .
Flnally, accordlng to almost‘every s1ngle informant, the
I0A leader's pngﬁpSOphy and style. greatly faC111tated the "o
worklngs of the IOA. - As one senior faeulty member sa1d Roh
.Goldman's style, his low key abproach to deallng Mlth the
cbunty, -and his respons1veness of meetlng theis needs as - %
well ‘as his flex1b111ty in des;gnlng models to meet. the needs
of the county? accounted for the success and StabllltYpOf OFE.
§w1th other-college

ssening, of conéilcts

Addltlonally, Goldman s style-ln dealln
departménts greatly contributed to the

with o™ er departments and fa0111tated corlege of‘educatlonxx~*'7_

support for OFE.. - ) ‘ . U
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‘.‘I‘a'ble 2-5 Linkage Functions of Boundary Personnel at the Cardon and ganburg Sites

.
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. L4 ¢
‘. , UNIVERSITY AS YSER SCHOOL DfSTRIC'l‘/'I‘EACHERS AS USERS
Cardon . lanberg Cardon’ Y Hanbui
: Perceived success * N N — —anuly ’
& . lnvestment {user's Investmdnt  Perceived.®' Investment Perceived Investrient Perceive
Funclions *- by linker judgment) by linker success by linker sWdess ‘by linker su
1. Rejource transforming for g s - f .
- potentTal Tuseérs jpackeqging, | i . .
. synthesizing.making easily no'ne 4 p.a, - !noderate + ) moderate + modetate ++
avatlable .and usable o . R
vl 2 .
- e . J_" ; . - ’ .
2. Mtsource delivery: searg ) ) . . -
< oang, oY g based on t |, . -
, wser neceds; passing on, moderate +t moderate A heavy ++ ) ?wy ++
infoamiy, explaining. " L . . . ,
o s i . >
3. solution qiving:advising, ., -
epcourajing adoption gf ‘ . . . .
idca, product as a none  _ f n.a. none t n.a. moderate ++ heavy . ++
solution’ to user pro- .~ (district- {teacher- | .
bl.;m . a . - oriénted) ¢ oriented)
. c . R 3 . LY N
4. Implementation helping: 2 ¥4
supporting user's efforts
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ongoiny operations . ,
. . M o
5. Process belping: listen- . .. .
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ing through problems T 7 i - ¢
n . . Ld ‘ ~
6. Direcct training:giving . . , . .
workshopg, classes, - none n.a. none *aon.a. moderate + mouderate +
courses. .o . . -
o o | —— . ‘ '
Investment Perccived Success ’ ' C
licavy ++  very . - . R
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tiona - - unsuccessful , ———— e T - N M x ¢
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Table 2-6

¢

% Fuanctions

LY

» -
N

-

L]

Investment by
linker

* ] .
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> s
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Perceived success
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Investment by
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Perpeived

linker. success

1.' Resource transforming for

potential users "(packaging,
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Y

Yy

none’ N

none -

4

ing,retrieving bas on
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PRI
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4
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~.
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- v } .
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~
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L) .

3
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In summary, the multlplex;ty of t{es and act1V1t1es at
both the OFE level and the 1nd1vldual IOA level fa0111tated*
the stability and: 1nst1tut10nallzatlon of the IO0A. Informal

‘llnkages faC111tated an awarenéss of benefits from IOA

part1c1patlon, IOA:-leader and co&rdlnatpr characterlstlcs,,
then, fac111tatedthe successful and- unlgue pattern of each

IOA which met 'the needs of part1c1pat1ng organlzatlons.
.Table 2-7 summarizes theseffactors.
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The Later Years of the Interorganlzatlonal Arrangement-
Fac111tators (contlnued)

Table 2-7,

) . - INSTITUTIONAL EFFECTS
Characteristics of IOA Leaders - AN
. — d ' .
- Catalyst role of coordinégoq . Support for coordlnator and IOA
: \ . : : _activities-

LOCUS. AND ITEM

Recognition/social supbort

Improved bdlldlng level climate/(
' role of coordinator

\increased part1c1patlon in I0A
. activities . ..
RN . . . .7 ‘
Ideokogy of coordinator Focus of act1v1ties prOV1ded by

. - . ' coordinator; manner of 1mple—

he -mentation of activities; predomi-

. ‘ . nant. types of knowledge transmited
. . . through "the "I0OA - .

.

Low-key, qéspoﬁsive, flexible Lessened conflicts within college;
style of. IOA. leaBex"
- ~

increased effectlveness of IOoA;
et ' increased stabllrty and_support.
’ vt .. for ioa A

A
09‘5*
\
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2.4. ‘OPERATION OF THE CARDON COUNT& CENTER

,
2.4.1. Institutional Structure, Context and Events . R

"Following ‘the departure of Dorey Hammer as coordlnator
{due to the illness of her spouse), a national search for a
coordinator was held. The 301nt search commlttee Selected
Debra Annohberg as' coordinator. Debra had received her Ph.D.
from the University of Chicago, studied at Oxford, and tadght_
.in an inner-=city school district. When she arrived in Carxdon
. éohnty, there was a resource room at the middle schooL/ghich
had been a product of the now defunct Teacher Corps program.’
Annonberg thought this would be an ideal, place for the center
and checked with Green (the middle school principal), Goldman, -
and the center's policy board. Everyone agreed that mouing
° . the center to the middle 'school resource room would allow the
resource room to be open and staffed for lo ger hours ané
would strengthen the cenfer and its activities. i e
The resource room, as it appeared in 1979 1980, was a
very spacious, a1ry, and attractive self~contained space off
a hall across from the mlddle schools'cafeteria. Entering
. the L-shaped xoom, one found the secretary s desk 1mmed1ately
. to the lefty ’flaced at a rlght\angle to the door. Behind /f
and parallel to ‘the secretary*s desk .was the coordinator's
desk. Several flle cab1nets,occug}ed the space between
. the two desks.s:“Qn the right as one entered the room were
,largekbulketin_zzaras,with'a pleasingly arranged display of
. - .articles for| teachers to read while they waited for their
iaminating. ?he\B‘ letin board' display consisted of ‘one
. large panel hich :ii;\iﬁhe;Eastern State Un1vers1ty - Cardon_

County Educatlon«Center is," fo wed by another panel

-
.

whlch had a c1rcle with the words, "Bkilled Practltloners,

n it. A third
_panel had a cfrcle which read, "Teacher Educa
. Puts It All oéether."'

. * At the back of the room, parallel 4o the doorw

) counter with laminating, dry mounting, and thermofax

Informed Scholars and Concerned CitiZens'

ion Center

was a
uipment.
The left side of the ‘room conta1ned bookshelves filled with
books and materials. Some equlpment was stored at the v 234

. ‘
N . . , ]
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back of the ieft'portion of the foom. 1In the center of "the
left portion of. the room was a large, long conference table
placed parallel to the bulldtin board. Overall, the center
appeared to provide 1nv1t1ng, qu1et space for staff,

and seminar COUI‘SGS. . ; .

teachers,

The governance structure of the center remained the same
with monthiy operations committee meetings and twice yearly
pelicy board meetlngs. In terms of the operation of the center
1tselfh the coordlnator continued to have a half-time secretary
(pald for by the county)- and a graduate assistant (paid for
by the university). ' N
v When the Teacher Corps program ended, the Cardan center

took over the program's most successful ¢ommunity components,
. the . Thus,

there was a part-time (16 hours a week) parent volunteer i

rent volunteer program and the homework center.
A .

‘coordinator as well as a part-time (10 hours a week) homework
center coordinator placed under the supervision of the

center's coordinator. With the'addition of an individiual to

helplout in the resource room‘eight hours a week, Anponberg )
supervised a total"staff‘of six.

’ v School me.mbershlp 1n\the denter remalned the same. (two
elementary schools, one middle and one hlgh school) until.
1980-1981 at wh1chht1me all the. sechools in Small Town which
"fed" into the center's hlgh school were ddded to the center.
This addition,of four schools provided a larger-pool of
teachers for supervising student teachers as well as more
special .education placements. (The six schools weré all _
‘members of the brldglnéﬂhommlttee )

Promisg between the county's coneern "that the most effective

It also struck a com-

teachers be used regardless of schopl" and the college of
‘education concern "that student teachers should not travel
any farthei than necessary due to the energy -crunch.

In 1980-1981,

.group of four eiementary‘schools.

rotation &f schools began within the new

Some elementary schools

~within the group of four would receive student teachers in.
the spring.. This variation of rotation allowed for an increase

im the pooi of cooperating teachers, " sharind‘of the burden,"

-

~J
(o)




. policy board that.these programs be cont1nued.1n thelr current

-

.

as well as maintenance of school membershlp over/tlme. N

(Thls variation contrasted with the rotation plan-in Hanburg - ~ -

Saew

inyhe centéer over a three to four year cycle.) ‘

2.4.2. Opjectives o7 ' . ) St
. The objectives of the center under Annohberg continued

'to_ge quite-similar to the original ohjectives of the center

in terms of in-service’and pre-service programs. However, :

4

there seemed to ‘be more of a focus on the "translation of

——

research into action" with the coordinator's focus on set . . ')
induction which originated from her reading of the llterature '\)
on that subject. There also seemed to be moxe emphasis on v )

‘coordlnator leadersh1p and collaboratlon 1n\develop1ng in-
service programs consistent with building level staff
development plans. . )
. In the area.of special programs, the coordimator continued
and strengthened work in the homework .center- and Yparent voiunteer c ‘
., areas, One sub- objectlve rnithls area for 1979-1980 was for
a review committee to ‘examine these two programs and dec1de
whether they should be-continued and in what form The review
committee, chaired by AnnOnberg, did recommend to the spring

.

forms. ) . . <, .

» ‘

- A third objectlve in the special program area was to

improve art1culatlon between elementary and middle schools.
Again, this objectlve stemmed from tHe work of the current T,
coordinator’s predecessor. : ) .
To sum up current objectlves of the center, a.senlor
college of education professor Wwho had a long association
with-.the Cardon center observed that the coordinator 1s .
"doing very well in carrying out these pro;ects (whlch can
be traced back to the 1n1t1al two coordlnators of the center)
and is also looking for somethlng to call her own.' &here:
were two projects ev1dent in the fall of 1980/2wh1ch . ) SRS
An nonberg c0nceptuallzed on her own-~ Annonberg founded a

"research network” to support Cardon’ teachers plann1ng or

,“involved 1n advanced degrees and/or research\work and.she R
began a "future educators gnoup. s v’ .. o : - ( R
'] 4 . - . . * -
1] f ’ - ' v *
.. ) 4
/ . * [
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/yhibh bRE might serve as is" evident below:

[ Y

In summary, there seemed to be one,tHeme running thro gh-
out these objectives durin§ the Annonberg era: integration of
the center with existing county programs and priorities. This

’

theme distinguishes Annoﬂbeig from her predecessors and . Ce )i
confributed greatly to the center's stability and support. ° !j

2.4.3. Key Persons . |

¢

, There has been trémendous stability in terms of key ) |
peréons botﬂ at the university apd.county levels. In Cardon
County, the only turnover in key bersonnel.was the departure .y
from the Cardon gounty scene of the first lwo coordinators. .- ﬁ

The sdperintendgnE’remeineé the same, until the very end of .

Ay

this study at which point he announced his resignation. Jim

Barnes, a staunch cdenter supporter from,the beginning and ’
. ’

a moving force behind the founding of the center, was appointed-
as the new Carddn superinteﬁaén£‘in June, 1981.

*?hpre was a new director ofcgtaff developﬁent who “came to
Cardon’'in 1979 who followed the then assistant supe;intendent
Barnes' lead and supported the‘'centér. The new staff devel-
opment directoxrZwould often call the coordinatorwfor infor-
Mation and referrals. - . 1

Additionally, she consistently played a facilitating role
at policy board mee%ings by identifying information sources.’

The dialogue below from a spring policy:board meeting captures

this rqie: )
. \ —
Annonberg: I'm working on a model now for a resouree
room that I'm satisfied with.... °

v

- Staff development directoré Are you aware -that they
' are working on a modél this summer? -

Talk to Ms. X. —

The staff development director also seemed to put people in

. ‘ .
touch with Goldman or Annoﬁberg when their offices had nee&§

’

Staff dévelopment director: °Did you get a call?
Goldman: Yes, I'11 report later on this...\

Goldman: I'd like to finish what the staff developméent
) director raised. Joan M. wrote me-a letter |
at the staff development director's suggestion
(I now find out) to have the college, bid. on
l)a coursé... ) . .

(2]
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At the university, the only major turnovér was the return

—_— —— e

of Goldman as director of \OFE. Esther Kanter remained as

associate director. Goldman, Kanter, Hartney, gand a faculty
member from industrial education who now sat on‘the policy board
cont1nued to be key people in the support of the center.

There also was a turnover every year or twe in the graduate
ass1stant to the center coord1nator, usually due to the
as51stant|s completlon of graduate work. (This change had
*almost no 1mpact on the center's operations.]) .

. This general s;ablllty_ln key personnel connected to the
center aided Annonberg who had no previous county or college

connections prior to her accepting her positionl This stability

also aided in the survival of the center after e demise‘of the -

Teacher Corps project. .
In terms of overall frequenty of interactions’’ Annonberg
often spoke wi Pat Wéavermon and to the director of staff
development She aiso~me¢ directly with James Barnes. Most
of her bus1ness, as was the Cardon County custom, was handled
over the telephone Outside of Cardon County, Annonberg spoke
most frequently w1th Goldman at OFE and less frequently w1th
Kanter: She also had occasional telephone contact with the

Hanburg coordinatofs.

2.4.4. Resource Changes . SR N
Tabie 2- 8 -Overview of Caxdon IOA Resources . N
o Percentage
. Eastern State Cardoh T Change Over
Year *'University County Total " Previous.Year
1975-1976 ,.$17,3227 ~  +%13,397  $30,719 7 -
1977-<1978 (\21,350 19,425 40,775 ' ¢ 32%_
1978-1979 ?5,’800 22,900 48,700 ... ‘193
'1979-1980 - 27,790 24,002 , 51,792 l T
1980-1981 - 29,241 27,884 57,125 10%
proposed. e ; v o \
©1981-1982 Y 31,592 © 29,082 " 60,674 - 6% .

-1 A Y < ?
The table above'presents a picture of The fiscal resources
devoied to the Cardon County center by the organizations
part&c1pat1ng in_ the district level interorganizational arrange—

ment from l975 to the present . The two largest percentage

. ‘ 82 -

. - . . - .




increases occurred during the“tlme thre federally fupded Teacher

Corps project’ was operatlng out of the middle school. Addi-

- 4
3 ‘tlQQAIly, these rlier yedrs of the center's existence were .
vyears gf gf¥owth for Cardon County The relatzVely modest

1nckeases 1n the center's budget in recent years reflected
primarily the salary increases of theée six person staff connected
with the center:” the coordlnator, .secretary, a§s1stant

coordlnaton; and the.parent volunteer,coordinator’, homework

center coordinator, and resource room person J(after the _

A

-

Teacher Corps program ended.) ‘ . ’ - -
) \ . . . _ '
!
In terms of other. resources, the pattern over t e years

)was ‘quite stable. After the centeyf's return to the middle

schodl and location,in the resourde room, the physical\}esources

eq"pmen (e.g., vidéotape. equlpment) Overall there seemed |,

i " to be nom jor reductions in re ourc1ng patterns durrng

;Annonberg S tenure . ——\ . - - ¢
2.4.5. Activities o *
The Cardonﬁiounty Educatlon ‘Genter actLV1t1es could be

class1f1ed in terms of pre serV1ce, 1n service, or other ?ocus.

/ /.. In the pre-servlce area, there were a total of 47 student
h_ﬁvteaehers—assigned’to the center during 1978-1979. This total
includedrnid} special education student teachers, all of whom
: She held building-
XYy at the high sohool.

were Yirectly supervised by the coordinak

levelumeetings hich.worked most effee

Superv1s1on 1n4¥uded at least weekly observatlons followed by

o ~ conferences with the student teache[s and often with - coOperatlng
‘teachers present Addltionally she requlred student teachers

T ’ \to attend elght seminars as follows or1enta§1on, multicultural
background of Cardon County,«classroom management, set induction;
use' of audiovisual equipment; parent conferences; job oppor-
tunities and strategies; unft planping. *In conhjunction with
.the set induction, seminar, tHe coordinator uLlllzed the uni-
versity, educational technolagy department of- the callege of

educatlon to. produce set induction v1deotapes

~

b —e——

- . i
-~
» . - A\
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remained/the same. Also the university continued.to provide //
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Table 2-9 Cardon Center Activities 1979-1980 ' ‘

~

Pre-Service Activities - ' . -t

k4 “

Supervision of 47 student teachers (including weekly
observations and conferences ,with student and
. . cooperating teachers).
) . Eight semipnars for 'student teachers. s J

Use of videotape equipment (for set inductjon activities:

based on research). . - . v -t

Prov131on of homework center superv1sed experlence
(in cooperation with the. homework ‘center) ! - / P

¢ Provision of parent c fereﬁtlng supervised expe€rience 3
> » (in cooperation with'®parent volunteer program). :

. .

N - - i

s |

' . . e : 5
—_ o s .

In-Serxvice Activities

s ~ . * P -~ ;

. Four workshops ( of which were one- shot ‘and two of |
which covered two sessions). \ .

S 3

of twenty students). . LR

. 4

\ o Two college: of education courses (edbh with an enrollment _ \‘”i

.. Prov131on of consultants (primarily from the college of

— educatlon) S
J v l. [

. Bridging dctivities - 4meet1ngs lggcheon, orientations, .
‘1nterv151tationab ,/

- > ¢
v

Provision of fund$ for teacher part1c1patlon at conferences

and meetlngs. o
Prov151on?of regource room (library, lamlnatlné ‘and other -
~ equ}pment) - . . ‘
. «Future Educators Group (Fall 1980)
\ \)

- - 9
. e 1 = e LT N
N SCAarTIT AT TIVItIeS - —_—

%

. Incorporate research findings in conferences with student
° and cooperating teachers. - —

[y

Research network (Fall 1980).

* . -Other jctivities . N - _

Ll

. . ’

Homework center (two nights per week for about 59'students).

Parent volun%eer program (school-~based programs,inﬁluding

> workshops; high school reading tutoring program; parent: ‘¢
volunteer handbook). -
A Locale for Outreach Prograﬁ courses., ~ -
Operating committee meetings. - B
. ® Policy board meetings. o : ) -
- Review committee meetings. ' : S /




3
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The coordinator also integrated the center's pre-service

,activities with the center's two community components and its

iniservice gomponents. The coordinator asKed student teachers
to serve one night"a Weekvat'the homework center, :an activity
which aided student teacher ability to work with pupils in an
informal setting. The parent volynteer program pr0V1ded a

semlnar ‘on parent conferenc1ng techniques which greatly a1ded

1
*

student teacher skY1ls in relating to ard communicating with
parents. . ‘ . i y

In the ip-service area, the coordinator arranged four

workshops, (assert1Veness training for teachers, Chrlstmas
crafts in the classroom, stress training, and bulldlng jsle} ive
self-concepts). Two of these workshops continued for twd7?t“
sesslons; the others were one-shot\activ}tiesf Note‘that the
type of knowledge acquisition involved in these workshops was
neither research knowledge nor craft knowledge. Wi'th' the
exceptlon of the Chrlstmas crafts workshops, all of .the work-
shops could be characterized as technlcal and profe551onal ‘
development oglented {The average attendance at workshops
was n1neteen 1nclud1ng student teachers, he Chrlstmas work-
shop had an attendance of fotty individuals.) . ’

-

The center offered two college of educatlongcourses in

19778-1979: Malnstreamlng and teaching read1ng in the content

a

»

areas. ‘Each course had an enrollment of approximately twenty

students. R ' y .

In addition, the center offered consultant help at the.g
school bulldlng level on early dismissal days. (Note that thlS .
utlllzatlon of Lime convenient to teachers. is also’stressed
' by Hanburg County coordinators. ) The ‘type of consultant was
identified ‘at the schoolbulldlng level. For instance, ohe ;
elementary school had consultants‘in the readlng nd science
areas; another had a consultant in the, science a¥g&; ahother
“high school had a consultant on- 1nd1v1duallzlng in3truétion.

One of the areas of’ in-service act1v1tles was a continuation
. Debra

-

and turn.bridging activities into some of the most successful
6 ) . ’ J - ! mv.
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agtivities of the center. ~2‘nonberg acted as unofficial

cha¥r of the bridging committee during 1979-1980..° Her role

was pximarily that of’ organlzer and-facilitator (see‘brldglng

serlal) She integrated her activities w1Eh those of the middle

school committee and guidance department. . o
Here one can effectively contrast the working style 5%'

the present coordihator with that of her predecessor. Whese

- Hammer, would rush in with an exciting idea and attempt to'

ifmplement it no matter whose‘turf was invaded, Annonberg

wdul%@identify'in whosé turf an activity miéht be and would

work closely with that individual. Annonberg's implementation

modé was to meet both the needs of the individual and those

of the center.

.-Another in-service‘actiﬁity was the center's provision of
funds for teacher participation at conferences and profess1onal
meetings. Elghteen teachers toek advantage Of this activity
one time during 1978-1979; twq teachers went to two meetings
or conferences. Conferences/meetingsgattended ranged from
the Eastern State Assoc1atlon for Teacher Education Conference
to the Glasser Reality Therapy Semlnar and a rReading Success
Workshop: ’ .

In the research areas durlng both conferences and neetlngs
with cooperatlngteachers, the coordinator made efforts "to
incorporaté discussiaff of research findinés of the 'best
_ possible practices.'™ This was a part of the center's objective,
‘"to serve as a clearlnghouse for research flndlngs.

The fall of 1980 saw a- great upsurge in an ongoing activity,
usage of the resolirce room. One hungred and twenty individuals
signed in, with 110 of these individuals signing-out eqdipment,
There also were 110--orders for laminating mater;als:

Activities in the "other cdtégory" stemmed from tthe
Teacher Cérps program. When the Teacher Corps program ended)‘
Hartniey proposed to the center pclicy committee that the center{
continue the community components of the Teacher Corps program
(the homework and barent volunteer activities). The, un1vers1ty

offered to provide half of the budget for these two components:
wanting- to institutionalizé successful innovations' funded by "soft

money." Having been approved by the policy committee, Annonberg con-

' ' ‘ e . ‘
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“ten

.equipment; one on enhancing students' readlng skills; and one ‘

" asgigning parents to specific teachers' classrodms, the,parentr

)‘ ) ’

-~

'centrated‘on imgroving these activities. The homework center

was open.two nlghts a week and attracted approx1mately‘59
students dur1ng 1979- 1980 The center expanded its opera&;ng -~
concept “to include addltlonal mater1als a ames for the center. I

Overallethese actlvﬁtles and their support from the university

‘and ‘the district reflected. the broader definition.of +teachefts

centers as well ‘as the_respOnslveness.of the u.n}1vers1ty‘to.L N

community needs. "Together the district and the college of \<\\\\;§;
edugation lightened the load. s e
The parent volunteer program was run by a parent volqnteer‘ "
coordlnator who worked part time with the center coordimator. /
In 1979-1980 the program .operated at four schools, with vary1ng
degrees of success. Each school program took on jts own
identity. At orre elementary school the parent volunteer .
program held three workshops. One on maklng learning centers
using the: Cardon County Education Center's resourtes and
. . j / )

on Christmas crafts. The parént volunteer coordinator -
di'stributed Several newsletters and held meetipngs to discuss .
the school's glfted and talented program and other "topics. , !

At another elementary school where the PTA elected a parent
volunteer co rd1nator of its own, the center s, parent volunteer
coofdlnator ibt w1th the PTA representative to plan volunteer
activlties.‘ There were three workshops devoted~to maklpg-leafning
centers and special.projects requested by the teachers. ' = o

Turning to, the middle school level, ‘no volunteers appeared
at the first meeting in the fall. Atsa second meet1ng in . .

November, as a result of much legwork on the part of the parent T
volunteer coordinator,}0~to 12 volunteers came. fs;ather than
volunteer, coordlnator utilized_a "helplng hands .approach . .
favored by tbe teachers Teachers fllled out "helplng hands“"
request forms”(e g., typlng prOJects;helplng with the annual
Book and Career Fair, helping two spec1al educatlon studenbs )
work with machinery in industrial educ¢ation) and\garents .
volu___géed to help out in each case. = . .}*"

' At t\e h1?h school level there were Seven parent volunteers
who worked in a very successful reading tutoring program for -
stuﬁents. A representatlve of the local Adult Reading Academy

trained the seven volunteers.

@




\
— \
" ' } . ~
' Overall, the parent vodhnteer coordlnator 1n cooperatlon
\ with the district person responS1ble for\parent laalson and
\ other~voluntee{ coprdinators compiled agvelunteer handbook

\ L o)
\ and bégan work on. a coordinators handbook
4

»
!

o One of the key problems” &n 1mplement1ng the parent
\ \‘yolunteer areas was 1dent1fy1ng volunteers. "With people
1ncreas1ngly turn1ng to full=time pos1t10ns, the populatlon
— from which to fecrult volunteers was d1m1n1shed Addltlonally,
. .#one operations commijt tee menmber noteq that the openlng of -
. large shopplng cent 2r's 1n Cardon County and the driving .~ )
<. d1stance from homesgto some schools also d1m1n1shed the <‘
parent volunteer pool. .

~

2.4.6. Interorganlzatlonal Dynamics, . ’ ' £~

. \’ Consensus and confllct. Under the leadershlp of Debra

!

. A onberg, the ¢limate of consensus surroundlng the centér
1ncreased and the level of donfllct decreased. The h1story

of the Cardon ée‘ter revealed some strong confllcts 13\three
. areas: o toet v, * o
, ® .in-turf - areas between the'flrst coordlnator and the
middle sch001 pr1nc1pa1 . L™

‘ [ . \

L . ® in turf areas bétween the secondany teachers and '/
/- «. - the d1str1ct/un1vers1ty personnel in foundlng the .
‘. ce * center . * ) d .

- 0 , T

- o ﬂ turfhareas between the f1rst two coordlnators and

. NN str1ct-personn » -

An anecdote rep0rted by Annonberg captures the h1story of
-coordlnator—county personnel relatlonshlps upon wh1ch
'Y , Annq;berg had to huf&d in her,flrst years as coordinator:

. ~  One day whlle.at‘lun h; the center s secretary {whose

-, - ., husband had been a mf dle schooi teacher and ‘then a

ey v 5» €ardon’ guidaff€e counselor) introduced Annonberg to

A Lt . the [ardon Co?nty schoql district'sDirector of the .

AN - .Department of

| was . a change in jthe man's fr1end11ness. He “took two )

\ B steps backward, sapd was qulte cool toward, Annonberg. * :

A "« Later Anronberg ‘Tearned throiugh the secretary that
' : her predecessor, Dorey Hammer, had gone tohim and

o said that he had to cqQordinate all school’ g busing.

s¢hedules with the teacher~center schedule. The
. Department of Transportation D1rector was .very- uﬁset
. . . by “this request which he felt was uppity and wh§cn .
M did not'.give any regard to the other prlorltles he ¢ _

. " " .needed to consider in his scheduling. headaches... Y

|

\

|

.. , Apparently, Hammer would go. off on an idea W1th no

detailed understanﬁlng of operatlons. ~ . f

Trafh portatlon. All of a sudden, there - ’




(~

.

. .
Annonberg has been quite effective in working wSth alstrlct

. . personnel and in d1agnos1ng and responding to their needs. . 1

. |

|

One of the characteristics of her style -'whlch relnforces a
consensus over a conflict mode of bperatlon - was to integrate . i
- the operatlon of the center with the operatlonslof the d1str1ct |
She did this in many ways ranglng ffrom actlve membershlp\on R 1
. district committees, partlclpatlon 1n dlStrlCt conferences,
and always checking wjth whomever controlled the turf surrounding - J
partlcular act1v1ty Her success in allevlatlng conflict an i
building trust was ev1dent espec1ally in the bridging serial

(see serlals d1scuss1on) . =~

-

However, .at the tlme of this study there .was still some o
ev1dence of traces of residual confllct. ~To this observer,
the coordinator had to be quite careful in dealing with the
middle school principal in terms of-turf'issues;\ But in .
“ focussed discussions, the principal exéressed his strong support
for the center ‘and the coordlnator saying that "Debra was head

~\\‘-i///andﬁsnoulders above all of the other candldates" and pointing v
: out the significant benefit% of the center.

Bargaining and exchange. Bargaining issues arose primarily

in germs of university-school district relations. The earlier
noted addition of the other four Small Town elementary schools
to the- two Small ?own elementary schools already center members,
was an excellent 1llustratlon of¢barga1n1ng and exchange with
> _the coordinator serving in a-facilitator role. The county
had wanted more schools and teachers involved in supervisin
. student teachers while the un1vers1ty worrled about ‘the ver}
longﬂcommutlng distance (up to several hours) to some of the
Cardon County schools. The compromise - hammered out in informal
conversations betweén the coordinator and Goldman and the
coordinator and district Bersonnel - was to include all
elementary schools which "fed" into the senior high schools’
as members and to "rotate" theseischools' student teaghing
loads. This solution met the nceds o¥ the supplicr of student

.
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teachers, the college of education, and also partially met
the needs of the county by expandlng school membershlp in the
center. 4 ST ’ .

At the individual level, -Annonberg discussed the

possibility of rotation with her operations committee. % She asked

s . * \
‘ how .people felt about rotation. A.Hﬁgh school science |teacher
said he had not heard many complaints about student teachers.

"I'll be honest," he said, "I always thought it.worth our

-while dealing with a student teacher." 1In contrast, an
eﬁementary teacher replled "On the elementary level, it's
W r-k - 26 kids and one student teacher. 1It's work and I

could use ‘the rest.. That (rotation) would help." Thus, while
individual teachers were happy to have student teachers, some
felt that they needed a breather. Rotating schools would allow
thig breather. Yet, geographical constraints made the trad-
itional r6Tation of schools on a county-wide basis not
" ~-very feasible. Thus, the coordinator implegented a new var-
iation wh1ch complemented the center's involvement in
bridging 1ssues. rotatlon among all the feeder schools to
the center bigh school located in Small Town, the closest
. Yocation to.the Riwer's Landing Campus.
" Another example of bargaining and exchange was evident
in the following dialogue taken from an operations committee
meeting.

Annonberg: The parent volunteer program is going well.
Should the county be fundlng it? . )

Middle School* Principal: The unlversrty is not paying
v rrent, Jefferson University -is paying rent
. for using a school. There should be a
) trade-off. I checked it out.,k The university
is not paying rent.

This br1ef dialogue illustrated cbncern on- the part of the
middle school pr1nc1pal that the university contribute its
oA fair share to the collaborative arrangement. The coordinator
handled the comment by llstenlng and then moving on to.hav1ng
the operatlonsﬂ%ommlttee establlsh a reV1ew committee to ex-
amine the parent volunteer program as well as the homework
”~\> center. ’ ‘

The predominant knowledge transfer pattern, at the center_

under Annonberg was primarily that of two types of knowledge

T /-
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k12.4..7., Barriers

flow1ng from the center to student teachers and” to cooperatlng
teachers. The two predomlnané\hnowledge types were research
knowledge and technical expertise. The d1rectlon of flow
seemed to be primarily from the un1vers1ty to the schools via
theccenter. There was llttle in the way of craft or “technical
knowl dge flow from the district classrooms to the university
classrooms. The only knowledge flow evident from the dis-
trict to the university was primarily that of general profess-
ional exchange as ilfustrated in district personnel's provision
of feedback/information om~the college of education's programs
and plansi

. - .‘
. . ‘
There were fewer barriers during the Annonberg era than

during earlfergtimes. The most important barrier was growing #

. fiscal stringenc% - a barrier to center expansion and a
3 -
‘possible barrier to center effectiveness. Conflict as a barrier

was significantly less due to the style and activities of the
coord1nator‘ There stlll were possible barriers over turf and
power’ 1ssues - barriers' around which the coordinator effectively
navigated. The only outcome related to these possible barrlers
was the amount of energy used up/:;;the navigational efforts.

Additionally, although the gounty did have access to
alternative knowledge resources {other university programs),
this 8id not serve as a barrier because of the strength of
informal linkages (and a concomitant history of collabdration
reinforcing mitual respect) betueen Eastern State College of
Education personnel and key Cardon personneil.

Focuss1ng on the district centrality of the center, some
barrlers,to 1nd1V1dual teacher centrality were evident. First
of all, the young age of the center ‘and the nature'of the center
governance combined with ;he fact that the coordinator was not
a former school teacher in the system/EBTﬁted the way*more
toward a district-wide focus rather than a concentratlon on
helping individual t&&chers. Furthermore, since the center
was still relatively new, there wag little evidence of infor-
mation flow to teachers about what the center offered. Severai
teacher informants from schools which had just become center

. ) ﬂ . %§
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members were not sure that the center dla op what benefits 1t

offered. Table 2-10 summar;zes these barriers. -

Table 2-10 Barriers: Current Cardon Center Operations

S
Locus and Item Variable # Institutional‘Effects‘
Fiscal stringency 41 Budget cutting leading to ' '

1nstab111ty ‘of fundlng

Turf and power issues related Potential conflict between '
. . ‘ " to 9 coordinator and principal;

“ °  coordjnator.style softens
this barrier

ccess to alternative 5 . Potential barrier to, P -
nowledge sourges collaboration' Ieading to /
.- - . truse and respect negates e '
this, barrlen_\

) _ Lo R ' .8 > ..o
N
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.4.8. Facilitfators . - .

~

The” list of faoiiitators is much longer than the list of
barriers. Table 2-llprovides a summary of the facilitating >
£ ctors, including variable numbers from the causal networks.
Oxganizational facilitators seemed to outweigh the environ-"
mental barrler of fiscal stringency. These included a large

'number of strong formal and informal linkages (1 and 2) among
school dlstrlct and college of education personnel - linkages
which also spanned different oréanizational levels (40). ~ l

An important facilitator in terms of the survival of Yhe
center was stability - stability of key.personnel at the
dlstrlct and college of education levels which reinforced the

.,homophlly (20) between the two organlzatlons The Cardon
superlntendent remained the same during the centet's existence
until the close of this study; Cardon district personnel involved
in thq\founding of, the center received promotions during the . ) ,
center's existence.anq‘continued.their'support for the center.

" Similarly, key people at-the college of education who were '
active in the founding‘og the center remained at the college

of education and continued to support the center. The only

> . ’ \
%

.
~ N - .
. A ‘ Al
' - v
r
. 1] ’

” - i Iw
e 42'1- ~ \




°
¢

key college of educatlon actor involved in the center's ﬁoundlng
. who ho longer was intimately involved in OFE was Stoutemeyer,

who served as acting dlrector of OFE before Goldman's return
" to the office.

P . One significant aspect of the homophily (20) between
college of education and county personnel contrﬂguted to the

contlnuatlon of domaln consensus’ (9) between the two organizations

part1c1pat1 g in the interorganizational arrangement. Some of
the. key dlS rrct personnel had themselves studied at the college -

of. educatlon and been soc1allzed to apprec1ate, respect and

welcome "the scholarly. perspectlve" of the college of education. “
) ~ This welcoml g v1ewp01nt certainly re1nforced the perceived -
benefits (17) from collaborathn with the college of s iy
educatlon. : . ‘: . ) _ ‘
‘r et " The coll ge of education éersonnel also‘respected dis&rlgt

h AT

personnel w1t whom

This respect,

for placing
attracting graduate

they shared a history of collaboration (15).
with the district's provision of “a locale
teachers, holding off-campus programs .and

studénts contributed to the un1ver31ty .S

-benefits to the distract.

coordinator to her district and university

perception of benefits (19) from the collaborative arrangement.

Another factor which served as a facilitator for con-
‘tinuing® the i terorganizational arrangement was the codification
(36) which formallzed the governance structure of the Cardon ~— —
center. Hav1ng semi-annual policy board meetings with repre-
sentatives of various levels (40) of each participating organ-
ization served to solidify and stabilize éhe arrangement through
ensuring adequate representation and needs communications of !
the individuals in the arrangement.

Turning to the level OFf the characteristics of the
coordinator and the center, there were several important
fac1lltat1ng factors. The respon51veness of the coordinator (27)
and her ablllty to understand district- -wide peeds greatly
strengthened the operations of the center and the resultant.

THe lobse coupl'ng}124)_of the
supervisors allowed

v

her the autonomy_ to diagnose and .quickly reepond to needs.

“
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Addltlonally, the coordinator's respon51veness fac111ta€ed

Z

a dlver51;y of objectlves (32) which" led to a varlety of
activities at the center. ®his dlvqr51ty and varlety S
contributed to the stability of the collaboratlve ar;angement.k

-
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Taﬁlg 2-11.Facilitators: Current Cardon Center Operations

Locus and Item Variable # Institutional Effect
Characteristics of " ‘
Organization
Strong.formal and 1l and 2 Awareness of needs of parti-
informal linkages cipating organizations;Per-
ception of benefits
Multiplexity of 40 Contribution.to stability of
school-university ' arrangement (Links at differing
linkages . leveIs facilitate information
flow regarding needs, solu-
tions, etc.)
Perception of benefits| 17 and 19 Contribution to commitment
N of participating organizations.
Codification 36 Routinization and regular-
- o - ization of linkages
Stability oquey Continuation of support through
personnel a sense of pride and ownership
in%the center.
&
History of collabora- 15 Development of trust ahd res-
tion pect; contribution to stability/
growth of I0A ,
Domain consensus 9 Agreement on appropriate role’

! .

- . -

v &
Characteristics of
Coordinator an
Center

[

Homophily

<
Responsiveness of,
coordinator .

»

Loose coupling

Variety of objectives
and activities

" -

. 20
27 :
24
.
32 and 33

of university; Aids in the
" support and maintenarice of
inter-organizational

arrangement.
’ ]

Q -
Continuation of support for the
IOA; understanding of otheﬁg“
needs -

Co™Pibutes to naintenance/

.| growth of IOA; stpports variety

Ef objectives and variety of .
ctivities

Aids in flexibility of
coordinator;contributes to
autonomy of coordinator

Contributes to the stability
of the 1I0A :

«




k 2.5. OPERATION OF THE HANBURG COUNTY WESTERN ELEMENTARY
T CENTER

The founding of the first teacher center in Hanburg County b
‘eu the, first model elementary school in 1968 was folﬁowed by

- ‘ the opening of a second elementary teacher center and a

\

secondary teacher center. This section focusses on the cur-
rent operations of one of these three centers, the Western
Elementary Teacher Center. .The coordinator of this center,
Bob Harper, had served as coordinator since 1970, longer than
any other current teacher center coordinatoms

2.5.1. 1Institutional Structure, Context, and Events

The institutional structure of the Western Teacher Educa-
tion Center remained much the same in 1980 as it was in 1970
_with two exceptions. The center was housed in an elementary .
school, although it was a different school.from the oridin
center school in 1968. The center was still directed by a
full-time cobr@inatqr with the college and the county jointly

contributing to his salary.. There also was still @ half-time
L Ce
secretary whose salary was paid by the county. In addition,

during the 1979-1980 school year the center galned a graduate
assistant (see Resource Changes) .

Also in 1974-1975, Harper added an advisory council
structure to the cdenter as a esult _of."communication problems.
There was this ridiculous running around from one place to

. .0 . - .
another." Harper's colleague, Beth Roselli, Coordinator of . % <

-

Hanburg County's Eastern Elementary Teacher Education Center
— had initiated an advisory couscil with the help of a faculty

member with whom she had worked at River's Land'ng. To

Harper the idea of an advisory council seemed an excellent

way for "people to have more stake-in the teacher center." -

Thus, Harper s advisory council had one teacher delegate

from each member school, usually peﬁple who are really interested

in student teachers." Unlike the Eastern EI’mentary Center,

no principals served on the advisory council for the Western
Teacher Education :Center. VHarper felt that the presence of
principals might inhibit the council members expressions of

¢

concern and recommendations.

- N -~
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Also unlike the Eastern;Elemd&tary Teacher Center, the
Western advisory council really served as a sounding board
*rather‘than as an initiator of activfties. Harper pointed
cut that his conception of an. adv1sory council was. quite
differerit from that of Roselli Where many ideas and specific
guidelines came directly from Roselli's council members,
Harper S council members' served as reSponders to Harper's
ideas and liaisons between the*r schools and the center.
Harper made the decisions and, thenq asked adVisorv counc11
members for suggestions. B
When the centers were founded, Hanburg County was under-"

’

going tremendous growth The new planned community in Hanburg
received national recognition and attracted many young families. )
By 1980 the rate of growth in the~county had tapered off
Significantly While there was still a *need. for some new
teachers, the rate of openings -was nowhere near as great as
“in the late sixties. . a T

Additional;y, at the univers1ty level the number aof’ student
teachers declingd paralleling “the decline in’ the number of

both graduate and undergraduafé enrollments. -

At both the university and county levels, the  late c ) ’
seVenties - early eighties period. was characterazed by increased
fiscal stringency. ’ PR

&

2.5.2. Objectives - j' - S ~ . .

The objectives of the Western Teacher Education Center
were somewhat different during thé 15@& seventies than during
the early ye rs of the center. In‘l970 the objeqtives of ;he,'
center almosimé?mpletely -fogussad on the supervision and train-
ing of student teachers. By 1980, there was a dramaiic shift .
in objectives evident in the follow1ng statements from the
1978-79 and 1979-80 annual reports- "The goal ‘0of the Western
Tcacher Educ€tion Center is to enhance the professional develop- . °

ment of teachers and adminfstrators. In order to fulfill
this goal\\wrote the coordinator, the ceriter needed "an
: organized

committed pre- serVice program.' RrefserVice and
1
a .
L&) LY .
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/ that in 1975 one layer .0of Bureaucracy q;s e11m1nated ‘at OFE.

> ) :
< . 3 y .
in-service arahbound gether in a successfﬁl center operation,
and despite the expand; staff. development functlon, student c T

-

teachers d&ll rece1ve the support‘bggpoordlnator and coopera- ' -

ting tsgcﬁers. . e . N

"The coordinator went’ on to list %1ght specaflc goals for
the center's 1980-81 chool yean.' - T, V' »
1. Maintain or increase part1c1pant satlsfactlon

with the-*center program. o

-

2. Broaden and render;nore usable a’ common conceptual
frame of reference an teachlng and-learning.

3. Continue to bera force‘for profes51onal job sat1sfactlon.~ o

4. Continue the creation and spread ;of instructional

Jddeas, center and codhty“wide. . t

5. Maintain a“high level of supervasory aon%act with
student teachers. ¢f’v . -

children.

\‘

6. Remain sens1tr§e to the concept of “edlication for all
. 7. Look for opportun1t1es for teachers to.contribute
%pb the profession as a whole. -

8. Act as a liaison between the university and Hanburg\

. County. A .
[ / 4
Not\\that only one of the eaght &%als,lksted above focusses
exclusively on student teachers.» . ©
2.5.3. Key Persons o .2 o Co 2

Due to the age of the Western Teacher Education CenteY; °~ .

\- - —~

- there had been more turnover in key,personnel than in other,

newer centers/settings. Of course, Carter and’ McPherson were -

no 1onger at the unlver51ty *Some faculty 1nc1ud1ng Hartney o
were still at the River's LandingC ampus in 1980, Goldm n
contlnued ae Dlrector of OFE w1th Esther Kanter as AsSoc1ate T
Dlrector., = ot

.2

One change in "Key Persons" 51gnif1cant to Bob Ha¥per was

Up until the time Huberman lefmwOFE elementary coordinators
: I
reported ‘to .her rather "than to the dlrector. Harpep preferred o .

reportlng d1rectly to Goldman w1thout the 1ntermed1ate layer.
"It's better that way )




-

. v ) 1
At the county level, the man who played an 1mportant

part in the founding of the centers, the assistant to the,
dssociate super1ntendent, remained the county "boss" of thHe
coordinators until 1979. 'In 1979, there was a reorganlzatlon
and the coordinators‘yere to report directly to a supervisor,
of s f development who, in turn, reported to the former

"boss" of the coordinators. Similar to his boss, the’ new

supervisor of staff“devélopment was very supportive'pﬁ the

centers and in fact offered a workshop through one of the
centers, . . )
Otherwise there'was a great deal of stability in county

personnel, principals, and teachers. Over the years, ninety

.of Harper's student teachers "graduated" from the center and

went on td teach and assume 1eadersh1p pos1tlons in the county
schools, thus increasing support and forming ‘a growing network
of center enthusiasts.

In I979-1980, the center received a graduate asslstant.
Prior to ‘this Jtime the Secondary Coordinator, Pattl Lang{’\
had had a graduate ass1stant to aid her in student teacher
supervision. At the end of 1978-1979, Lang told Gdldman she
no longer -needed a graduate assistant. Harper 1mmed1ately
contacted Goldman and convinced him to hire a part time.
assistant for the Western Teacher Eduq&tlon Center. Th1s
assistant would also help the Bastern Center coordLaator
and would work on in-service activi t1es. Gpldman agreed

. with Harper' ‘s rationale; Harper hiréd an assistant who had

taught at a Northeastern Stat¥ Model School’ with him prior to
the time he lived in Hanburg COunty.v R *
FOCWSSlng on communication among key persons, Harper N

teracted most frequently with Roselli, the coordinator of

-th Ed4tern £lementary Teacher Center .and much less fréquently

w1th Lang, the sedondary teacher centeér coordinator. Although
he did-speak occasionally With Debra An onberg, the Cardon
County coordinator, his only contact with other coordinators_
was at OFE meetings and events. .




“

Harper estimated that he SpJ&e with Goldman about once
a week, and had contact Wlth the college of edUCatlon about
three or four imes a week This contact was primarily with
faculty in th reading and methods areas. Turning to contact
with’ his Hanbu suoervisor, Les Jones, Harper described Les
. as very -much like Goldmah: .laissez-faire in terms of what.
Harper wanted to do and very supportive of Harper's ideas and
style. “They (Goldman andsJones) are so'positive. It's
incredible." Harper reported to Jones periodically about
ongoing and future activities: ﬂI,‘ll tell him - here's what
we re doing next year and he' lltAB over the list ®ith me’and
o.k. it." N

2 5. 4- Resource Changes'

Data on resourcing for the Western Elementary Teachgl —
Center were llmlted Accprdlng to the coordinator, there were
few changes in resources over the years with two eXceptlons.
First, the cent%r moved to a new physital locatlon durlng -
the” 1980 -81 school year. Its new locale was a medium-sized
offlce off of the large and well -equipped media center of an
open Space elementary 'school. (The space was much smaller
than that of the Cardon\County Center.)  The Western center
also had a long bookcase for its own llbrary and materials.

he bookcase was located in the media center right next to

the teacher center.office doorway. Secondly, the center. added
an assistant whose salary was paid for completely ‘by the
college of educatlon. -

~

On the following pages are .the Western Elementary *»

1979-1980 budget” and the ehtlre Hanburg County teacher
center budget. (Note that the formal budget does not reflect
the effecé?Ve sharlng and poollngyof resources on the part
‘of the Eastern and Western Elementary Teacher Centers.).

-~
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- Table 2-12 Western Elementary 1979-1980, Budget

. . . . ‘

Eastern State University Budget . ’ .
Communications Course - $. 850.00 {

' Books, etc. for resource room {(approx.) 382.¢9¢
Conference fees and expenses for center .
faculty Lo . 978.46
Consultants \ : ¢ 365.00 - /’
In-service workshops ) 327.36 //// /-
sPersonality Differences Workshops . 550.00 .
MATE/MASCR Membershlpe ’ 7. OO
Substitutes for.conferences, workshops} etc. 1,365. OO
Coordinator's trave ) 115.50 ‘*\\\
Equipment . . 12.50
‘ Miscellaneous (fily, etc.) . o 81.20
5,035.01 -~
N . . —

Hanburg County Budget . \\\ '
Office expenses (supplies,gg;terials) $ 324.10 s
Postage (through May 31, 0) ' 133.45

- Telephone (through May 31, '1980) ' ’ 297.96
Travel (through May 31, 1980) 574.65
. S , t Vs $1,330.16

/ N

Eastern State Salaries T -

r Half Coordinator's Salary’ ) $11,969.00 .
Center Assistant Salary ‘ ‘iﬁ/ 6,000.00, . )
Frlnges B 507.60 - " a

7 ) s 518,.476060
’ " ’
County Salaries , v I T
Half-time Secretary  —— $4,119.00 °
. Fringes - . o 348.50
\ , . ) $4,467.50 . .
- " !
. ,‘ . r 3 e
£ ] - ® L
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Table 2-‘3{ Budget for the Three Hanburg Teacher Centers .
N . *

; . ' ) . Hanburg ' Eastern
. - . s Count Stat . Total .
Combined salaries of three TEC coordinators . $35,906.04 $35,9a§.04 $ 71,812.08
N Salary of half-time.TEC assistant coordinator 3 —— 6,000.00 6,000.00
Fringe benefits for the three TEC coordinators > 6,075.29 .- 6,075.29
Fringe benefits for'the half-time TEC assistant - . )
" ‘coordinator Lo ’ -— 507.60 ) .60
! Combined salaries of three TEC secretaries ST AL2,358.00 --- - 12,368.00
Fringe benefits for the three TEC secrétariés 1,045.49 - 1,045.49
\wweew - ~.. .Office Expense.(Postage,-Phone, Supplies, Travel)- - '
Combined TEC's ’ 3,926.43 -—- 3,926.43
Resources (Conference ﬁqes, equipment, books, etc.) —— - 10,750.0Q . 10,750.00
. Consultant services (78-79) . I 4,470.00 4,470.00
> , Substitute teachers (78-79) _ — 5,280.00 5,280. 00
g ‘V‘/‘__. . L .
TOTAL TEC (3% coordinators and 3 secretaries) $59,311.25 $62,913.64 $122,224.89
. . ¢ o8 ®
e .
' / \ - '23
122 . 4
‘ ¢ ! éﬁ: ’
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.2.5.5, Activities . .
Pre-service. Thé Western Elemen ary Teacher Center had
forty student teachers during the 1979-1980 school year. The

coordinator averaged 1.5 observations per student teacner per
week.  Additionally, he héld thirty seminars for student teachers
during the year. An innovation in this area was a three-day
in-depth workshop on classroom'management, planning, andfthe
analysis of ‘teaching. The coordinator followed-up observations
with conferences which were usually between the student teacher

_.and coordlnatorl,“__"_...“H_m

i e ks o b emem R e T s

In-service." The center offered only one course during

the l§79-l980 school year. (Five teachers participated.) .
Offering“only one course reflected the. nearing saturation{point T
of teachers in schools which had been oenter members for twelve
Or SO years. However,‘a;huch larger number of center teachers
attended conferencesfor meetings. The center: paid fox 45%
subsyitute days for center teachers. Conferences ranged from
the gifted and talented to the early childhood areas.

' The Western Center:joined with the Eastern‘benter in'. .'

offering six one-shot non-credit seminars, held from 4-6 pm. *

A total of 80 teachers attended seminars; 30 of these 80
were from the. Western Center. The topics of the six seminars
were as follows. Cooperative Learnlng Strategies of Teams‘ .
Games *and Tournaments, Teachers ertlng for Publlcatlon, Card-
board Carpentry; Strategies for Malnstreamlng, Career Options
Within the Field of Education; Research Findings Related to
Classroom Teac ~ Both college of;eduoation facult& and
teachers "faq{?fthed the seminars."- TPhe .center also had a
Personallty Differences Workshop at .which 1§ cooperatlng teachers
joined student teachers. Finally, the center hlrod ten” con-
sultants during the year to serve teacher néeds..'Consultants
were almost all from the university. L . .
Thé center also ‘offered a wide array of material resources.
A collectlon of approx1mately 1,300 Volumes was available to

.

all Hanburg County teachers. -

a
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Other activities: The Western Center advisory council
met two times during 1979-1980. The council provided feed- 1
back, reviewed evaluatlon questionnaire results and budget,
discussed prograh proposals, and played "an important role as
a communications link to the schools." -

s

The assistant to 'the coordinator served as editor for ~

the center'd newsletter The Catalyst. (There were three issues
doring 1979-1980.) She also worked with the Eastern coordi-
nator in putting together a publication for student teachers.
and_reqular teachers .entitled,-"The  Hat Rack;" a compenditm

of craft knowledge. These publication activities were new to the

Center with the addltlon of the assistant coqrdinator who had the

time to devote to this work. Table 2-14 summarlzes the activities.

2.5.6. Interorganlzatlonal Dynamics

Conflict and consensus. Based on limited access to data

sources in this countyf thefonly change in the conflict area

i
seemed to be greater disharmony between teachers and administra-
tors during the time of the sudy as compared with the earlier

years of the center. ‘

’ In terms of confllctlng ideas, the secondary level Hanburg

3

‘toordinator dlffered in many ways from the elementary level
coordinators. The three codrdinators recognized these
differences and respectied *one another: )

Where there might theoretlcally have been some evidence
of domaln dlssensus between the two. elementary centers in
Hanburg County, there was, in faet, strong evidence of domain
consensius. The two elehentary coordinators pooled resources
to offer more to their teachers than a single budget could ¢ _
provide. They worked together closely. Each respected the
other and his or her own style. !} '

Viewing relations between the county and the college of
education, there appeared to be no conflict. There was no-
evidence of formal frequent interactions between college and
coﬁnty personnel; the OFE director met at least twice a year
with the Hanburg supervisor of staff development, usually te,

dlscuss a tOplC of pressing interest (e. g., rotation talks)

\\Therc was homophily between the OFE dlrector and his. Hanburg

County counterpart which facilitated their interactions.

3
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' .Table 2-14 Western Hanburg Center Activities 1979-1986

—_ B

‘

. C . 7
Pre-Service Activities

. Supervision of 40 student teachers (including 1.5

observations per week and conferences for student
teachers). | . .

Thirty seminaxs (including three-day workshop on
classroom management, pl@gning, and analysis of .
teaching and multi-mode methods from craft knowledge).(,

In-Service Activities

One graduate course (with enrollment of five).

. . Provision of funds for acher participation at conferences
or megtings (includi 45% substitute days for teachers).

Six seminars (all of #hich were one shot and sponsored
B jointly by the Eastern and Western Centers; a total -

” of 30 wWestern Center teachers attended during the
year). .

Personality Differences Workshop (with an attendance
- 7 .« of 16 cooperating tedchers and student teachers).

Provisionf%f consultants (almost all of whom were- from
the university). ’

Provision of library of 1300 volumes.

Individual teacher problem-solving. ‘ :

-~ ~ -
Research Activities . . ' ’,—”

_Encouragement of individual teacher's research ipterests.

Work with individualk teachers on seminar papers and
dissertations.

Encouragement of action research by student teachers€ )
and cooperating teachers. . . \y,/—”//

-

Otﬁer Activities

. N . <
Publication and dissemination of The, Catalyst, a newsletter. °

. Publicafﬁon with thé Eastern Center of The Hat Rack,
a compendium of craft knowledge for beginning teachers.

.

Advisory council mectings.

e,




" observed that new "knowledge" was acquired

change in teachers.
. A )

. .
- . A}

Bargaining and exchange. With the details of the three
centers' budgetary “arrangements hammered out twelve years ag07

there was no indication until June 1981 of ohgoing negotiations.
The 'onl
devoted to-

hange was the‘ﬁoyement of a graduate assistant positién -
e-service at the secondary center to a totally
in-service position based at the Western Elementary Center.
This change came at a time of .increased .budget cuts at the
county level and probaZly/ﬁe;;:Z to heighten county awareness
of. the center's'heavier in-sérvice fogus and the college of
education's commitment to assisting the county in this area.

«Knowledge transfer. :ocussing on the Western Elementary

Teacher Center, the predominant flow of knowledge seemed to
be from the center to the classroom and from classroom to
there was firm evidence of

classroom via the center. However,

a direct flow of knowledge from the coordinator to a college
of education faculty member's teaching and publications.

In terms ef_knowledge types, craft knowledge and technical

Y : Very- little "pure"
Rather the
transfer of knowledge at the center involved a blend of prac-

knowledge were prevalent- at the center.

or "traditianal” research knowledge was evident.

L]

t1ce dnd theory, based upon the coordinator's own ideology

of teaching (seeMulti~Mode serial). The cqoraﬁnator ‘
. most easily by
teachers when they saw a tool that worked. This observation
' as well as in his
The

coordinator noted the great power of a tool in effecting

was grounded in the coordinator's practice

feading_of Gage's book on Teachers Make A Difference..

Abbut'two‘years ago, the coordinator gave a seminar on
multi-mofde teaching tao center school teachers and student

. He estimated that in one-third of the ceﬁter school

seminar. lAddltlonadly, partly as a result of a workshop the_

coordinator gave for the county and partly as-a esult of -

student.- teachers beidé hired to teach in non-center schools,

‘teachers in non-center schools gere using multi-mode concepts.
. ) . H

p . -
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Another knowlﬁdge transfer role of the codrdinﬁgor

evident in his "me

. He sometimes, prodded teachers about their continuing ed
Once center teachers were enrolled in ggeduate seminars
often worked with them on seminar papers. For instange
of the coordinator's brightest student teachers who was
’currently a teacher in the center's new school—settlng'
to do two semlnar papers with Harper while he worked on
graduate degree at the River's Landing Campus.

Overall ‘the most common type of knowledge -being ¢

T L

cated at the Western Teacher Center was craft knowlddge.

Twenty one out of twenty three pages of The Hat-Rack, the joint

Eastern and Western Teacher Center publication, were de
- to craft knowledge or a compilation of helpful hints "f

was

tor" relationships with cooperatihg teachers.:

ucation.

¢+ he
, one

-~

planned
a

ommun;-

voted

rom

“seasoned teachers to beginners." The last two pages of the

book contained a listing of resource books including Fa

rmer's

Almanac, The Mammoth Book of Word Games, and Teaching Without

Tears. Bloom's Taxonomy seemed to be the only exeggie
- traditional resgérch-type book. - g

——————FEZ¥ementary -Center's newsletter, The Catalyst was quite

The editor invited teachers Jo share their ideas and techniques

in The Catalyst. Seven of the ten pages O0f the first i

consisted.of brief reports on successful techniques/activities

from the center teachers. The eighth page, an announcement or

of a

- Similarly, the balance of craft knowledge in ‘the Western

héavy.

ssue.

) "catch-all" page contained a list of three books recommended

- ' by-center teachers: Elementary Science Experiments, 72

Ways

- To Have Fun With My Mind, and Comprehensive Joy (a seri

~

have trigld it." Finally, the last page was devoted to

\ r

Q9 : ~ L 107 4. i .
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es of

reading games, etc ).  The ninth page of The Catalyst contained
S .2 brief commentary by Harper on the efféctiveness of Mylti-
Mode teaching strategies. "For information about Multi-Mode

teaching contact Bob Harper or teachers in your bhilding who

'
an

announcement of the Natlonal Assoc1atlon of gTeacher Educators'
acceptance,of a presentatlon by Hanburg elementary centcr
teachers 'as well as a poem by a center school fifth grader.

.
¢

<
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2.2.7. Barriers:- -Current Hanburg Western Elementary;Ceﬁter
- Operations - R
: - There were very few barriers to the current operatlons
of thé Western Hanburg Elementary Center The key barrier
was an environmental one: " it was a time of increasing fiscal
stringency for both the county and the,college of education.

Only one organizational-type barrier was present. This |
3 barrier, the time of day during which courses were scheduled,

affected the enrollment of éraduate céurseé and seminars:given
* ... .. - through the center. - - o rd Ag ’

The brief'table below summarizes these facto
o ¢ »

Table 2-15 Barriers: Current Hanbpr§ Westeyn Elementary Center
Operations o :

-
. - .
v

- Item Variable # Institutipnal Effects

Fiscal stringency - 46 | Budget cutting leading to
4 instability of funding

Course and seminar Related to'\ Potential barrier to '
scheduling 28 “enrollment/support of >
’ teachers i -

a

—_— S —
13
°

2.5.8. Facilitators: Current Hanburg Western Elementary
Center Operations

“

? There were many more facilitators than barriers to the
operations of the Western Elementary Center.. Perhaps the
mos# important facilitator-‘was the presence of many strong for-
mal and informal linkages betw&en~the county and the college
of education Additionally, the coordinator had developed a
network of-supporters in center as well as -non:center schools .
in the county. This network q9n51sted of former graduates of
» the c#hter who were hired to teach in county schools as well g
as of teachers who part1c1pated in workshops‘glven by the
coordinator. These informal linkages heightened both perceﬁ-
* tions of the center's benefits as well as -county-wide support
g

. for the center. - -

e,

M




Another fac111tat1ng factor\Name about as a result Bf‘

“ high env1ronmental turbulence at the college of education..

'
When Ann’ Huberman s line was removed from OFE and given to the

'§”“early chlldhood/elementary department,‘fhere no longer was an

- ! Associate Dlrector—of OFE for Elementary Education. 1Instead
t

a 3UUlor laculty member was ‘to serve as oart-tlme Jtaison "to .
OFE, thus remov1ng a layer of bureaucracy at QFE and facili-

tating d}rect interaction betweef the OFE- d1rector and the

s = v
coordinator. ‘ ~ o

Theré was also a strong perceptlon of benefits both on the
part of the county.and on the part ©f the college of educatlon.
'This perception of benefits on-the part of both organlzatlons

led to adm1n1strat1ve support and 1nst1tutlonal prlorlty fo;
the centers. ’ s -

3 . - r

AlSo contributing to support of the centers was stablllty
of key personnel at the county and at e college of educatlon.
*Turning sto the center, Haragr had served as coordlnator since
1970 and had’ developed- strong networks of county and college
of educatlonjcontacts over the years, ‘which led “to a Qistory
of collaboration betweeit coordinator and teachers as well as
-betweepn the county and the college.

o

As in the early days of_tbe Hanburg center, domain con-
-Sensis continued.ggDue;to the small county buydget for staff
development, the{e was, no conflict over the increa§ing(ln4
.gervice focus of the Hanburg centers. o

A numbe% of charadteristics of the cobrdinator facilitated
the operations of tbe ceﬁtbr. %ery sfgnificant was the ®strong
hqﬂbphlly between the coordlnator and -county chers°i'
fMarper had been 2 county teacher himselfU::::?ifgserv1ng as/
toordlnator 2 Thls*homophlly as. weii as ‘the 1deology of the"
coordlnator fac1lltated the teacher centrallty ‘of the center
and the strong teacher support’ for, the. center° These charac-

texlstlcs also reinforced the coordinator’ s respOns1veness to

~county teachers which also contrlbuted to bhe maintenance and

growth of the center as well as tﬁ'Lhe variety of centqu
a t1V1t1es.




« . ' . “ ¥ ) *
\ e

. .

he or§anizational characterlstlc of loose couollng or .

weak 11 kages to the county

£y -~

ind college of education facrll-

tated the coordinator's autonomy and allowed for his respon-

siveness to teacher needs. The 'suppogt of the OFE director {

also’ strengthened the coordlnator s effec%fVEness and ablllty v

to respond to the concerns of Hanburg teachers. o T
Finally, the change toward a heav1er welght;ng of in= =

service objectives (goal change) of the center reflected .

increased respon51veness to county ‘needs and’ flex1b111ty in - S ",”

college of ‘education collaboratlon with the county . Accompany— )

ing thls change ‘toward more of an in- serv1ce focus was a

» :
concomltant broadening of’ the 'definition’ of 1n-serv1ce from Ats \X

. earlier concern with tralnlng student teacher superv1sPrs to

center. o - ' L
) — - ’ ’ - S - -
Table 2-16 Facilitators :Current "Hanburg Western Elementary .
Center Operations * , - '
Item Vayiable § * Institutiongl Effect i}
s * ;
Characteristics of - L - 1
Organization N .. . . ct )
opg formal and 1 and 2 Awareness of needs of par- ’ \ -
?ﬁ?? al linkages - ' ticipating' organizations; e - -
Perception'-of benefits;
. Continuation of support. .
Change in role of Related: to .. ' DR 7 .
elementary liaison- € -
Perception qf’ 17 ‘and" 20 Contribdtion tg commitment
benefits ] of participating organlza-
o o . tions. . . - .
_‘ hd N - , .
: v . C D8
v < . R - ” . L4
- ) ' & " ~
- ) "\\ . . -
R ‘ f‘ 1 3.2 » ‘

a new.concern ‘with meetlng the @roﬁes51dnal development needs

of center teachers. These ch%nges broadenéd "the range of ~ . ‘.

_center’ ac%1v1t1es and strengthened .teacher and county support ot

for the centef&hthe center assumed more activities central to

teachers and, thus,, added to the stability and longevity of the

110 .o
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= . . Table 2-16 = Facilitators. . . (continued)
| e /
~ Ttem . Variable # ._Jnstitutional Effect
. e Stability of key e Continuation of support
) . personnel ‘ p : through a sense of pride
. /' . “ © and ownership in the
’ center. -
. History pf colla- 15 Development of trust and
boration . . _ respect; Contribution to
, - » stability/growth of IOA.
° Domain consensus . 9 . Agreement on appropriate T
. ) e _role_ of. unlyer31ty,-x§d§~wu
T T T e e in the support and main-
\ i L= ,) tenance of interorganiza-
.o . _ ‘ , tional arrangement.
' &\\ Characteristics of S t o =
Coordinator and . ’ .
Center . . . I .
A Homophily 20 Continuation of support
. - ) ”J ; ¢ E for the IOA; Understanding )
I R . « : of others' needs. C )
- Responsiveness of 27 ' - ‘Contributes to malntenance/,
- " " - coordinator o gyowth of IOA; Supports
' e I "variety of objectives and
. . variety of Wctivities.
' ' Loose coupling . - 24 . _Aidsdin flexibility“of
. . "% - \,coordlnator, Contributes
~ T to autonomy of, coordzhator
Varlety of objec- X and 33 Contrlbutes to ¢he stabi- .
tives and act1v1t1es . llti\ef\the I0A.
Ideology, of : 18 * Contributes to teacher
( Coordinator . centrality of center‘and
- o o ‘to the variety of objectlves/
: . . \\ act1v1t1es.
) N
Goal Changes 42° - Contrlbutes to the” stablllty
of the IOA.
Was .

§%pport of IOA Leader 29 e Cthrlbutes to effectiveness
« (OFE) ’ - * \ of .coordinator. -




3. OUTCOMES : . ‘ .
3.1. OUTCOMES FOR)THE OFFICE OF FIELD EXPERIENCES
3.1.1. Endividual-level Outcomes

N

Increments in individual status or power. This study did-

not focus directly on this type of 1ncrement. However, data
.From focussed discussions revealed some power enhancement
through llnklng school dlstrlcts with the unlver51ty, especially
where a coordlnator was the primary linkage between the two
ordanizations. Boundary role personnel (coord1nators and I0A
staff) provlded cledr evidence of an 1ncrease in the number of

~'persona1 llnkages (contacts) whlch, ;n turn, aided thelr
¢

9

effectiveness.

Increments in individual_capacity. Coordinators féit that
they were in a good position to acquire and transmit craftﬁ
knowledge. They exhlblted a great respect for schools a%é

\schools people.’ Addlthﬂally, they dlsplayed a realization
of a shift in weaghplng from primarily a pre-service orientation ’
to a HeaV1er empha51§ on an in- serv1ce orientation. 1In terms )
of pé?sonal and profe551onal growth coord1nators received support
through- informal exchange of ideas through staff meetings.

:Individual cosi{s or negatlve outcomes. Certainly there

was some stress experlenced by COOrdlnators engendered by dual
organizational membershlps. Howewer, some *‘coordinators seemed‘
able to cope with this stsgss well. Likewis%, some coordinagors
were better able to gope with the ambiguity and autonomy inherent
. in thelr roles.. Contrastlngly, one efjthe factors Jgntrlbutlng
tota-coordlnator s resignation was the lachpof a clear-cut

4
orderly role. ! . -

a

3 l 2. Orga4gzation-Ievel Outcomes -

Incrementd in organlzatlonal power or status. At the

unlver51ty level, there was deflnltely a dgpreaée ‘'ih the power
and status of the departments vis-atvis OFE : This was counter-
. balanced, however, by the 1nterorganlzatlona1 arrangement's
provision and enhancement of field support. Throéugh serviﬂg as
thé linking unit between the field and thE‘collége‘of education,

.OFE increased its power and- status.

135 L
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At the school building level, there was some evidence

< s
- ¢

o
>
-

at the Hanburg site that teachers received enhancement .~
through recognition of.teachers as professionals. Additionally .
the 10A seened to provide status enhancement for cénter schools. .

At the county le&el, data was onlyaavailable in cardon :
County There the status of the county was enhanced through . .
recognition ‘of a rural county through the university connection:- \r ;J
the IOA brought the county "into the mainstream of what is -
going on in education." ' ' '

Interorganizational linkage. 'These outcomes, changes 1n fo

the patterns of interorganizational linkages, were. quite. .
. evident. There was less direct departmental linkage with the
_school systems as a result of the IOA. * In fact, the IOA E *

.

provided the college of education with a centralized, regular-

Na

ized structure iér access to field settings and allowed the

departments to concentrate on their teaching and research

missions. ' N _ ’ Tl
School districts, too, received a structure for

access. Here, the direct linkage to-the university

aided’in the recruitment’and selection of new teachers and in

the provision of needed in-service. The IOA in one sitey Cardon

County, even resulted in outcomes for the general communlty

in the form of increased llnkages with parent volunteers for P

the school system. Finally, in the Hanburg site there were

1ncreased llnkages among’ center schools and especially among

eastern county and. western caunty elementary schools. ,
_Ehere were also increased linkages among district members

of OFE due to contacts among coordinators. For instance, during

1980-81 there were teacher visitations petwgen the Bettner K .

and Hanburg\districts.

Institutional cabacity Examining ‘the college level, an

- important outcgne of the IOA for the university was th% prov1s1on'
of stabflity and relatlve contlgulty The IOA prov1ded-1ncreased ) .
outreach opportunities for the college as well as a centralized
supervrsory structure for the college s student teachers.

"Tinally, the IOA was an excelleht mechanlsm for collecting and ’

transmitting county feedback on the educatlonal program of the

college. )
v 2 L ‘ .

- .

. . .
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and other resources (materlals, lamlnatlng, yideotape

- ‘for 'teacher training as a part of a formal exchange andr~3;eo '}‘g \
k

"L

I0A outeomes were evident in theprovision of newGperonnel‘

uipment)
for schools and, partlcularly, in the enhancement of teacher-

recru1tment and selection. There was also, accordlng to coor— C
dinators, an QXpan51on of teacher reoertolre and, in one settlng j
1
{

development of a support system for teachers and ideas.
1
N Mov1ng to*inancial odtcomes, the college recelved locales A ‘(T

the provision of field space for university-courses, wor op%, N

.and_supervision. The school dlstr;LCtsrr_ec:eiv_ed-o.additfiopalr fiscal r‘%

resources,.in such forms as graduate assistant salary equipment,
conference fees and professional memberships for\t‘"chers. i l

There were also changes in institutional climate as a -
result of the IOAY 1In at ledst one school district, a key .

district'person reported an enhancement of the district. ’ -

aperspectlve through scholarly knowMedge and iP "internalization

of a scholarly pers ective.” And in another school district,
several teachers .and the coordlnator reported a chande in the

school building climate as a result of the cente There was

- N

“a "shiftéiﬁ the production nerm t6 a more intellectual . -

level sharing cllmate, and a greater freeaom o talk about,

'

ideas and dissent." . : , : .

Capacity changes occurred in three main areasﬂiknowledge

acquisition capacity, institutional problem-solving,“and -

cdpacity to compete.  At.the university, there was increased

knowledge about field needs and an increased advantage in field

3

placements through the IOA. At district levels, very strong o
capacity changes were evident. There was immediate access to
infornation thfough the coordinators. In'at'least two district
settlngs,‘there was support for teachere doing research and
continuing their educatlon, with an empha51s on oOne- to-onp
support in the Hanburg dlstrlct and group support (a research
network) in the Cardon dlstrlct e _{ . .

A major capacity "enhancer at the dlstrlct level was the ' .

provision through the IOA of additional per%onnél, knowledge, and

"material resources.” The IOA enhanced didtrict awareness of resource

acquisition opportunities - an awarenesy¥ which alded.dlstrlct

‘ ag .



‘or teacher problem solving, depending upon the, district and

the pattern of linkages of the specific IOA. The IOA even
_ contributed to a capacity increase if™the community sector

in ‘one setting where a center provided a workshop for parent A

volunteers. "

districbs,in selecting and recruiting the best new teachers -
and facilitatéd centralized recruitment on-site. The IOA
also helped the college 6f education through an increase in
recruitment for- graduate courses and off- campus programs,
prov1sion of a field -based locis for gnaduate courses and
provision of feedback from schools people.

3practice improvement area were limited-due to the constraints
-of this study which-'did not involve classrbom observation
or access to large numbers of Eastern State teachers. The e
‘data did reveal approximately»eight examples which could
conitribute to practice improvement ‘through the IOA:

=

W SN v o morg competent cooperating- teachers" (Huberman study

outcomes across sites. Focussed discussions with Cardon County
‘teachers and observations at the center there revealed heavy . K
teacher usage of the center in terms of materials and equipment
-and little usage of the center in_terms of -inrdiyidual teacher

problem solution efforts. Thére was also no evidence of k\\\

1ncreased”convprsations about 1deas and techniques among teachers

who did not supervise student teachers. ' Teachers in' the Cardon
unty IOA primarily v1ew3d the center,as a place to laminate _

v F

-

In terms of capacity. tp compete, the IOA helped school

£

Institutional practice imﬁrovement Outcomes in the

® .increase in interv1s1tations among schools
{-
e attendance at courses,.workshops

® provision of consultants .

and coordinator, district personnel okservations)

® provision of profess10nal membership fees and conference
fees’

® _increase in teachers concern with ideas and techniques

) prov1s10n of newsletters Wlth craft and technical
knowledge N

® provision of feedback for the college of education
: curriculum and proposed changes

s ‘ Iy

* There were some interesting variations in practice, improvement .

¥

-
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or acquire materials and to help with student teachers. ' -
Further, teachers in the schools which had, just rotat;d into
I0A membership had little idea about the range of benefits.
Explanation of these findings. probably could be found in the
young age of this particular IOA as well as its environmental
setting, which rewafdéd the service of district-wide rather
than individual teacher needs. . .
Institutionalization. Viewing the three IOA patterns of
institutionalization in Table 3-1 reveals that the
OFE level exhibited the greatest degree of
institutionalization and stability. This level consisted' of

five separate iq%erorganizationai arrangements linked by monthly

meetings of fépresentatives. The arrangements themselves
involved a multiplexity of linkages. 1In the financial area,
a stable'sum, the same amount in recent years, was allocated to
the OFE level. 'Ih terms of core function, OFE placed and supervised. ]
‘student teacheré in the field. Contributing also to its
stability was its relation to needed outreach programs‘énd grass
roots support vital to a university in these times of declining
fiscal''support. 1In itsg%ore than fourteen—yeaf history, OFE has
survi&ed'"bloodshed" over its first director's power struggles with
the college of educqtion's departments, numerous acting directors .

_‘bf OFE aﬁd numerous deans of the college of ggyéétion. Again
-faced with a turbulént college of education environment,
‘bFE (with no-budget incréases_for inflation)- and the college were
héetiﬁg ;et another challégge at the cloge of this study.

The Cardon County and.Hanburg County IOAs exhibited

slightly digfering patterns‘bf institutionalization. Insterms
of core function, Ehe‘Cardop County IOA was considered more
‘core -to the diségict organization while the Hanburg County 16;\\1, L
was considered more core to the scheols'organizétions. Usage ’
pQthrns §aried'in5the same m@&hner; Cardon Coun§y a?y%pistrators
both in" number and intensity utilized the center more ‘than

“their Hajpiburg County counterparts. T ' .

Focussing 6n institutional competition, “the Hanburg County

centers §3ced no similar competition; However, Cardonﬂ:ount& had ®
limited cqmpet{tion‘in the pfoblem-solving areqé from a federal

. . N~
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-Achieves widespread: use

. . >
Table 3-1 Degree of Institutxeziiifatioh:

Supportlng Conditions.__ &

Con51dered a core function .,
e within lopal schools

e within the co6llege/univer-
sity department or faculty

Used on a regular or daily basis
Provides benefits/payoffs to:

® school administrators

e teachers - -

e university staff ‘

° Teabhef Center staff

Outperforms or eliminates com-
peting practices

Receives support from:
# district administrators

e school building admins.

® colleye/university admins.
and deans

° state-leVel'administrators

‘Passage Completion

Achieves stable funding source

Functions performed are certified
by: - .
® school authorities -

e college/university auths.

Supply and malntenance provided
for

Organlzatlonal status is’ formally
established in regulations
e within school district

® within university

gyEle Survival

Survives annual budget cycles

Not weakened by departure or
introduction of new staff *

o in school district .k

e in &epartment faculty of
university/coldlege . :

° 1n State N /

*formal governance document exists
ﬂ k., = don't know

[Kc -

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

r.

Eastern’State Site

. M Unibersity
Teacher Center Teacher .Center Field Unit
Cardon Hanburg OFE

weak

3

{partly present

partly present

partly present

S

partly present

partly present

partiy present

partly present

present

present

part&y present

partly present

partly preseﬁt

P .
f present
)

1

present

partly present

partly present

partly present .

+ -

present present preeent
partly present " present d.k.
present ’ present. . bpresent
present presegtA present
» — ~ 7
present present partly present

(turbulent -adm

partly present

partly present

partly ‘present

‘Ipartly present

——

partly present

partly presentj

»

%

present ’present present
present present present

% present present present
present* present present
present#* ‘présent present

[ .
present present s present
present partly present pertiy present
9 ‘

present present present

partly present

partly present

partly present

partly present




project staffed by some teachers at a school near tife center.
The Cardon County center did outclass this competition in the
range and continuity of services it offered as well as the

talents of its coordihators in identifying and meeting county

13

needs.

~

‘ Both sites were incorporated as separate items in their’

o %‘, districts' yearly budget cycles. Both have surviVed’district" . el
'budget cuts which ellmlnated%such items as driver education
from districtwbudgets: * And both had firm and clear agreements
between the university and district regarding specific fiscal
exchanges. Additionally and very sigﬁﬁficantly, Cardon County
had a detalled formal governance_document signed by both o !
. district and un1vers1ty officials. ThlS document also allowed

for a one-year notification period prlor to the dissolution

of the agreement - a provision helpful to the stability of

the arrangement. _

- There was an/additional and interesting ¢foss site

difference on the crlterlon of survival of new staff The

OFE, Cardon County site and several Hanburg s1tes survlved, at
el the least, several dlfferent leaders. However, one Hanburg . -

site had a coordinator who reported that if he and the

secretary departed, the center would no longer exist. .

_ Turnlng ‘to usage pattems, there was clear evidence
regarding widespread &sage in school’districts Widespread
usage in terms of student- teacher placement and superV1slon
functions also ex1sted in college of education’ departments.
However, in the knowledge.acqulsltlon area, faculty reported
3 little evidence of achlSltlQn and incorporation of new or
craft knowledge generated in'the field.* Rather, their
‘primary’ usage of knowledge from the field was- that related to ’ A
feedback on methods courses or new.curriculum'such as a
revised specialkeducation curriculum. ' Toward the close of the
study there was an indicatlon of a routinization of OFE's
feedback role-:in curriculum ‘develdpment at the elementary
education, level. ‘ — ‘

3
*There was evidence of the incorporation of~"Multi-Mode"
~techniques in a graduate methods training course and in a
- faculty publication. )
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There were séveral additjonal indications of roéutinization'
/ and ‘institutionalization which were not reported on the

- institutionalization table“\ All -the Hanburg teacher centers

' had regularly pqulshed newsletters which were distributed to
teacher, OFE staff, and some coupty administrators. Every
teacher center in Cardon and Hanburg Counties had one formal
involvement (advisory council, bperating comhittee or policy
board) with regular meet1ngs and regular membership cons1st1ng
of representatlves of part1c1pat1ng organizations.*

Integratlon 4in school activities 1n‘Cardon County prov1ded
evidence of routinization-of* IOA operatlons. ‘Furthermore, in T
Cardon County, integration of’ the coordlnator in district activities
enlarged the focus of the I0OA.. Recently the coordinator reported
to an OFE meet1ng that as’a result of her work in bridging, -

the county had asked her tgahandle student orlentatlon matters
in the fall. )
Finally, the rétatlon pollcy provided strong ifdications of

at both the OFE and county levels. The/
‘ratlonale behind rotatlon of school membershlps -kn the IOAs

institutionalizatio

was basically two pronged: Rotation of schools allowed new
schools to partake of the IOAs' benhefits and allowed past
school members a respite from tne responsibilities of student
teacher supervisicn. In each setting, the county or schools
seemed to initiate discussion of rotation.** And in each
setting, enough benefits accrued‘to the university - stability
of the arrangement; prov1s1on of new candidates for graduate

" courses; enlargement of the structure’ for access - that

OFE agreed to regular rotation of school membershlps. .Thus,
this routine movement in‘and out of centerfmembership served
to help ensure continuity of the IOAs by the infusion of new'
members which contributed-to maintaining the balance of benefits

2

among participating organlzatlons in the IOAs.

*Schedules of meeting, type of members, and role of members
varied within and across sites. "
"**EBach county differed slightly ip terms of balance toward one
or the other rationale. For instance, in Hanburg County ¢

the rotation iidea took on political overtones., Several more
rural schools in less wealthy areas vociferously asked for )
membership in the IOA. See the rotation -serial.

. 4
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v151tat10ns, conferences, profess1onal membershlps, courses

3.2. OUTCOMES FOR THE CAéDON COUNTY CENTER -

—_— -

3.2.)1. 1Individual Level ‘Outcomes

. aIncrements'in'individual status or power. There seemed

to be an increased sense of professionalism among teachers

related to the center ‘More -dramatic than thlS increase was . &
the increase in status reported by a county ‘administrator as

a result of her conneqtron.W1th the college of education.

In the—area of linkages,'a number of outcomés were evident.
Student teachers experlenced increases in linkages to pract1-
tioners as well aq to peers’ at the bulldlng level. (These
llnkage§ were espec1ally 1mportant because they gave them
access to more than one model.) The coordinator reported
mahy rinkages to coﬁnty and state educators And county
personnel who already had linkages to the college reported
that these linkages were strengthened and routinized through
" the centexy s « L : - -

Increments in individual capacity. Ad a result of the ’

center, 1nd1v1dual teachers had access to consultants, inter- —_

on- s1te, a reseatrch network, materlals (1nclud1ng an extensive * =
library and equlpment, espec1allyslam1nat1ng equlpment) B
Indlwldual teacher, 1nformants most often reported use of the
laminating equipment as. an meortant center benefit for
themselves. ' . : -

Individual cooperating teachers had the opportunity to

observe new practlces and‘pick up new ideas through the pre--

~

sence of student teachers demonstrating skills acqulred.at the
college and through work w1th the ,coordinator. A county admini-

., Strator characterized the effect of the student teacher

presence on Cardon teachers as "a coaxing up, teachers have '’

to be on top of everything.": SR : *
Student teachers, of course, had access to the same items :
listed above. Additionally, they benefitted from having the. ;
coordinator as an on- s1te superv1s0r and. facilitator. The -
center allowed them to be exposed to a greater number of

L

.
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~-proplemfsolving:ﬁodelsi*’A@ditiOnallyq the centef's homework
and parent volunteer programs provided them with enhanced .
‘skills and'experiences related to homework prohlems and parent
:oonferencing‘

County administrators evidenced llarge increments in the1r

problem—solv1ng and practice improvement capacities. Through ’

regular exXchange of 1nformatlon with college of education
, representatlves at policy bodrd meetings and through frequent-
contact w1th,the coordlnator, both county and college people
were made aware.of the others needs and problems"” and of the )\
~information or sources of 1nformatlon necessary ‘to problem-
solving. - '
In terms of individual faculty members at the college of
\education, the presence of thedcenter allowed them to concen-

trateson their individual teaching/research mmsslons while OFE

J/ and the center handled relations with the field. . -

“
¢

Individual costs or negative outcomes. The amblgulty

inherent in thé coordinator role as well as the range of
coordinator activities fpre -service, in- serv1ce, and spec1al
programs) could have’léd to a great deal of stress and "role
overload" for the coordlnator. Instead, the potentlal for
stress and overload was decreased by the support of both the

~

OFE director, and key county persbnnel .

¢ There was almost’ no ev1dence of negative outcomes. The
only negat1Ve reports: were the problem of teacher time and
energy needed for participation on the operatlons committee
and the problem of the center utlllzlng m;ddle school space
which could have been used for a school classroom.” Both of
these reports were counterbalanced by the informant noting
that the benefits of the center and the satisfaction of parti-
cipatlng in the center outweighed‘these.costs. (Note that )
rotating school membership results-in a sharing of these
possible burdens.i . ' ) :

v
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3.2.2, Organizational Level OQutcomes

Increments in organizational power or status. The county
organlzatlon reported the greatest jincrease in power and sta-
tus as a result of the center. An administrator noted that
the uniyersity connection blbught the rural gardon County,'
"into the mainstream of what is going on in education.

' At the college of education level, departments lost the
power to be the direct link to student teacher supervision in

the field but gained more tlme to devote £3 their primary
missions. OFE, of course, gained power through providing ser-
vices to*the department, linking departments: w1th field

« sites and prov1d1ng a structure for access to Cardon County.

N Increments in 1nterorganlzatlonal linkage. The center

provided county, schools and> the county adm1n1stratlons with

routine "and regular llnkages ‘to the college of education and

_g,//4*~\1ts departments. Through teacher and/or principal membership

‘on the center's operations .committee and policy board, cCardon -
schools also increased linkages among the schools themselveszé

-

~ {These increased contacts were quite ev1dent %n the- bridging

serial.)y e ( .o T ‘
The center also brought about 1ncreased linkages between
the‘communlty and its schools. Both the homework center and

the - parent volunteer program strengthened llnkages between.”

!
the center and the communlty groups as well as Bbtween parents”~-

schools, and Parent-Teacher Associations.

. The un1vers1ty, too, acquired a.regular ‘structure of %
access to Cardon County through the presence of the center.
This became quite 1mportant in terms of strengthen1ng llnkages
for outreach programs and~research actlvxtles. _

In_the area of
increases in financial capacity; the existente of the Cardon
I0A provided additional fiscal resources for'the county schools

in terms of the presence of a coordinator who contrlbuted to

Increments in 1nst1tutlonal capacity.

. district. problem-so é}v1ng and in terms of equlpment mater1als,

and substltute day The * college organization also benefitted

] N v
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financially from the Cardon arrangemgnt: it received space

for teacher training on-site and for county-based courses as-
a part of the formal exchange.. - . N .
Viewing increases in knowledge acqulsltion capacity,
both the county and college benefltted from the presence of f
the Cardon center. The schools and the district administra-
-tion ‘had immediate access to information or referrals to
sources of information through the presence ofithe coordlnator.
~ Schools also received §upport for teachers engaged in research;
the center coordinator had indtiated-a research network to *
"provide support for county. teachers_}nvolved ?n graduate
education and research:". ﬁere, the types of knowledge ac-
quired through the center were~primarily tecﬁnical exﬁertise,;
professional development 1nformatlon, and problem—solv1ng
1nformatlon (e.qg. 1dent1f1catlon of a resource person, usually

a’ faculty member) to soive a particular county-identified

[

problem. ' B e . ,

On the college of education side, the. center with its o
linkages to county and school organizations allowed the
college through OFE to garner knowledge about field needs and

to acquire feedback on changes in academlc field-related

¢
®

programs. \ - s
Focussing on institutional problem-solving, the center
provided support for bulldlng level in-service and for stud- *
’Fnts of center schools with homework Problems.: Most 51gn1f1-
cantly, ‘as a result of the coordlnator 'd efforts, the county
moved forward in solv1ng problems related to' the transifions
among dlfferent level schopls. The county also received ™ .
support for local~ -based” future educators through the center® sf
futuPe education group, an 1mportant butcome in view. of the
county's desire to hire Cardon re51dents to teach in the county's

schools.

The center also prov1ded probleﬁ‘solv1ng sypport for the,
college of educatlon. It served to expedlte faculty/student
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. Hence of increased participation in conferences and meetings
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research in terms of relati;ns with the county. One college
of education faculty member,rélated how’Ehé/Eﬁgébn coordinator
almost miraculously acquired, in a short period.of time, a
number of letters from school and county personnel in support
:of'a college o% gﬁucatibn,résearch.pnoposal. ,E%e center also
was effective fﬁ&§acilitating feedback on college of education
teacher training. frograms. . P : &

Als id}ng both the céunty and ' the éolleﬁe of éducéfion's
capacityagg compete, tﬁeﬁcé;ter providéa a supply of potential
teachers for Cardon schools on-site as well as a supply of
potential enrollees ‘in gradﬁate courses. One center. principal
confided thﬁt one of her teachers was leaving; ‘the principal

"planned to observe a student «teacher = a potential replacement -
who was recommended to her by another center principal,

Increments in institutional practice improvement. 1Ih

l!' ‘
this category. the most. obvious increments'occurred in practice
improvement related to bridging'issues. There was also evi=

;aﬁé;gnﬁirgctgrepogts of 'incredsed dooperating teacher compe -

s~ g oyt S v @
?&ency as a-crestilt of the center's aetivities and resourcds. ,*
. = - 3 L - . . -

yT ~2-and?3-3 lisfiand pp®¥vide an overview of~indiv3dual

f}htir al.o meg related to the Car:bn Countys
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Table 3-2 Individual-Level Qutcomes for Eastern Site: University .
- ’ - . '
. . T * R
™ . {é} S I o
Locrs ~ ' «
B . Bdl Bl [y
OUTCQME TYPE .. . University Staff > 10A staff s : i
1. Shifts in gtatus, Role/status change for :'ai:ulty: Power enhancement through linking .
power Ve from direct Supervision Jf' studént district with un.u?&vs:.ty -
. teachers in £3eld to center
& supervisién \ " . v
% ’
2. Changes 1in linkage, |Access to fxeld people through Increase in number of personal
networking bun.wersxty field unit l.mkages v
3. Personal and Receive feedback about wha s Support through regular staff meetin
. Professional going on 1n field through £ield . exchange of ideas
' Maintenance and unit and students in classes
Growth . B
4. Financial | N/A ' N/A
Maintenance = .
(2 : ( g
LT L S. +
S. Changes in goats, N/A - Change from a pre-scrvice focus ™\ .
Objectaves T toward an in-service focus
. o
B - . .
: v ¥
6. Capacity“Changes of new knowledge - ‘Ability to acq\nre craft knowledge
Knowledge » | incorporation by faculty - i .
Acquisition - .
Changes . * b A . \
’ ' o
Problem- Support through coordinator " ' N
Solving handling field placement problems N
_ . _Capacrty.” t .
7. Practice ' Provision of local training . ’ n.a.
Improvements ~ fac;lx:y . .
- = Provxsxon of facilitation for e
research projects ” . ,
Provision of feedback on methods P
courses .
: T T
3. Atticude and Value Respect for sch people - ' Respect for schools, peopld
Changes - ) N B - ,
s S hd P2
. . . ¢ r
= v t M
=~ * o 1 . .
4 e > Foe . ¢
- ..f. ’ N
. o~ 1 * . T -
: ’ =
. ;¢ -
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. Table 3-2 Y{continued)

.

Cardon Qounty

L4

Individual-Level Outcomes for Eéstern'sitgj

. . -
nICLS .
Qutcome Type ) Teachers Stucent Teachiers s Teacher Center Stafs
1
* ’ . 4 L3 -~
1. Shifts in status. soc:ral recognition by n.a. influence with>local -
« powers college and peers . adml,axst:ators .
. . -« | sense of professionalism R Derveotxon of. 1ncreased
. local integration >
. 1 . - —_— ‘
L2, Chénges in linkage, - "hn.a. .\.ncre'ase 1n linkages to |increase in lxnkages(;{sc
networking . - practitioners counly and state edécat j
. . . |increase in linkages o ,
N R peers at tne\_u.\.lcung .
level
i . - .
. — . l
3, Personal and profes- source for professional maintenance of espr:it ccncern with cgunty needs ¢
sjonal maint2nance on-site ln-service d'corps - . (staff develo t, bridging |
. 2 ¢ groweh pursuirt of further educa~ |access to more than one ocher) ) 1
. . tional training model 1
o |
. - . h ’ !
g g |
4. Finahcial maintenance | meet :n-service requi’e- 1nside track for place- n.a. %
ad and growth . ments ment . P i
’, . - - . ) <
- \ > a i
. . . - - v
5. Changes i1n goals, increased motivation®to do n.a. awarleness of complexity
oojectives graduate work . of change/:nnovation . 1
. Al
' — \ 3
0 A ) .
6. Capacity changes Access to consultants Access §o library, ﬁ:cess to rescurces : ¢
T Access to Intervisitations gzezgggzénzountyv"sca“ Access to local' teacaers ’ -
Knowledge ° | Access to conferences and . - and administracors , ) .
Acquisition professional memberships . |Access,to other Universi:y
"Experience of Mind-Opening" expervise :
Capacity . n Access to ot“er Teacher
cs t hex
'2rc::is.:,et° free courses R .[Center coordinators
il
¢ Access to other training
opportunities on’ campus » S \ .
and on-site i N
- 4 3
- Access to Research Network . .
i
‘ Access to center library i !
: AN . I -
+ N ‘ ~
* Problem- Awareness/partic‘.nation in Develo\pm\ent of classroom|ability tep interpret county's,
Solving ’ solution to bridging teaching ski needs and serve as link to
. _ problems Provision of rural ** lpossible solutions s
¢ Da ! . :
ar c-n;y Access to matena]is and teaching experience . R
equxpment e .
‘Exposure to a greater , . .
e - . " inumber of problem~solving -
- . S N [|models . “ o -
\' - . N . - ' Y
- Y B i . ; B T v —
7. Practice improvement | Enrich instructional * Edhancement of 'homework n.a. ‘ g
. , . materials, curriculum problem and parent - °
] Changes in classroom” interaction s?u.lls - B
behaviors due to presence R N
\ > of student Keachers R . '
- - - —_ —1
. tockpilin uilding stock of mat'is [ Building stock of ma s n.a. '
8 S kpiling 3uilding k of ' Building k of mat'l .
: s . |
* |
09, . Attitude and Yalue Catalytic effect on n.a.' Y n.a Y
\ - Changes -} teacher attitudes through ¢« Ty e . :
N , student teacher presence. - ’ % ’ [
- . ~ @ R - i
‘ . "a coxing up., teachers £ 2|
P have to be on .op of by ) ’
everything” 4 ) Y oo i
- B P L !
i
K v |
' h Y |
- t
Q . 1’
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Table 3-3 Orgdan$ation-Level Outcomes for Eastern Site:  Cardon-County ¢
. . N University/College Level
Outcome Type School Building County‘Offices Community* ¢ Department < College Field Unit .
<. . . ot . B} r . N .
Shifts in Status Recognltlon of Recognltlon of rural n.a. Change in status/ provi§ion/ power through "
and Power . teathers as.pro- county through uni- ‘ - power due to Center enhancement |linkage of debart-
: . fessionals verslty connection... provading supervi- of field ments with field
. R . o "brlngs into mainstream - ’ sory link support sites - . -
/,ﬂ—ﬁ’-\\\~~ . ~ |'of what is g01ng bn . ’
) in education" 4 R L I
. Linkage Structure for Structure for access: |increased llnks Less direct iiﬁkage Structure for|Structure for ~
‘w access: direct diréct linkages to -jJwith parent to $chool systems access: pro-laccess: - direct K '
& . linkages to uni- the university through volunteers K vision.of linkage to fie%# -
. versity through “ | center and represen- . ig;gﬁtgriegg:szgzgfs’formaL‘link# settings S .
‘ o ¢« . |Fenter and through tatives on Policy hd . tion gn field unit [29es to field " Ky
teachers on opera-j Board Sy - : . : settings '
? : : " - .1 and Advisory Boards -
. ting committee; 21 , i -
. . alsd linkages Formal system of ex- / - . 3
v e among Center change: governance . . N /
T - schools docum&nt ’ | . )
2
' ‘ N N i
Organizational Provision of new | Enhancement of teachef = n.a. Structure for field | stability in |Cébntinuity in 4
" Maintenance and personnel and , selection and recruitt - supervision qﬁ stu- . whiversity< university-district
- vawtf = other personnel ment dent teachers - district relationships .
resources, 'Stability in - / - Feedback n methods relationships increase in out-
o . j~Prov151on of amMiversity-district .cours reach opportuni-
- material qgsourceﬂ relationship F . . . , | ties (off campus *
~ Ol “ . Yy .
> N . * * | Provision of material ! -, Jprograms) 5?‘ L
Lo N “ and persvbnel re-/ - ; * * g
N n ;*T’ ) ' sources , . . RS ;r* . L . 3¥' A’V , « .
F1nadc1al . to Provision o} gdditiont n.a. - . provision of |Stability in finan-
L ° °*Maintenance and al'fiscal (graduate I - no-cost field|cial ssituation
Growth 0 . . | assistant salary, i . sites for~” (no growth) = . .
v . . .o .| equipment, conference{ ' - teacher traing - N
;'ﬂ\‘ , - 4 . fees, substitute N ing as part . :
i L ’ money) resources i v - of formal ex- :
R - . . . change - ' . -
’ ) ‘ o - ‘ T T Provision of,
N ‘ . T field space
e — : . : B a " ) * | for university .
- . 5 ’ ) - courses and !A, SN
' ‘ " . Vo - ® supervh\ion . . . -
. - s : ' ® : = .
A 3 - . ' . Provision of >
“ - . s . additional en- o
, . ) . s rollment for
. . - AT S gradwate - ,
. . . . vy o -7 , . cousses ! . L
- N 3 = - .
Changes in Goals Intcreased demands | Greater complementar- n.a. Growth in off-gampus |[Furthering Concern-with meeting
~ and Objectives for materials 4 ity of staff develop- offerlngs “outreach" the needs of field
ment mission sites .

~

R A',}-
EMC

(laninating)

. ¥

Integrablon with

N unlversity resources

. .

»

.
Concern with in;

creased in-service
focus for district

JAruitoxt provided by ERic

B ~
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- f .
Changes in Lo . - | Enhancement of per- n.a. Tolerance of field n.a. n.a.
Institutional spective through s - Jlunit
a4 Climate . university knowledge oo .
. ' . ' Internalization of a - \
B scholarly perspective ] '
: o = . -
Capacity Changes Immediate access Large capacity incre-|Provision of . ) increased knowledge
: N to information ment via access to workshop for of field needs
Krlowle{.ige through Coord. Center and university| parent volun-
" Acquisition Support for teachy [&SOuLces teers . ' &
- . J ers doing researcll Increased awareness
Capacity i (Research Network} of resource acquisi- . s )
! . \/ Provision of+agdi-| tion opportunities . 3 :
, . - tional pexsonnel ’ o - - /
N knowledge and ’ v oo . v
Lt material resources ‘ . - i
Institutiohal Support for Addition of resources| Support for Provision of \locales|pProvision of | advantage in- field
* problem- )?ul ding level . »for staff development| future educa- for- support needs in[field setting| placements
- ] in-service : Improvement in - tors . counties for faculty/
Solving Provision of home-| dealing with bridging Sﬁp’port for Feedback from field s:gggﬁt re- .
_ work center problem issues - parent involve- re: curriculum s
resource - . ment in schopl§ : Feedback from
) e " Support for f;glgaiz.
. . » v, j{children-with prog .t
v ' homework prob- - . Provision of
A N lems . ) controlled
‘ . » field experi- ,
N . e ences for tea ’
* S . chers in
0. R - . * .. |training
- ¥y
. ~ - . . |
Capacity . Ability to recruit n.a. ' n.a. . s {Increase in Maintenance of
. ' ) « ~° |'potential teachers . o _. joff-campus field ties
° \ on-site programs, aid
Compete ’ . v in recruitment
s i . . : N . provision of a
.,; ‘V . . . . : N . locus for off L
) \ ~ . campus program
2 -+ -~ E
Institutional ' Increased 'inter- | More offerings for ' n.a. , n.a.’ : n.a. n.a. .
Practice * Visitations among | local in-service ¢ B . - -
" Improvement . |schools 2 |’Access to current ., . N
’ Increased particj- knowledge - . ! :
pation in con- . ’ . . . - t
ferences . , o, - .
. Provision of . ' . . .
, ’ v ‘|courses, .workshopd, - . : : ;
B > N | .
o Y ) consultants . oo e . 152 N
. . ' -{More competent g . T L, ° . ’
' ? K cooperating -~ ) - . ]
. ~ 4 teachers - ’ ) .- e
Q 1:) i \ ’ . bk -~ i . ’ " .
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3.3. « OUTCOMES FOR THE WESTERN HA&BURG COUNTY ELEMENTARY CENTER
3.3.1. Individual Level Outcomes

Increments in status or power: There were strong inereases

"evident in center teachers' sense of comradeshi and profes-
slonallsm There were also strong 1mproveme9£sE;ndteachers' .
sense of profe551onallsm with the center S recognition of#
craft or practlce-generated knowledge.

The coord1nator also 1ncrrLSed in status and power due, .
to his influence with teachers and ﬂls serv1ng as a-link
between county aﬁd college personnel. He reported many “ .
llnkages and network memberships 1nclud1ng the presldency of
the Eastern ,State Association of Teacher Edficators.

vAsma“resultfof,the.center, student teachers had-increased '

JENORUSY

»

linkages, to practitioners and to peers at the building leyel; -
they had access to more than one model and acquired an esprit

de corés There was also increased links among teachers in

center schools resultlng in more teacher exchange.of  ideas.

Increnents 1n individual capacity. Teachers reported o~

strong increases in personal and profes51onal growth. The
coordinator and asslstant coordlnator stlmulated theiyr ' *

1nte:est in graduate study and prov1ded support for their

ideas. " The coordinator alsa llowed for a -catharsis in’ teacher-

teacher or teacher—~adminijisfrator confllct situations. N

Focuss1ng on increased. access, the center pronded in-

. dividual teachers access to a professional friend, profess1onal'@
) ‘membershlps, conferenceshptralnlng opportunities, library and
- other materials, courses ™and workshops on-site, and ,inter-
- visitations. ' » -
Individual teachers also reported that they were an their
best begavior in the classroom due to the bresence of a student
teacher. One teacher reported that after several years of o <
teaching.he experienced lethargy and boredom until’ he was , )
a551gned a student teacher. Also, the coordlnator noted
- mchanges in classroom teaching techniques in both center and
non-center schools as a result of center seminars, workshops,

_and consultants. (seé& also Mu}tl Mode Methods serial. )

-
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' Student teachers also had. access to theﬂitems listed above,
all of which increaeed their knowledge.acquisition and problem-
solving capacities.) Additionally, student teachers had expo-

sure through the center to a greater number of problem-solving
models which fac111tated their development of classroom tgaching
skills. ° o A . ‘

At the college of education, faculty received a structure .
for access to the field and a mechanism for control of student
teaching whlch increased their capac1ty to pursue the1r own
profes“iona%7mrs510ns.

‘ Individual ! ‘costs or negatlve outcomes. There was a poten-
‘tial for stresstgﬁiated to the amblgulty of working for two

distinct organlg tions and to the possible role overload of

coordinating the range of center activities (pre-service,

¥

in-service, and other programs). The "incredible" support of
the OFE directol and county personnel seemed to m1t1gate the
In fact

‘the coordinator seemed to enjoy “the role ambiguity which

potent1al for coordinator stress—related problems.

- aXXowed him creativity in carrying out center activitiés.
No evidence was available 1n terms of negative outcoﬁes
The -only questidn in this category mlght have been whether
‘¢ a focus of energy on the multl-mode approach outwelghed a
. focus of energy on a wider range of approaches and resources. A
Yet each of the five gromps of centers in this study had its {
/own'distinctive flavor,[colored by the setting of the district

SN IOA and the persbnaPityXideology of the \coordinator.

3.3.2.

Organizational~ Level Outcomes

.'\ -

Incremen tS

in organlzatlonalgpower and status. ‘At the

school building
and power for a
County provided

level fhere was a definite increase in status

sqhoql. (The rotatlon serlal‘ln‘Hanburg

e7idence of. school desires to become’center'.;

members and of schools equating center membershlp with

increased status.) - ' - - o S

-»




- At the college of education, the departments, of course,
lost power and status in terms of direct links to Hanburg
County. However ghey gained in terms of a formal link to-the
county - a structure for access - through OFE. OFE: in turn, .

galned power and tus by prov1d1ng services to the depart-

ments—which allowed them™

Increments in.interorgdpizatienal linkage. Both the

AN

county and the college of education benefitted from the formal
"and stable Linkages between their two organizations. *Addition-
ally, the center brought”about increased linkages and inter-
&ctions among the schools in the western part of Hanburg County

Increments in institutional capacity. There were changes

in the institutional climate of the schools as a result of
the center. Informants noted that there was a "shift ‘in the
production norm to a more intellectual level," a "sharing
climate," and "a greater freedom to talk about ideas and
dissent.” s -
T In the area of knowledge acquisition capacity, there were
- increases both- in thefﬁanbUrg classrooms ‘and in at Ieast v
two college of education classrooms. The Hanburg schools
had immediate access to information or Wnformation sourcés
- (ircluding consultants) thfodgh the on-site coordinator and
assistant coordinator; tney received center newsletters giving
recognition to craft Kno;ledge generated in Hanburg classrooms;
they had access to additional libfary and other materials; and
they also had "access to a coordlnator who.was neither admini-
strator nor teacher and could fac111tate sens1t1ve individual
“problem-selving. All of these center/coordlnator services
added a large capacity 1ncrement to the county
These services were in add1t10n to the center's orlglnal
and continuing purpose of prov1d1ng "a window on talent" for
the;county. At midyear of 1979-1980, seven of the sixteen
Hanbﬁfg teacher vacancigs were filled by graduates of the
‘three centers. Twenty percent (34 percent of the total popula-
_..tion of Hanburg centers' graduates) had been hired by the

C pursue their traditional 1nterests.‘

:
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county.

Many of thesaiiij held important leadershlp positions
ranging from team leader to v1ce pr1nc1pais and PTA presidents.
Ninety of these 347 were trdined by the Western Hanburg coor-
dinator. - & -,
The college SE educatlon, in addltlon to having a struc-
ture for access to Hanburg schools and for prov1s1on of feed-
back on academic. programs, also recelved craft knowledge via
the coordinator which was incorporated in a faculty member's
methods course and publication. Additi lly, the coordlnator
_transmitted h1s craft knowledge to a college™of educatlon course
which he taught at the River's Landing Campus fas well as to°’
student teachers.
Additionally the cehter enhanced schools' problem-
solving capacities. For instance, a prlnc1pal migfit ask the
coordi%ator to help w1th a teacher the pr1nclg'al couldm't reach.
Or a teacher would come with @n individual problem such as -
" boredom and the coordinator would stlmulate the- teacher s

interest with a new technique that worked

Finally, the center increased both thecounty andﬁthe college

of education's‘capacity to compete. As noted earlier, the

center aided in the county's recruitment and selectlon of
new teachers on site. And the center prov1ded the college
of. education-with a population of teachers for <-possible enroll-

I3

ment in graduate courses. T S

‘4

-Instltutlonal practice 1mprovement The multi-mode methods

serial prov1ded strong evidence of widespread practlce 1mprove-
ment in county classrooms as a result of the center (see
multl-mode_methods serlal) There also was 1ncreased concern
w1th ideas and technlques among both student teachers and
teachers. Addltlonally, the cénter complemented the county's
own staff development plans and offered workshops and semlnars
geared to teaehers' needs.

| S— o

-




At the college of education, the 1ncorporatlon of craft
knowledge from the Western Hanburg centex contributed to,
university practice improvement and illustrated a rathe; rare
two-way exchange of knggdedge between the college of education
and *Hanburg county classrooms.

Tables 3-4 and 3-5 list and provide an overview of'Western
Hanburg Elementary Teacher Center> ontcomes. e < .
3.3.3. Western Hanburg Teacher Center and’ Cardon- Téicher Center

° Qutcomes .
It is difficult to compare outcomes between two distriét

level IOAs, each of which was %et in a unique environmental
and historic¢al niche and each of which had a coordinator with .
a uniique personality, ideology, and.stfle.

= Yet certain outcomes were guite similar and stemmed from
the basi¢ elements of a teacher center. These basic elements -
a structure for access to the participating organizations, an

on-site coordinator for building level supervision of student

teachers, and an on-site coordinator for provision of in-service

opportunities - accounted for increased county and college of
education's resource acquisition oppfortunities, increased =
exchange of 1nformatlon and increased knowledge acquisition
which a1ded in 1nst1tutlonal problem- solving, and an increased
range of act1v1t1esiand71n serv1ce,opportnn1t1es. ]
*»** Beyond- these shared root outcomes of the two centers were .
branch‘outcomes shaped by the particular setting and the parti-
cular coordinator of a—centﬁr. The Shape of branch outcomes
\\irom the relatlvely recent Cardon center was heav1iy 1str1ct-
evel oriented ‘whereas the shape of branch outcomes from the
! Western Hanburg center was heav1ly 1nd1v1dual teacher level .
orlénted In both cases, the coloratlon and magnltude of .
outcomes was strong; the outcomes represented more than the
exchange of fiscal and other resources _between thé county

and college of educatlongorganlzatlons would hawe indicated.

- e «
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Table 3-4 " Individual-Lewvel. Outbcomes %r Eastern Site: Hanburg,
. 3 . " ~. -
LL0CYS ' . ) S
’ . y ~ I
QUTCOME TVPE ! Teachers \ 'Student Teachers Teacher Center Staff
7 - +
. . *L. Shifts :n status, Soc:ial Recoqnu:ior by Inflgenge with local teachers
power College and Peers perception 'of integraticn
L Sense of protessxonal‘xsm | - 1th local schools
Sense of comradeship N/A gowet through structural
, 5 . Recognition.of cgkarfe linkage betwean’ university
or practice-general _ - land dist:xcyo
. tnowledge ¢ - ° £ .
. P . .
v ' P =
P 2. Chances :n linkage,| More teacher axchange of Incr2ase in linkages to !Increase in linkages to count:
networking | zdeas in-buulding practitioners # and state educators
- - ¢ -4
N ) . A Increase 1n linkages to ER |
. peers at the building )
- B ' level ,
> * o ’ ° - ' & -~
- > 3. pPersora. and Support for’'Graduate Study|Maintenance of esprit 'Concetn mth teacher needs
srofessional Source for prbofessional d* corps and stimulation
mayntenance and on-site in~service .
B growth stxmulatxon of desire to» |WAccess to more than oned
s : change practice model .
support for ideas .
Catharsis for conflicts®
L o . with other teachers or
administrators M ~
~ * ‘
4. #inanc:al Meet 1in-service . * | Inside track for ’ ‘ N/A -~
- Ma:ntenance ‘ requirements ., placement ’ - '
- and growth ot /. -
- [y T ) ° /
5. Changes .in goals, Increased motivation ., * N/A Change i{philosophy m
. obseczives to do graduate work °° . pre-service education
- . - © N
. - - -
6. Capacity Changes Access to conferences Access to Library, Access to resources .
2 ’ and professional members |semingrs, - -
- . - |ships to training . center activities Access tg local teachers
- Knowledge v~ [ onooreunities on campus ¥ mdziai t: tt:ss““
. a ato .
. . Acquisition {add on-site . > . nis .
- . . .
Capacity Access to center library N Access.to other University
- and matersals ) ?xperuse(/ .
! B Access to bther T.C.
JAccess to free courses .
= in site R . coordamators in state,
* \ * |Accé€ss to intervisitation ) - i
" support for future N y
L . E lgraduate training
" . - . T s .
- . * ) . Access to resources and- Development of class- fAbiiity. to interpret .
. Problem- * |coordinator for problem room teaching skills teachers’ need and serve
. P b . K
.o . +  Solving solving on-site ) as catalyst for solutions .
. . ' . " [Exposure to A greater . . . C
- Capacity , number of problem~ ) . “e, '
e . . b . salving models . —
[ ! N
4 {7- ?ractice ImproveRent|Enrich instructional .Enhancement of skills . & .
- . material, curricula through methods . 5 ~
training of coordinator . N/A .
S L 20 Changes in clasgroom - . .
. ‘ - 5bebav'or due to presence , . R
B . jof studBnt teacher } 4 ,
3 iChanges 1n <lassroom ‘ Py
’ v, behavior due to , o
4 , ‘seminars of coordinator. . <
. . ; ‘ai I, i ' lding stock of materials,
8. tockpiiin Building stock of Building stock of ! gux 3
7 ritng ! materials , materials t ideas, techniques
- 3411214 Stock o5 :ia2as 3uild:ne 3tock Jf ideas o .
. t P
. - * i l \
' . i
L3 4 N 4 '
o N - . r .
9. Arxzizude ans Jatasseic 2:9fect on ! !
N .. lalue chances , teacrer aztitides WA ‘ N/A
whrsasa 3zudens ; ’ : .
' ’ ' , seacher presence and . ) .
Q _~ ~ |_canrzinator oresence ! i .

ERIC S _ - 32 159

*
‘




-t

-EK
.

- .v
Table 3-5 Organlzatlon-Level Outcomes for Eastern Site:
- Hanburg County >
- + * .
Table 3-3 Organ:zation-Level Quetegmes For Sastern Site:  Hanburs Csuns:’ |
I Wgnool and Comrurnity ! B
. Qutcome Tyope ! Scncol Sulfldina | _ ™Nwngv Jtiices T Cerodnyey
T b /
Shiits 1n Status and Stazus enhancemenc as a ’ b
Power Center school . . o
, .
,
x
. -
Linkage Structure for access: Structure for access: Q
. linkage to the ugaversity | linkage to the univer- - .
R through Center sity through Center
Linkage among Center -« .
N . - schools . ,
.
Organizat:onal Support system for Enhancement gf teacher ’
Maiatenance and Growth teachers selection anf recruit-
r “ N -
. - b Coliective sense of sup- T:r‘i:n..;u.ndow on tae . :
port for ideas TEsERE ' . N P
: v N . Y Stability in university-
* Re toire ex -
R . Reper e expanded- \ district relatiogship ¢ - '
K -
Financiai Maintenance n of additional
and Growth . al (graduate assis- *
o ~ - . nt) salary, equipment,
{? v .t itute Honey,
. ence fees) . 3
& . es
‘ . Economics of scale
through collaboration Lo . !
‘ ‘| of three Centers ~\ -
- T
éhanqes 1a Instatutional | *"Shifs 1n production norm R ‘ .
Climate I to ‘S'wore intellectual .
* 'y lev ~ : .
Ve . .
‘ Sharing climate ’ o,
Greater, freedom to talk * . N
. . about ideas and dissent” . /i; .
- . — —wlyr - T L P
Capacity Changes Immediate access to infor-|Large capacity incrément - N
mation through the coordi-|via Mccess to Center and R —
N na u b
{nowledge tor* fMiversity resources y -
Provision of additional v :
uisiz:ion : .
Acq S:" o personnel, knowledge and . R -
Capacity r material resources m‘ . “
. Support for teacher s - L
graduate work afd rnse{rc - L- .
o . N 5 Access to consultants .
= s
- Support for buildiag . '
S ‘- c
. Insc-.u tisnal level 1in-serVice | '
: . o 2t 0 " -
Prodlem ~Provision of support for . . .
So.vin 1adividudl problem-solwving . . ’
. ?rovision of Coord:ndtor | , . v \ 5
. .-, a:d, for teachers whom '
* o orinc:pals can‘t reacn - A
Y A
Jzdacic
Lpasicy 5 ! More competent ._oocerat-ngl »‘\b:.‘:.:/ ts recraac
™ o ' ceacher }socen:;al t2acher's
I3mogne " ! i on-st - : - '
B * T
inst.zucional i lacreased concern wita x:so:e offerings Zor X
pracricé | 1deas and techn:ques j,lacgl in-service !
~ - 1 ’
Foverent | Increased participat:icn in . ’ .
! conzereaces, v131:3 e '
$ .
! Prov:ision of worksnops. ; . *
. | =casuizaazs . . ! l .
- : . !
,Jore cImuatent soéderasing !
o telchner Y *
4 ' -
’ —%
3uceKrLiirg T, Provis.on 35 a rewslaevtor ‘
b i arth zraft anc zag--~:cal - .
T [ <nswlaage 7 .t ,
: A
{ * " Q:
T 3 - A4 » .
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- 4. THE FUTURE """~ 7 AT .
’ 4.1. THE!FUTURE OF THE CARDON COUNTY EDUCATION CENTER
Predictions regardlng objectlves fpr the Cardon o - )
County Education Center 'need to be v1ewed agalnst*the star 4

backdrop of fiscal stringency 1d Cardon County. ‘As of the T
close of this study, the Cardon chool District budget suﬂfered
severe muts. There was some question concernlng the 1ong* .
. range ‘budgetary fate of the center. - Given ‘thg history of i .
stablllty and support for the center as well as the ex1sUenCe T
' of a gpvernance provision of one =-Yyear. notice ofNIntentlon to
withdraw, the short-term ex1stence of the center appeared N
les$ gloomy- than it might have-been. -
- Mov1ng'to more specifit predictions, 1n late spr1ng 1981L,
.the coordlnator provided a list of seven future act1v1t1es.
1. Yse “of graduate students in outreach programs as
{ *"superv1sors of undergraduate student teachers, especially in .
reading;, . bt S B

2. Confinue and develop work on specific 1ssues of. .

. parent confer 1ng/br1dg1ng/ma1nstream1ng, . s
3. Revise dergraduate program based on feedback ///f/: : ..
.\ . from in-service teachers; : . ‘

L

4. Move.to,consultancy role for parent coordinator

&

to work more-specifically on parent conferencing; )
S 3
\{f . 5. ~Move homework center to responslblllty of recreation

&=

Y

. council and PTA with support from .center; d T

Y

s

-~ 6. Increase research product1v1ty by work1ng-w1th s
netwdrk of graduate students and county staff; and ° . >
. .+ . 7. Continue’ worklng with school- based needs.

m
_m.
E

. . These act1V1t1es seem to 1ncorporate aareallzatlon o o
of the severe f1nanc1al situation w1th wh#€h Cardon County wa\v
NS faced. Mov1ngtthe homework center to a recreatlon doancil and )
‘ s PRA setting would allow for continuation of a successful program-
: \ with 11ghten1ng of the center's fiscal burden. (The coordlnator 2
' also prediéted that she would ask for a graduate aSslstant to
‘run them. However, fundlng for another asslstant wgs not at )
'a}d certaln ) The role change for the parent volunteer coordinator

2

also would point toward a 11ghten1ng of flycal burden and a

. ) ,C_* =7
¢ . \ /\\
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narrow1ng of scope for this office.

¢ . .y
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Addltlonally, utlllzlng

L ',strong district personnel support, then the center of the future
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the graduate students in the on-s1te graduate courses for super-
,v1s1ng student teachers would add to- the stability of the center’
and increase and strengthen teacher llnkages/support for the
center. R , - - o
* The research. prediction was also in line with the growing
emphasis at the unlver51t9 on research - ,an emphas1s which- i *

‘aralleled

. . ® »
prediction not 1ncluded&2n the coordlnetor.s list n %
but supplied’earller was the addition of’two more elementary 1
schools brlnglng the centér's school membership to a total . i
of elght The coordinator's rationale for thlS predlctlon'was e |
that ."this is. part_ocf-sur dverall pan to get more teachers o .,\?

1nvolved in pre—serv1ce"- this ratlonale also explalned the
. predlctlon regardlng the utlllzatlon of teachers in the out— 2—
. reachkprogram for student teacher supervision. ; ) .
In the lahg run,. the center w1ll‘have to turn its i h ¢
attention to 1ncrea31ng 1nformat10n flow to teachdk's and to
developlngﬁsupport from.individual teachers. If this very&

"necessarxkfwell of support is developed to complement the

# S

. can better withstand the potential barriers of
cuts.

evere budget
- Becoming a core center for individu eachers as well

ffurther .institutionalization

0

as for dlstrlct—w1de prOJects w1il allow
. .~ of the,center. :
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ﬂ.Z. TH§¥FUTURE OF THR HANBURG COQNTY QEVTER S8
' ictions regarding.future abtivxtxes for the Hanburg
Mestern Elementary Teacher Center also yeed to be v1ewed T~

Predd

'ragalnst the backdrop of fiscal stringency in Hanburg County
As of the’ close of. this study, the Hanburg School District X
budget’ was severely cut. ,Follow1ng‘heet1ngs among _the OFE
director, -county personnel [Les JoHes and hls boss), and
the coord1nators, the county funding for the secondary coor-'

. dinator's salary was elzmlnated and a new model for the thﬁee
Hanburg teacher centers was concéptuallzed. T

‘ The county would still provide the secondary center , Space
. and the half -time secretary glot wh1ch remalned in- -the bud=~
i get as well as its share of the two elementary center funde
“ ~The university (using its share of the funds’ formerly assxgned
to the secondary coord1nator S salary) planned to hire a.
graduate assistant .o superv1se secondary, student teachers.. . #°
The graduate assistant was to report to the two coord;nators,.j
Harper and Roselli, whese centetrs were to become K-12 centers
s in the1r geograph1c reglons The a551stant to Harper ‘would’
retain her 1n-serv1ce respon31bllit1es and would e ,Sshared:
by bqth Harper and Rosell; Thus, a sllghtly different model
of .tehcher genters emerged from ‘the OFE - school district

negotjations in. response t- dzstrlct budget cuts., - «

The conceptuallzatlon of this new Hanburg Teacher Center -,
model was probably influenced by the successful Cardon County o,
Teacher Center.model wh1ch 1ncorporated klndergarten through
.thelfth grade , Here was an example of an 1mportant strength _—
offOFE the I0A aa a whole facilitated the exchpnge of

_anformatlon (and the concomltant awareness) of what worked
(or did’not work) in each district- Ievel IO0A. //

Again, 'the strqng support for county - college of «
education collaboration om the part of Hanburg teachers and
administrators comblned with the ﬁlexlblllty and responslve-
ness of thé college 6f education to preserve a(secondary

component for teacher educatlon'!n Hanburg County.
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. Predlctlons for the short term ex1stence of the secondary
center turned out to be less; gloomy than they might have beerm.
‘Moving to more speC1f1c predlctlons for the Western .
Elementary Teacher Center, 1n late sprlng 1984, the coordl-.
nator -provided a list of twelve future act1v1t1es shown
- below:: .

ro : ! .
. .
1. . Collect data (by student teachers) on teachlng
management’ strategles._ ) ;
Introduce classroom teachers to the, action research
. Process.

L3

Develop the "Catalyst" - (newsletter), possibly "in
new d1rectlons.

°
o

Encourage teachers to wrlte artlcles on teachlng/
curriculum. ° ‘

Connect student teaching and pOSSlbly post student -

teachang 1nternsh1ps with the campus study of i
generic teaching strategies. - . oL
Continue and add sophistication to the analysis -’ -
of teaching strategles for student teachers and ° .,

teachers.

Develop videotape models of speclflc teaching
strategies. -

.

Continue the spread of teaching/learning ideas. to
the system as a whole - through transferred
tea®hers, hired“student teachers, videotapes, _
interschool consulting, publishing, action
research accepted by the, county, teacher experts,
"mining of craft\tﬁowledge," and involvement with
the induction process. -

Develop strategles &or b&sing practice on_ theory;
and’ for deriving theory from practice.

‘Explore further ways to improve teacher job

satisfaction: - 0 )
Examine ways to link the Knowledg:\ZEBgrated in

the-center to the [improvement contract$ between
teachers and pring¢ipals. 5

Look &t networklt:lm un1vers1ty profess1onal ’

organizatians, unity and individuals for.
the defense and }mprovement of public education.

- - axs

® - ‘ ’
Ve . . . -
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term fate Sf the Hanburg centers ‘will be more p051t1ve‘ )

:' ba;anced by the strong support from eleméntary members.l‘

These predictions, of course, reflect the;ideology of

the coordinator as well as the growing emphasis on research

and in-service act1v1t1es in the IOA as a,whole. Only three ' -

of thertwelve predlctlons specifically focussed on student

teachers. Thé coordinator supplied these predictions prior

to the final conceptualization of the elementary center as a

K- -12 center.. With the added.member schools and added .respon-

s1b111t1es, perhaps the list of future activities might have

been different. . ‘ x .
Dur1ng.the next few y€ars in Hanburg County, the new

model will be 1mplemented against a bacggr%und of -

fiscal constrarnt. However, thelalready existing linkages

and history of positivecollaboraticnxbetween the Eastern and o0
Western elementary centers w1ll strely facilitate the imple-. '
mentation of the new mode% Addltlonallj, the complementarlty .
between the styles of the. Eastern and Western coordinators

(one very organized and publlc relations-oriented and the

other VEry char1smat1c) w111 probably contribute to the | * A

’ synergy of the new team approach If the coordinators can

\generate the same degree of support from secondary teachers
that "they have generatéd from elementary teachers, the long

" Even 1f this degree of secondary teacher support 1s not E ) ’

achleved 1gconporat1ng the secondary componenf w1th the -

'successful elementary components of the collaboratlve program.

will contr1bute-to the stability of the centers (Any lagk -~ —
of support from secondary members of’ the centers will be

- °
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4.3. FUTURE OF THE IOA AS A WHOLE

7

Environment:,, In any dischssion of the future, probable

changes in the environment must be considered It is clear
)7€Bat the next five years will be characterlzed by increasing

fiscal stringency coupled with decllnlng enrollments.. At the
school district level, these environmental characteristics will
lgad to ipcxeasingly severe budget cuts with repercussions -
for even the small amount of resources presently contributed
to‘collaborative7arrangements. . . . .

At the college of education level, the college was already
beset with‘the mejor uncertainties of a merger of elementéry
and secondary departments and a somewhat temporary’assistant

- provost for education appointed by the relatively new Eastern
State president. The assistant provost

for education, in a talk at a monthly OFE meeting, noted that .
education did not really seem to be a prlorlty for the Eastern
State president but that”he interpreted the assistant provost
role as making clear to&the president the strength of the
2bllege of education and the way the college of education
uniquely se¥ves the citizens of Eestern State. He went on to
say that .one of the ways in which;tne‘college of education
could hang on was to haveostrong’grass root$§ subport in the ,
legislature and from the local scﬁool.s?steﬁs. That is why
service to tHe school systems through the teacher centers and
through the outreach programs was so important in. the overall
maintenance of the college of education as a college of Eastern
State Universit& .Additionally, the college of educatlon-had
to find and define its uniqueness vis-a-vis the other teacher
'preparatlon programs at the state level. . It is clear from
these rematks that the college of educatlon S environment: was
certalnly turbulént and that the turbulence probably would ‘not
be dlmlnisﬁed over the next several years. The one source of
stability in this sea of turbulence, OFE- W1th~§ts stable
leadership and effectlve relatlons w1th schools people, had a
good chance of playing a pivotal role in ‘the contlnuatlon of

the college of education at Eastern State Unlver51ty.

-
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Structure of OFE. The 1nst1tutlonél structure! of OFE

will probably remain about the same over the next five yearsv

The monthly meeting format, the declslon—maklng modes, and

the autonomy of’ coordinators have proved to be successful .
under Goldman's leadership, and will probably be continued.
Looking at the pattern Jf OFE over the, last twelve or so

years revealed that some district IOAs died and others survived.
During the present ‘tenure-of Goldman, there have béen no .
major deaths. 1In fact, Goldman was 1nstrumental in working

on the professlohal development cénter concept which allowed.
for the continuation of Gantt County-college of "edycation
collaborative effofts follow1ng the demise of the Gantt
centers Based on this idekce of Goldman's skills in
collaborative programs in the face

it is prbbable that the OFE of 1985 will

configuration with the exceptlon of one

maintalnlng and creatinf

of fiscal stringency,

"look much like the 198

or two centers ande'the- possible-addition of one or two _hew

_collaboratlve formats uniquely created to meet the needs of
- specifie/school districts. *

A further prediction concerning the future institutional
structure of OFE revolves around Goldman's recently acquired pOSlth
as director of outreach programs. There is an 1nterest1ng
pattern involving ‘duail roles In the past, Goldman served as
secondary coordinator for the professional development centers
in Gantt Couﬁty along with his role as OFE director until’;h
coordinator role was stabilized and the workload had grown too
great. Then Goldman asked the chair of the secondaryaeducatlon
department to name a faculty member to take over this role
Similarly, Dean Flanigan asked.Goldman to direct the begingings
of an access center Once the center' and the dlrector s role,
were: establlshed Goldman suggested that a professor be app01nted
to take on the full -time role of d1rector of the access center.

If this pattern holds txue in the future and. if the outreach

* ‘progyrams grow, then a separate d1rector of outreach_programs

ght be appointed. An- alternatlve and more probable ‘scenario
1d be & decrease in the number of centérs in OFE -and a slight
in¢rease in outreéach programs.  In ﬂﬁis scenario, Goldman woul .

maintain-both titles. No matter which scenario takes place,
~ ' ) ] - p
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the fisqgal "crunch" at both the university and district locales

will certainly affect future/resource'availaﬁility and, thus, w* .
future activities. ) ’ )

Resource changes, Resource changes are almost a certalnty /ﬁ\/
for the future. Even at the. end of th1s study, school district

and unicersity personnel were expres51ng “their commitment' to

the. teacher. center concept while noting, as did the Cardon

assistant superlntendent, that budget-wise "we're in a tough /

position now." The two local coordinators in this study as

. well .as the OFE director were hopeful for stability in amount

with -no increases in inflation. Between the time of these .
informants' predictions and the time of wrltlng these case |
stud1e311the fiscal pressures both at the school d1str1ct and
unlver51%y level 1ncreased Great uncertainty ensued. At

the spr1ng-d981 Cardon policy board meeting, OFE personnel
teminded Cardon personnel during a dis¢ussion of the poss1biiity

of severe budget cuts,.of the one-year provision in the governance
document for notification of withdrawal from the center. Simi- . T

larly in Hanburg, a coordinatorwrote to the school district with

justifications for the center's survival. The March 1981

predictions probably underestimated the extent of fiscal

pressure within participating organizatjions. It\seems'clear

that only thpse centers whlch serve and are perceived as serving
core functions for the school districts w111 survive severe
budget cuts at the d1str1ct level.

Personnel changes. At the OFE office level there is no

1nd1cat10n of personnel changes. The only coorinator changes

are the g@%uctlon of two secondary teacher education center

’ )
coordinator pbsltlons (in Hanbufb and Arthur Counties) to less . /
than full-timempositions. The OFE‘diref®tor provided the
follow1ng ratlonales for these cuts: budget necessity and . . e

decllnlng pre- serv1ce ‘enrollments. Also, the-Hanburg secondary

coordinator had submitted her resignation.

‘\ What will the effects of these reductions be? In one case )

T e ‘
the reddction, according to Goldman, may Weaken the secondary o

co onent sbut in the other case it ‘may cause indirect strengthening
throUgh, consolidation of centers ‘apd hlr% W graduate assistant

-

-
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. centers in Hanburg County and/or. the consolidation of one. center

: predicti%‘ is lmased upon. two factors: the successful Cardon {

"and more on- campus act1V1t1es for off-campus students. The
w

to aid in student teacher supervision'/A(This observer predicted‘ ' i

that the most likely school district for‘reductlon or ending a

center would be tne Arthur School District where the district's

commitment and contrlbutlons have declined 1n recent years.)
Addltlonally, the graduate assistant in €ardom County

w1ll probably leave the area upon completion of\her Ph.D. with

no major effect predicted. All in all, these predicted personnel

chariges are not major. éiven the ambiguity of' the boundary role ~

positions and the Encreasing uncertainty of. fiscal resourcing, ‘

it might not be surprising if several of the full-time coordlnators

moved to other positions durlng-the next five years. Another .

possibility mlght be the consolidation of the two elementary

and the secondary center into a K-12 center. This consolidation

K-12 center and the merger of the elementary and secondary
educa+tion departments at the college of. %ducatlon.(In ﬁfct, as
of June. 1981 thi;’predrctlon proved correct See discussion of
the future of t * )

_ Activity cﬂ!nges ‘Predictions for act1v1ty changes at the. °

Hanburg center.)

OFE level began with the OFE dlrector 1nd1cat1ng more activities »

to spur research in cooperatlon ‘with tampus faculty due to the '
unlver51ty push for research 4nd a graduate emphasis at_ the »Q, ’
college of education. Another predictionm was for more "outside” *
speakers and more emphasis on development for OFE staff. The
OFE director made these predictions with moderate confidence
due to "the need to study our own programs systematically: and
"the coklege push fer faculty. development planst""Inathe area
of outreach, Goldman was very confldent in his prediction,of "more

sharlng activities, conferences 1nc1ud1ng several departments

ratlonale behind these predictions included the need for coalesclng,
1nform1ng each department ®f the successfdl strategies of the ©
others, and fac111tatrng an, Eastern State college of educatiog

-
———

identity for off- campus students. . .
Predictions for activity changes at the two focal centers T,

are treated separately. However, this observer predicts that

A
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activity changes\in Cardon County will prebably epring frqm the
coordinator's intejxpretation of district needs whereas activ{ty
changes in Hanbhrg ount&'will reflect the university's emphasis
on research and thelcoordinator,s ideology:regarding the blending

of practice and theory. . S——
Growth vs. reductions. There are several general predictions'

regarding growth, expansion, and/o; cutting back. The first
prediction which is made at the OFE and individual focal centers
level is Qhat rotation will expand the "range" in most centers.
(See the discussion of the rotation ,serial.) Rather than openin
new centers, rotation w111 allow for reachlng :2 greater number En
of teachers and schools and for providing "new blood" to ﬂ’e
centers. A second prediction by the OFE director is that
outreach byograms will grow in certain locations and new ones .:
may start in one or two spots due to the "continued demand ﬁgr
these programs."” Moving on to retrenchment, two centers, .*.
according to the OFE director, will be cut-back to half-fime _
equivalents. "In both cases, affiliatiqn_witﬁ other programs
may provide redefinition of each center's identity."” Again,
this predic;ioﬂ was based ubon budget problems and low
secgndary teacher training enrollments, as well as on one

résignation. -+ . .

« Interorganizational dynamics: Future interorganizational
dynamics will\probably be overshadowed by the stringent fiscal
environment. With this background of flscalcstrlncency, any

.

1nterorganlzatlonal arrangement which would allow a part1c1pat1ng -
organlzatlon to-acgrue benefits related to its core operativns
would be more likely to survive. Addltlonally, any . 1nterorgan1-
zational exchahge of resources-which would e viewed- by v —
participating organizations as delivering a great deal of.
benefit/service in return for-a §ery small iﬂvestment‘would be
more likely to sufvive. Probably feelizing this, Rob Goldman
told his staff at the May 1980 OFE meeting, "I-think the theme
of the retreat (the annsel OFE retreat) ehould be: expanded
role functions of the teacher center..aWhat are :the éhanges in
opportunities now? We need to analy%e and examine new ideas."
In response, the~Cardon coordinator‘noted that "the ¢ounties

Y
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are feeling the crunch. What are the 1mp11catlons for our.

jobs and ‘the whole school system? So if we get known as worklng
with beginning teachers this might affect the focus ¢6f the -

* county on the teacher education center." 1In other words, estab-
lishing a reputatlon for in-service activities not directly ’

- related to student teacher superv1slon in Cardon broadened county
personnel expectatlonﬂ for the teacher centers and’ af™ed the
center's stability. This dialogue ihdicated the type of bargainlné
which may be requlred -in the future - a barga'ining which 1nd1cates
how a center can aid a county school system in times of -
flnanc1al "crunch" and- how .the payoff from a center or colla- ,
boratlve effort is not only core to the county S operations

but also much larger than the financial 1nvestment Based upon
“these comments and observation of the changlng fiscal env1ronment,
this observer predicts that if the centers are to survive, they

will take on expanded role functions. Furthermore, due to

declining'enrollments as well . as fiscal resources, the . ~

centers of the future will malntaln the heavier balance toward »

1niserv1Ce, a trend reported in this study. From a theoretical 7

stance, multiple functions can contribute to stability and, xj

thus, to institutionalization. ,
. In the area of knowledge transfer, on the whole at' the v

OFE 1level, the trend toward .craft knowledge emanatlng from'

the, centers ang, the teachers will probably continue. Evidence

for th}s prediction included the strong need for teacher support

and utlllzatlon of centers in this setting of declining resources'

legltlmatlon £ what teachers do in the classroom and deflnltlons

of research ;qgm an ‘action-oriented perspective can relnforce

Cruciaf.teacher support.

Barriers and facjlitators. Future barriers to interorganis

zational arrahngements can be summarized in one word - decline -
decllne in resources and in enrollments. As the former chairman *
ofrthewsecondary educatlon department obServed, "I'd like to -

j‘see the teacher centers continue, but if enrollménts fall, maybe

jthe_Uﬂlverslty (at the division level becauée/that is where the
budgetary decisions are made) may'say that'we wilI!have to do ‘
thinés differently." Both at the count; and university levels,
there might be a point of diminishing -returns. In fact, as of

-
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June 1981, Eastern State planned across the board redyctions
in university and agency budgets. _

The key factor hereuls that, as noted anller, if those
dedicated to .the centers can communicate the centrality or
coreness of the center concept te both the: university and
the school districts' operations, then the fiscal barr1ers‘
might be 1essened giowever, if thls perceptlon of/"coreness“
and "being essential" does not occur, then Goldman and OFE
will have to Create otheb forms of d/ilaboratlon whi¢h do not
involve the exchange of fiscal resources.
| . Overview. Finally, predictions regarding possible future
outcomes of OFE ares in two areas., One area, future qutcomes
in the specific interorganizational arrangements which constitute
OFB,lis treated in the narratives dealing with the Cardon and
Hanburg centers. Another area, future outcomes across centers )
and collaborative arrangements-%an be examined here. Against _ e

" the backdrop of turbulence in both School and university settings,
coordinators' communications with- one another and support networks
for ene another will probably be 1ncreased Thus, there mlght
be a growing cohesiveness of OFE in the_face of the common
enemy: budget cuts.. Possibly there/ﬁill be staff development
activities to deal with the stress related to being boundary
role personnel.‘v' .

In its history OFE has withstood a great deal of turhulence,
conflict and change. It has surv1ved, in the words of informants,

‘"bloodshea " "battles,“ "stormy scenes;" it has survived personnel

changes in terms of a series of*actrng d1rectors, some turnover

in coordinator pbésitions, and a number of :?llege of education

////deans. Given this reslllency of OFE, it 1 probable’ that there

‘Xlll be an OFE - possibly change 1n_1ts configuration “and type .

of 1nterorganlzatlona1 arrangements -.in 1985.
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. 5.+ ° SERIALS . e . - , .
- The following is a presentation of three serials or epi-
sodes which help~6§eillustrate the interorganizational dynamiés.
of the Eastern Sta

concretize the causal network discussion (Section 6 ) as well

University case. The serials serve to

N as the operations 'of the Qffice of Field Experlences and 1ts o

centers. ’ - |

. 5.1. THE BRIDGING SERIAL - L |
Roots. Dorey Hammer, formerly a Hanburg coordlnator, . » {

acbepted the pos1t10n of Cardon County Education Center coor-,

dinator after Jimmy Rugglesworth, thé first coordlnator, be- .

came director of the Cardon Teacher Corps progranm. Dorey had )

a number of .ideas which she wanted to pursue during h term

as copordinator. One idea about whlch she felt very strondgly
s the
totality of «he child within his educational life" 'and which

N was a bridging concept "where we in education could ekplo

- fit in very nicely with-the center's span from kindergarten
through twelfth grades. “Hammer discussed her concept of
brldglng with cooperating teachers from the four center

" schools (two elementary, one middle, and one senlo:) as a

re-service activities.

part of meetings 1n1t1ally focussed
. She noted that "as we (cdopex gy teachers and the coordinator) N
) talked' we discovered that we Iﬁn't separate the student '

into parts and divide him into 1nst1tutlons if we met h1s

developmental needs within an educatlonal framework; that we, - o
needed to.deal with his 'wholeness.

" Objectives and resources. Hammer's objectives for™

t . bridging stemmed from a complementarity with the original goals
of the center. As Hammer wrote,"A model‘was estabrlshed based
on collaboration and shared dec1s1on-mak1ng within- a frame- -

.  work of the three levels of elementary middle,. and high——— ——— —
) .§chools with the hope that staff Wpuld'begin t&\interact '

together. From this it .was progected that partilcipants would
begin fo study educaflon together, share expertise, explore ‘Q/L

Qne anothers roles an velop a base of communication. "

: - ﬁﬁus, Hammer 's bridging plan was for staff from the elemen-
| tary’, middle, and high school 1evel to talk with one another. . *

LY
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Her first objective was to ipstitutionalize a "bridging. \
commlttee" which would "reflect admindistrative, counsellng,
classroom teacher, parent and superv1sory input." Members were
to be selected "based on Gonsultatlon with counselors and
pr1nd1pals at the part1c1pat1ng center schools. No add1- )
tlonal tesources were requlred other "than the t1me and enérgy
of participants. T ’

Project operations. Dorey Hammer organized three meetings

* prior to writing her'"B;édjlng Proposal." The meetings were

13

\the follow1ng language: ,

held on‘January 24, 1978 ebruary 23, 1978, and March 29,
1978. At the first meeting Hammer talked w1th.cooperating’
'teaohers about the'brtdging concept; at .the second meéeting,
Hammer'invited,fepresentatives from the middle and high sohools
to ddscuss their schools’ orientations; and at the third
meetlng the part1c1pants met in small groups and dlscussed
1deas and strategies. . .
Then Hammer and some of the‘meeting partfoipants prepared
an eight page brldglng proposal, 11st1ng _Objectives ané fuﬁure -7
planS‘lncludlng possible student and un1verslty representatlon
The document was fllled with Hammer's ideology. For instance,
the settion ent1tled "Relatlonshlp to County\Goals" contained

‘

051ng our available resources toward helping
individual students achieve .strategies for nuclear-
space age survival in all dimensions of’human
activity requires a focus on the wholeness of
children and utlllzlng people as one of our e
~greatest resources....A concerted collaborative

effort-will prov1de a foundation of stability

from which we TRy deal effectlvely with change. _ \

-~

A senior’professor related that in Operatlonallzlng the
br1dg1ng proposal Dorey Hammer "ran into problems and espe-
c1ally was involved in terr1tor1al difficulties with Pat .
Weayermon of the county school system." hpparently there
were quite acid words exchanéed'betWeen Weavermon and Hammer
‘over turf issues. In particular, Weavermon felt that “be-
cause shé was in charg;/of curriculum, brldglng issues were
her turf. The problem was exacexbated by Weavermon' s hurt
\feellngs when teachers approached Hammer with their problems

-
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instead of heyx. \There uas?friction for, awhile and the bridging
Proposal was set ide. Additionally, Cardon Coénty already .
had a middle school| committee, ;all of whose members were from
the middle schopls. This committee had felt that Hammer "didn't
have anythlng else to do and,,thus, ‘wént off on a tangent with
the bridging proposal. The mlddle school commlttee felt there
were no problems concernlng brldglng . .o

When Debra Annonberg took over as a coordinator, the

bridging idea caught her 1nterest She cons;ﬁered herself "

"a generalist (who) had taught across the board." Soon “
after her arrlval she decided to talk to Jlm Barnes »(who had
become Deputy Superlnténdent about the bridging- c ittee.

Barnes suggested that Annonberg talk to Nancy Rainey, the new
director of staff development Then it took'%nnonberg approx-
imately , four or five months "to actually get to Nancy " ) -
Nancy adv1sed Debra not .to get bogged down in currlculum issues
related to bridging. , She said that she (Nancy). would handle ,

the curriculum; "that's my ba111w1ck§“ Instead,gNancy recommended
that Debra ‘continue to look for gaps in- terms *of brldglng -

That ended the school year and Annenberg's flrst year as v
coordinator. oy . )

‘During Annonberg's secord year as coordinator, she talked
to fifth and sixth grade teachers in formal meetings and collected
informat}on regafding problems they felt existed in the area -
of brldglng betweEn the elementary and ‘middle .schools. Then
Debra went to Nanc? Rainey and asked for a meetlng on bridging -
issues for the next fall. - However, Nancy could not give her a
definite date. Debra also reported at the sprlng policy board
meeting and asked whether she could use the senior high school
and the- feeder schools to study'brldging problems. The policy‘ v
‘board gave,Debra's bridging efforts their approval. . ;!@
In the fall of 1979 Debra contlnued her bridging efforts;
she interviewed all feeder school principals. When she mét with

sted in

the elementary principals, they "ganged“up on me." They were
) . v - . .
all upset about bridging and about problems which ex

bridging. Debra then shared the elementary principals' comments

. ' 148 K
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.with the middle school commlttee, she was happlly surprised

. that desplte their lack of awareness of bridging problems during -

the Hammer era, they accepted most of the proppsals whlqh 0

Annonberg brought before them. - ° . “»

Ann nberg also talked to the vice principal .at the senior
high school. She told. him about the problems that existed‘in -the
bridging area and about.possible soiutions. Soon thereafter,

f‘ he(told Annonberg about his own solution to alleviate bridging
problems at the senior high school. . (This solutlon contgined
g the ideas Annonberg supplled in herearlier conversatlon wlth/ﬁgn.)

Based oh the informatioh which sheycolledted she held a
big meeting at the teacher center in January 1980. Mostly
principals and counselors attended and establlshed priorfties.

(It was easier for these individuals then-for teachers to
attend. Annonberg pointed out how dlfflcult it was to arrange
release time for teacghers and cooperating’ teachers to attend ,at

the 'same time.) P

This January meeting was followed by a May 13 luncheon to g

disc¢uss bridging problems. 1In the wordg of Annonberq”"there
were good results; there wére changes in what they were saylng "

el People at differént levels wanted to look at what other people

were doing. Annonberg and Ralney talked about this meeting and
decided to ggve Jim Barnes a proposal for a visitation program.
Annonberg reported this outcome to the May 1980 policy

board meeting and talked abdut her joint planning with Nancy

Ralney. "We are going to bring klds to the’mlddle schools for
- one- half day." £ Nancy responded to these remarks saylng "There

is good coordlnatlon, especially with the Cardon County superv1sor
for_Guldance. This 1s a good collaboratlve effort.". And

* Debra added "We're g01ng to do a checkllst together. One >

*other " proposal we have is for more tralnlng for parents. We

are~mak1ng good progress." . ’

2 . At this same policy board meeting Jim Barnes: commented
,/that "one of the good things about br1dg1ng ‘is that it stim-
wqulated other schools as well as center schools. The smallest

o.Y\ mlddle school rin the county on the last day of August will be

il
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. bringing incomiﬁg sixth graders to the_middle schools -and
will give them their lockers." Barnes' comments gave rise to .
a questlon from a Cardon district admlnlstrator 4n the pollcy
board. She asked, "where does the budget cover brldglng . .
costs’" ‘Annonberg replled ‘that "the budget doesn t exactly

, cover br1dg1ng costs. We absorb them in another categdry‘ -
The discussion at this meetlpg then moved on. However, at an- % -

operations‘committee meetlng, Annonberg reported that substitute. ° SR

teacher money was' being used for bridging purposes 1n order to-. . .
facilitate 1nterv1sftatlons. e LT .
At the September 1980 OPEomeetlng, Annonberg reported that-
her bridging work had "an 1mmen§e 1mpaq¢ on fifth and sixth- - 8.
’graders...People have said to m€ that they are dolng thlngs
d1fferently since they know what 'is needed in the mlddle sthool

and vice versa." This is a crltefion for success of the brldglng
4 L

"~ committee. o T : 1o ¢ . e o
' The fall 1980 br1dg1ng developments 1ncluded a plan for

senlor h1gh schoqg science students to talk about sc1ence , . -
.progects at the elementary andlmlddle levels s’ At th1s meetlng Zé
fifth and 51xth gxadebteachers were to. diseuss’ 1ssues and e J
—problems concerning artlculatlon\ "An operatlons comm;ttee : " ',/”
'memBe; suggested that some s1xth grade parent represqﬁ'atlves g,
* part1c1pate in fhis meetlng An April l981 in- serV1ce meetlng e e
was, planned "Also V1s1tatlon§ were planned from March l7 to T ‘

' " March 81, %1981“ : o # : ' T

®
n -

Outcomes.- fnltlal barrlers of turf and power 1ssues - s . .
q;> * obv1ahbd any poss1ble outcomes durlng the Hammer era. Under .
the leéadership of Debra Annonberg a range ‘of . bridging outcomesi
was ewvident. “Fn 1mportant administrative outcome- (as; a e L
result of coordlnator styleJ was the lessenlnq of. turf and .
power 1ssues connected to brldglng or - to center dlstrlct doma1n . R
of responsibility. -The lessenlng of defens1veness oﬁer turf ; ,
. frand power 1ssues ‘led to heightened awareness of the substance . N s

of br1dg1ng problems. Principals who had felt no problems

existed realized as%a result of Annonbérg's meetings and close

cooperatlon with the relevant d1strkct personnel that, in fact,
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students did have- trouble maklng the trans1tlon between schools
. n.nd that there werév1able solutions to' these problems.
Th1s knowledge“transfer between teachers-and principals
of*dlfferent levels was a key outcomeoof the br1dg1ng serial.
-Tth outcome was cons1st$nt with the initial- Bb]ect;ves of
'Hammer_s brldgrng proposal and was fac111tated by Annonberg s
_ablllty “to llsten, pais :k 1nformatlon, and work cooperatlvely
with. the relevant d1str1ct personnel. . e
At the pupil lévél the middle school principal noted*fewer
.problems w1th the- s1xth ‘graders durlng the f1rst few weeks of
schools. The outcome of a planned or1entatlon for students
prlor to their formalftrans1tlon contr1buted to student self-
conﬁﬁdence ?anu ablllty to open their own lockers!). The sixth
éuaders, reportei Prrnc1pal Green, "are much better prepared
as* a result of the bridging experienceé." An elementary school .
.principal alsod reported pos1t1ve results related to br1dg1ng
‘efforts from the elementaﬁy.school level. Her elementary school -«

1y

put. on an or1entatlon dimner which was very successful.

" " . Future developments. Over the next‘feg years the results
‘of the coordlnators brldglng work.w1ll probably be routlnlzed
Inte:v151tatloﬂ§ among teacners, pr1nc1pals,‘and students of
dlfferent lewels ‘will become more regular, awareness of br1dg1ng
1ssues will stabili%e and solutiOns to bridging problems wh1ch
. ptoved successrufiwlil be LnStltutlonallzed. With br1dg1ng
becoming a regular part of in- serv1ce ‘training (e. g.,the April.l, 1981
,1n-serV1ce meetlng on. br1dg1ng),\th1s part1cular ser1al seemed to
be headlng fdr a successful denouement . .

Hav1ng effectlvely dealt prlmarlly with” elementary-mlddle

school trans1tlon probléms, the coordépator w1ll probably continue

to/b; 1nvdlved in* brrdglng and‘ﬁlght turn her.attention to a ,/

greater focus on middle schpol- senlor hlgh school transition

problems, -, ' oL
" o Ahalzsis. At ‘the OFE- level, this partlcular serial exem-
pllfLeq,the loose coupling between the center armd OFE and -

‘theopOSLtlve consequences stemmlng fronlyhis ofganizational ; '
conflguratlon The center coordlnator possessedvthe :Ftonomy to T
1dent1fy the heeds of the county organlzatlon and to respond -

to  these needs. Addltlonﬂlly, thP support and adV1cc of the
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.OFE diregjor greatly fac1lltated lhe brldglng,work of the
- current coordlnator Thisg serlal also exempllfled the absence
) of dlrect faculty member paqflc1patlon 1n brldglng Hammer's
. original "Brldglng Proposal" was written w1€hout any,unlvers;ty
1nput "Annonberg's later brldglng work was enacted primarily
through school district. level commlttees and w1thout direct - o
- “ollege of education faculty participatien. .‘, . th.
Characterlstlcs of the center coordinator also greatly . h
influenced the playlng out of the serial. The i eology of Q
Hammer and Annonberg as well as their backgrounds made them |
aware®of bridging problems and, perhaps more than«anyagther -
factor, 1nfluenced thelr selectlon of bridging probléms as’ . .
center activities. Once the coord1nators declded to identify
bridging problems as prlorlty act1v1t1es, the way in which each
coordinator played her role greatly. 1nfluenced the outcomes 1
related to bridging. ‘e
Contrasting Hammer [ handllng of bridging 1ssues to that
of Annonberg revealed characteristics of ineffective vs. a

’
s

effectlve "linkers." Where Hammer was ungware or disregarded

dlstrlct personnel -turf issues, Annonberg was very sensitive to

1nd1v1dual territoriality and power prerogatlves Annonberg was

-
oQs

careful to identify every county committee, ‘group or 1nd1v1dual
with a concern for bridging; she was certain to beéome ‘a member
or be‘lnv1ted to any méeting related to, brldglng 1ssues : ‘:
.Checklng the appropriateness/4f her bridging actlv;tles and .
garnerlng support for her work from the appropriate d1str1ct
s personnel (made easier by the multiplexity 8f center linkages® $
with tire glstrlct ). she-was able to play «catalyst role . »
in helghtenlng the awareness of school and @istrict pessonnel.
Thls particular role of the coordinator also illustrated
séveral adwgnxagesiof'the teacher center-concept - advantages
. mhich were‘also evident in Hanburg County.: Dealing with /
bridging type problems was less threatening when 1t was handled C
(in a fac111tat1ve manner) by a person other than a supervisor. '
In cases where 1dentif1catlon problems could easjly have
.'led to defen31veness and blocklng of solutlons, the current *
Cardon coordinator plaxed_aﬂfac1lltat1ng role in helghtenlng

byt S




awareness of a 'problem and in helping schools people to - #
H -

-

' 1dent1fy and select poSS1ble solutions. N

-

. Another illustrative aspecf of this ‘serial was the creative
use of resourcing in funding bridging activities, Funds :
already allocated to the Cardon cehter for subsﬁttute teachers
:were used to allow teachers to attend brldglng act1v1t1es.
Addltlanally, Cardon d1strxct petrsonnel percelved the time
.and energy wh1ch the’ coord1natoredevoted to’ brldglng as a

great benefit to ,the county - a large return on a small 1nvest-
ment 7 This .reinforcement "of dlstrlct perceptlon of benefits -
galned bhrough the IOA c0ntr1buted to the ‘county's com"bn
to the .I0A and thus, to.its stablllty /

" The orldglng serial also made clear the current heavier

<«

welghtlng on in- se%V1ce act1v1t1es and the broader definition
of in-service functlons whrch -encompassed in-service act1v1t1es
not Sirectly related to the, supervision of student teachers. ’
(This broader focus was also evid&nt in the;ﬁanburg elementary
centers.) . R R - . ..
Finallf; the bridging serial illustrated how a specigic
environhental seyting (in combination w;th caordinator ideology/
style)” influenced the activities (and outecomes) of a particular,
center. Bridging efforts were successful when the coordinator
worked closely with- dounty adm1n1strators and integrated her

LY L
act1v1t1es with ongolng county commlttees. The district 1evel

-t focus of the current coord1nator as opposed to 1nd1v1dua1 teacher \

focus of her predecessor strengthened coordinator effectlveness

in 1mplement1ng bridging and other center activities.

L3

¢ .
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5.2. THE MULTT-MODE METHODS SERIAL WESTERN HANBURG,
ELEMENTARY CENTER *

gggts. ‘This serial hegan in Bob Harper;s.classroom in.
a model school in a Aortheastern state. Harper had a student
who was having a problem. In order to sofve the. problem,
Harper started the student on dlagrammlng 1deas, he tried cut
a-Multi-Mode method. 1In the words of Harper, "It worked
and I%Ywe been doing it ever s1nce," although with varying

-

degrees of 1ntens1ty$ o . N
When Harper'Became»a coordlnator in Hanburg County, he .,
"got the student teachers interested in Multi-Mode technlques
of teaohlng." Then he noted that some cooperatlng‘teachers
used Multi-Mode techniques in essay _writing. : ‘ ‘ s
In 1975 Harper gave his first workshops oq\the use of k
Multi-Mode teaching/learning techriigues. As Harper pointed
out, "it became a growing thiné " A

- Objectlves and resources. Harper [} objectlves were to

improve teazﬁlng and learnlng through the use of technidues
for him and others in the classroom. 1In order.' .
to achleve thlS objectlve, Harper needed to hef@hten awareness a
and transfer 1nfbrmatlon about these technlques tolan ever- :
widening audience. \' - . R .-
Ther'e were no addltlonal resources necessary for flnanC1ng

knowledge transfer regardlng Multi-Mode Methods. ~Uslng the

. coordlnator role effectively as well e his role in other .

networks of eduoators (e g., ‘Eastern State Assoc1atlon Qf
Teacher Educators of which he_ was pres1dent),_Har er could

,‘demo%§tréte the efficacy of hlS Multi-Mode teachlng methods.

Program execution. In his role as coordlnator, Harper was

able ‘to ,facilitate the use ofMulti-Mode techniques. Teachers
would gometimes drop by the center and tell Harper that they were

'bored and ask him to show them" some new thlngs One teacher who _

was enrolled insa fleld based Master' S program was "turned on by the
'Multi-Mode' idea." 829 and another student wrote' a semlnar
paper .on Multl-Mode t achlng technlques Together with Harper

4

they developed a showcase for Multl Mode technlques and the

related tools. . . , ~ o

»
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’ At the county level, Harper wrote a’ section on‘Multi-Mode;

techniques for the Hanburg County Curriculum Guide. .gave

a workshop for the county in the area of Multi- Mode teaching
1n 1975, as noted'abové‘ Also, approx1mately one.and one half
years ago he qave a seminar to center teachers.
Multi- Mode concepts and technlques became an 1ntegral part

of his superv1slon of student teachers. He deslgneF a new
canferencing sheet for student teacher conferences wh1ch was
ing
teachers and which was an extension of Multi-Mode s rategijes.-

adapted from the schematic approaches of two Coopera
Additionally, Harper s student teachers were "des1gplng deviceés
which fac111tate max imum on task performance by learnérs. P
These devices are being organtzed explalned and deﬂbnstrated

in such a way as to make a positive 1mpact on the.lhstructlon

in Hanburg County, and hopefully eyentually the nation. -

Harper estlmated that”in approxjmately -ong third of the
center's classrooms, teachers were uglng Multi-Mode technlques..
(These classroomswerenot only those of cooperatlng &eachers )
Further, Multi-Mbde techniques also appeared in non-center
classrooms, leading to an approx1mate ‘total of 360 Hanburg
County classrooms. .Here, teachets either attended- a Harper

workshop, observed another teach®r use Mult1-Mode technlques, or,
were former student teachers at Harper's center. '
At the college of education, a methods professor "who )
//goes into the classroom...saw Mult1-Mode technlques in action
au‘ut ten years ago." The professor encouraged Harper, used
these: technlques ‘ine his methods classes, and also 1ncorporated
Addltlonally, as of fall

and three d1ssertatlons\were

the concepts in a’book he‘'had wfltten“
1980,
being writteh on top1cS related to Mult1 Mode methods.

thirteen seminax pape

Harper .

pointed out that he was connected w1th all o? these writings; o

Durlng the fall
of 1980 Harper tawght a core colurse. on the curr1culum to art

he also served on the disgertation commlttees.

and media students at the River's Landing campus; of course,
Harper shared his Multi-Mode techniques with.these students.

Finally, at. the national level, Harpcr p01nted out thJL

Muﬂtl Mode technlques were “popplng up nationwide under ,AF
. ‘ o, - .
a ~- ° 4. A Y
N ‘.( R LY , 3
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Of course, Harper s
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'é’. Just as impdrtant ,the voig which’tbese techniq\es |

v

difrerent names." HarpeY himself flew up to. a northeast college

to present a workshop on these techniques

i

’

Barriers and facilitators. There were almost no barriers

to these'events other than time ahd energy barriers. queverL °

there were many facilitators. Three coordinator characteristics

served as important facilitating factors ideology, energy,

.
a;f role perception. Harper S ideoloﬁy which involved a blend f—_ i
theory and practice complémented and reinforced his interest . :
in Multi- Mode techniques, his energy along with the autonomy
of his position allowed him o pursue and integyate work on ‘
Multi-Mode techniques with his ongoiyg responSibilities, and
his oerceotion of the coordinator role as-'a charismatic or ' I
catalytic role combined with ;hat of a facilitator and l
professional friend, led to the development of a ngtwork of
devotees who successfully used Multi-Mode methods and spread
the word. . - - . ,
An 1mportant faCilitatinngactor'for adoption of these - .
techniques was their very nature. Harper: explained that A
teachers would readily pick up new knowledge\ig it was in o !
the form of a tool. (This Vieprint was based on observation
as well as on theory from Gage's preViously noted book.)
Furthermorehfteachers could add(their own stamp to these °
techniques. As noted on the pages of the center newsletter,
The Qgtalyst, various teachers created different kinds of
Visual alds related to mode changes. ’ ™

4

filledd. Teachers had need for better techniques to keep

students on-task and stimulate learning. “

A

\ ]
Future expeptations. With the rotation of new elementary

'schools into the center, a largar nimber of Hanburg teaqbers

.
-,

"will be exposed to Multi- Mode techniques.. Some fraction o

: probabkz\that,MuIti-Mbde techniques can be effective at the |

these Will probably adept and adapt these methods. - .
One. oﬁ the most interesting future ‘challenges will be he
effeé%s af the addition of Western Hanburg secpondary schook

membe¥s to -the Western elementary steacher center.” It is Y

secondary level, 1If this probability turns into a reality,

pow guickly and to what extent will Multi- Mode techniques

5 . 13343 - .
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spread? The secondary level has always proved a‘great challenge' ‘ \
to the 1mplementatlon of successful teacher centers. Perhaps
a technique which is of a different order than subject matter

; . exXpertise can help to integrate the secondary component into

. - .
g .

the center. - . A ] ‘

' A—{lnal thought regarding the‘fhture and Multi-Mo
techniqués; with thé’added responsibilities of the cgprdinator
‘in the new K-12 format, less time and energy might be left ;
. *for working on the development of Multl—Mode techniques. 1In s
. ‘ examining this possrblllty, % pattern from the past is. 1nstruct1ve
Harper gave varying degrees 0? attention to Multi-Modal

techniques over the past ‘ten yeaﬁs. He seemed to increadse his N

*

attention to these technlques\ln response to needs from the field ’
and to 1nterest from teachers* Perhaps, with the advent of ° B "
the new benter model he will Have to concentrate his energles
elsewhere until he develops- a\network of secondary teachers

who become aware Qf the potentlal of Multi-Mode technlques at .
the secondary‘}evel and .adapt these techniques to thelr

subject matter areas

&

[ £ - at ot 2 "
Analysis.. At the OEE level, the Multl-Mode methods "t
N serial was.one of the few 1ll§stratlons of the flow of craft e

\@ ’
knowledge from a cen r and i1¥s, classrooms to the college of
‘education and its cla srooms. (The only othexr type of kno ledge

< whlch could be traced from county centers to the college o1

ducatlon‘Was information or feedback on college currlculum,

)

€.9., a new spec1al educatlon degree program ). B ’ . -
given to coordinators by county and college of .education .° -
organlzatrons This aytonomy allowedqthe coordinators of the
(centers to be lex1bléP5nd to respond qulckly to county.meeds;. it
" also allowed the-1deology and style f each coordinator to v
guid€ Ris or her efforts ih 1nterpret1ng and’ meet1ng copnty needs
Thus, in the Cardon Center, .the coordinator devoted ‘time “to
training students and cooperating teachers in -set 1nduct10n,

f a. concept about ‘which she’had read a great deal in research -

\ Journals In: the EasternLHanburg Elementary c nter, the
o

N -

COOrdinator q!phaslzed attendance at profess1onal conférences . .
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and meetings as well. as ‘strong recognition for teacher
participation and good public relations. And in the Western
Hanburg center, the site of:this serial, the coordinator wgo
. felt strongly about blend1ng pract1ce-and theory, 1ntegrated
the, use of ‘Multi-Mode teach1ng/learn;ng technlques into both .
. the center S pre serv1ce and 1n-$erv1ce components.
Slmllar td the brLdglng serlal the original umpetus for
. th& Multl-Mode activities’ was grounded in the work and \deology
- . : of a s1n le coordlnator In the Cardon County- case, the .
_,_q)conceptuallzer herself was not able to implement bridging
activities. It took a coordinator with a dlfferent style am!m/

P

with & better understandlng of turf and power issues to
.1mplement actual brldglng act1v1t1es. Unlike -Cardon County, the
Hanburg cdordinator’s style allowed h1m to be both‘%onceptuallzera
and 1mplementer. Having studied and taught at the college of.
education as well as having. béen a Hanburg County teacher,
Hi rper s homophlly with both teachers and college of educatlon
faculty contrlbuted greatly to the successful transfer of
knowledge concerning Multl-Mode act1v1t1es.

& Also“simitar to the bridging serial, the activities -
undertaken by the coordlnator seemed to be*succesgfully : .
1mplemented -because they focussed on actual shappenings or . '

. toob; rather” than d1scusslon of theory. 1In Cardon County,

Ann berg (unlike her predecessor who or1g1nated the,brldglng

1deas) focussed on concrete bridging act1VLt1es stch as’ -

“

1nterV1s1tatlons amondt pr1nc1pals and ¢eachers of dlfferent

‘

level s hools. Once. these act1v1t1es were started on. a small .
T . scale and‘proved successful, br1dg1ng act1v1t1es 1ncreased
,In Hanburg '‘County, HarpEr focussed\on the tools of Multl-Mode ~

~ v

¥
- technlques. Once'a few teachers‘as well as’ stq\ent teachers~

LN * ~ .

. ' had used these tools and s?en Qbelr effect§ in action, use
"of the’ tools fxcreased S .l o ' . !

al

‘Finally, both the .bridging derial and the MultL-Mode Lo
'ser1al reflectéd the heav1er emphasas toward 1n servlce'

i ih. the center settlngs over the last few years. Both Sets of
acb1v1t1es began with an emphasls on the pre serV1ce component
Hammer s ﬁlrst brrdqlnc discussions were with coopératlng \\\

L ‘ 7. . ’. L * ‘
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téachersr‘Harper's first d$monstrations of Multi-Mode,techniques

"were ywith student teachers and cooperatlng teacher# 1In recent-
tye@rs, both sets of act1v1t1e§ have bnxadened to 1nclude more{
teachers, more activities, and even non-center schools.' ThlS
broadening in terms of both affected 1H€1v1duals and klnds of
actlv1t1es certalnly é;ntrlbuted to making the centkrs more
"core" to their county settlng, to 1mprov1ng practice in
county schools, and ultlmately,‘toward stablllzlng and--

<
1nst1tutlonallzlng the dlstrlct level ioa. & g ‘
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THE ROTATION SERIAL: ~HANBUKG WESTERN ELEMENTARY o
TEACHER CENTER 7

Roots + The beglnnlngs of the Hagburg rotatlon ser1al can
be traced to the foundlng of the first teacher center in-Hanburg
County 'which was located in the first model elementary school
As the county establlshed two other’madel schools, these schools

also became teacher center members. Thus, 1n the minds of some
éf the more rural schools in the county, the centers m%re'
.Ldentlfled with tg: model schools and with ‘the grow1ng, planned
lcommunlty within’ Hanburg Durlng the’ last few years, the

superv1sor for staff deveIopment and his boss recelved letters

from a number of county schools express1ng their des;res to ~

-

become center members. . .
At the same tlme, center coordlnators were notlng "saturation"-

p01nts in terms, of graduate course “enrollments. Ove twelve
year perlod teachers in baslcally the same schools had the
opportuhlty to take a large number of courses through the center
Hanburg coordlnators were learning from' their Bettner school
district counterpart at OFE meetlngs, that when new schools
were rotated into center membershlps, the new population of
teachers led to 1ncreases In on-s1te course enrollments.

- The Hanburg coordinator also recalled that "{We saw °- -
Cantt County lose “its centars.". His explanatior~Qf the demlse o
.of ‘the teacher center model there was that the centers were
such a small part of; the county. He and the other .Hanburg
céordlnators felt that they should look to the future; they

dec1ded that rotatlon of schools into and out of center member—

shz; mlght not be sugh a bad idea safter all.

gectlves and resources The maln objectlve of rotablon

was to change the schools whlch were members of ‘each center .every

@ ~or four years. Rotatlng school. membershrps in the kenters,
was to serve severak ends. First, from a political perspective,

‘some equality among schools yould be preserved Every school,
«would Jhave a chance to become a center member over the long term.
S&condly, from a pre-serviceg Qgrspectlve, new coo rating teachers
and new energies would be available for student t§§cher e

¢ supe%vision; And thirdly, from an in-service perspective, new
] . ¢

>
g
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.teacher populations would be attracted tp on-s1te courses and
. workshops . )

¢ F2 -

|
. 'In the warea of reSburce requirements, _no addltlonal resources
. |
were needed “to finance ro;7tlon. )
ct e Pgoject operatiops.

3 v

Approximately'four years ago harper, j
OFE\ and Les Jones' boés’had a meeting (at the request Of “the . . .
county) ‘to discuss the poss1b111ty of rotatlon- ‘Harper p01nted ‘ i
out that "there, was sone lethargy afte the injtial meeting."
T.en "the budget problems plcked up" d the Hanburg coord1nators
talked to one another about the pos 1b111ty of rotating school
< 2 membership. . Roselli and

»

!
-
per and "maybe Lang" came up with' - }
é . .
. different rotation plan! !

leading ‘to lots of joRes about the
"% _rotation plan. Les-Jofes’ boss, whom the coordinators reported
to at that time5 lo

‘ £d at the coordinators plans ahout 2% |
\i' years ago OQe year went by w1th nothing happenlng. Then
there were joint meetings with the coordlnatorég Kanter and
o Gqggiaan of OFE, and qQunty people.Les Jones' boss.suggested I
' these meetlngs. At the meetlngs everyone wrote down their '
sideas. Flnally, Roselll, Harper, and Lang agreed to an elementary j
rotation plan ‘and ‘a seoarate secondary rotatlon plan, checking® )
g these plans with thelr respectlve adv1sory councils. They sént
s . & copy' to Goldman who approved it. \Wlth Goldman's O: K Les . :
JOnes took the plan to the -assistant. superintendent's council’
. for county aoproval Accompanylng the plan was :a document prepared
" by Jones (with 1nformatlon input from the coordlnators) qn the
i "Operatlon of the Teéacher Educatlon enters. T SV
.- The JOnes report 1ncluded Lthe ﬁillow1ng r&tlonale‘for X
crotatlon. "In order to open up the admission of new aﬂ%
diff erept county schools to the center program and t% distr1buteﬁ~
the bénefits of. tha program to these gchool staffs, 1t is. ’ '
. proposed that a ceﬁter rotatlonal membership plan be 1n1t1ated no
This ratiorale was followed by a list of six factors for oy g ‘ '
con51deratlon' 1n order,to create an equitable system of oL J
- '~ rotation" and a list of fouﬁteen°procedures relatéd'to'rotation,
' Accordlng to Harper the only real problam@at the ass1stant

quperlntendent s counc1l was determlnlng who came 1nto the

' center system and who teft the system N v T

.-, . ' -
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The outcome of the council meeting was approval of the

2

--rotation plan with Jones' maklng the final decision -as “to who
. would leave the centers. Harper,did not want to be associated .
" with makiné.these’decisions. However, he did ask for and was
.granted perm1ss1on to let the principals of center< schools
‘rotating out of membership know early about their impending .
erarture. . . . ‘ i it

a

: In terms of which schools rotated into membershlp in the
centers, ‘Jones Mmlso made the .final dec1s1on ‘w.lth some 1nput -
from Harper ,in the case of .the western elementary center and - -
the other‘coordinators in the case of their" centers. (The

. report to the ass1stant superlntendent s cshnc1l said thzt the o
." OFE director and Jones with input from the coordlnators would

, choose the new schools ) What Jones did was to survey all, L

‘» schools regardlng their preference for center membership: Each .

yd 'school was to indicate. why_;t_wanted to be a center member, —
Part of the criteria for maklng the final decision was the

. 4 o . . . .
pre-service needs of the college of education. “ For instance, .
N d
the coflege of education neede®placements in the special . .
educatlon ared while some elementarz—sozools did /not have many )

-~

S ‘SpéC}al education teachers. - ) . ’

. In thls particular 1nstance of enguring enough speciad

i eaucatlon placement slots, “the college Of education asked
Jones to name some auxiliary “schools to center membershlp and

.+ “he agreed. The concept of auxiliary schools stemmed from

. Huberman [ tenpre as acting diyector of QFE. She haé proposed
th@ notlon of satelllte school mgmbershlp in teacher centers.
Satellite schosls would not have full beneflts _of teacher ceriter

-shperv1sed student teachers would receive center membership . '0,
Abeneflts for themselves. When the Cardon County Teachefr .

penter Model was belng created, ‘Carddn Lounty personnel did " -

vs

not accept the -satellite school‘co_cept) ,Latér'whep Hanburg~:
County and the dbllege of education were Healing with the i
dilemmas of rotatlons, the. collége came .up W1th the “auxiliary .

. ?

- -

scheol éoncépt, where1n & school would have fulP center - < e

mgmberéhlp for-a year in order to epsure enough placement v

,slots for a partlcular area. -

. .

- Mmembership. However, teachers in satellite schools who ‘ »
L\




- \ , .
° ' There was also a&polltlcal reason for malntalnlng the ’
auxiliary school notion. One school nfember of a Hanburg center
should have rotated out. of center membershlp However, both
the county and the coordinators wanted to malntaln the school
s as a center member; the school was set in a low SOClO economic
area. Thus, the school was kept as an aux1llary school for
"one year longer as a tfansition" and there were no hard
~ . feelings. \ - ' L
B In the fall of 1980 two of the five Western elementary center »
schools rotated out of center membershlp and two new schools
4 were added in their plate. (The two new schools had to be
— . ’ s1mllar to the:two scheols leaving the center program.) The:
center office“which :ad beenilo"““ed in one of the schools
which rotated out of membership was moved to one of the new ..
Y, schools whlch became ‘a center member in September 1980. '

J/ Barriers and’ fac1lltators.' There were almbst no’ barriers,

‘? to the rotation serials in any county. The only barrler was
the presence of some current school center members who had to

give up their current membership {One Hanburg school pr1nc1pal

-

>4
whose school was able to- remaln a center school wrote a letter

- . %

'

,saylng how lucky the school was to §?ta1n center‘membership )
f ContrastIngly, many factors facilitated the formulatlon

>

and adoption of the rotatlon plan in both Cardon and Hanburg

f - -
countLes The changlng nature of the .fiscal envlronment K
made coord1nators and ¢he college of education aware ‘of the' - Lt

P

need to .increase. support and to formulate core school district .

-

_ roles for the centers. School perceptlon of center. member’ .
: _ -t beneflts, espec1ally in Hanbturg County,led to county concern ’

4

g for' equality of‘access to'.its centerS° S e

~

- . Exchanglng infoymation at OFE meetings' ad@ everits and . »
P e a8 talklng wrth OFE staff hélpeg coordlnAQors learn about the" ’ vooct

w worklngs of%other rotatlon plans. When 1t came t1me for ¥, P e
- . ,.,a LY . - Vi
) e

a “OﬁE% county personnel and coordlnators to negotlate, xhe RO
E AR J lex1b111ty and re ons1veness of coordlnaﬂbns and DFE allowed*‘ -
o © e ‘them . to périlclpate in 301ntly deflzing 3 rqtatrpn plan whr&h ». ..

.
Y. 5

fit q“E*he spec1f1@ needs $f a countys, & d"a(zxp%l*n'ed the" r%sultlngé
. ARG
, ' 1nterorganlzatlona1 conf-lquratlon) NS 3‘?4 " Yoo e, -
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B ) Future expectatlons. The rotatlon plan spec:fled that B i o
each year two schools, woul rotate out of Center membErshlp 7 b:

and.two .hew schools® would bj gin membershlp. gHarper 1nd1cated : ‘ -

that he was 901ng to %p for a four year plan llke the . ‘, . f‘
. Pres1dency " He sald that it really took fourﬁyears beforef ) ‘ .-
the center can*really have an effect on center :a&hodls.’ Wlth '”‘ ! _ 1

-

" the advent of, the new K-12 teacher centex model for the Western - e
* center and the addltlon of <new secondary .S¢hool members, ' : ’ S

4 . ¢

) . B P
it is probaole that there-will be a freéEE:ZE:EFhOOl ) o :
. . rotatlons. It is also probable that once atlons begln a@aln, ’ "

Sa

there will be a four year membershlp period Tn- the Cen;er : 5

- 'y
5

Wh;le polltlcal considerations fPor becomlng a center ne R |

P

-

>

school are st;ll strongk,schools will reallze thatxln - o w.j

order to en]oy the full berefits of center membershlp, they v ) ?
need a four year tenure in thé center. g AN . B

° ’

. . £ . ¢
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» + -Analysis. A® the OFE level, this seraal as well as the : %gg&? E

J .

) rot‘ﬁion plan dlscusséd in the sectlon on the current operatrons
o’ of the Cardon County oenter, 1llustrates,an 1mportant leltmotlf

prespnt in all district, level I0AS with the exceptlon of’ “’f:‘i .
Arthur county. . Eachddistrlct level IOA.hap_;ts an‘speeﬂflc T .

.rotation plan. Through the exchange’of lnformatlon 2t OpE f{ , j}:“

A meetlngs and%through.COOrdlnator cd%versatlons, OFE members were
O
v, aware of the dlfferent rotatlon plans~M,Ihe basrc eoncepts of %éﬁ

s . schools«rotating 1d’aﬁG out of mehbershlp wére the-same across ¥ #h:;
e
.t dlstrlct Tevel IOAs: Iqxﬁw1se the bas1c beneflts to the collgy; f .
*

A 2o ]le " "
P £ Qahcatlon‘wgre the . same: thﬁ EroV181on of "new bl@od .for

*aaﬁ wofksHops andlghe 1nst1tutlonallzat1&n
\ﬁ " . . . ~

. [y -

’n

. "

env1ronmental “fing of deenter. For,lnst nce, 1n the Cardon~ f . -
,;,:) County settlng, the college~o§’educatxon could\not agrée to . \.~ .
ST A ptounty wide rotation plan because JE the grea drstance ’ . ’/ﬁ .
between Squthern cardon’ County and the Rlver s Landing éampus(; . ;mjéfr,,;ﬂ
Thus, 1nfluenced by’ the center's concern for bridging issues aét v e
’ (see brldglng serlal), rotatlop was,rqttrlcted to the feeder 4 | s ‘:
"schools of the eenter's‘jlgh school’ in the northern art of , = r
S 1 ) . ﬁi\\;iv P .
o h LI b, Lo, -
e ey, Lou e
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the county. In the Hanburg Gounty case, the settlng was

. characterazed by the h1stor1c attachmeht of model schools
near the planned town to the centers as well as by the desire
of other, often more rural. schools to become cente*’members.

T ’,Thls dlfferent settlng with ‘its polltlcal overtones had

«dlfferent consequences for Hanburg s-rotatlon plan. .

This seridl, as well - -as the Cardon rotation material also

made clear the bargaihing and exchange processes \the
negotlatlons - central to the operatlons of 1nterorgan12atlonal

{ arrangenents. The county and the college of educatlon each
recelved som€ benefits from: ad0pt1ng - rotatlon plan. .In
Hanburg County, power and dependency rSSues came 1nto play.

< The county initiated the calls for rotatlon, the college of
educatlon needed the county for student teacher placements.
(Of course, the county needed the college .of educatlon to
provide "a w1ndow on the talent" and. to supplement 1ts small
-staff ‘development budget.) Thus, the college of educatlon .

) responded to the county s need for rotation, demonstratlng
the flex1b111ty of OFE, and agreed to a rotatlon plan which
ensured coordlnator and college of educatlon 1nput in the‘

] \
process ¢ .. ' Lo . ‘.
In Cardon County, the goncern for rotatlon was not ‘
“\\\&nltlﬁ%ed by county'admlnlstrators. Rather, the coordinator

who was aware of moves toward rotation plans in other d1str1ct
. IOAs, asked her operating committee about the feaslblllty of
v rotation. Once theé coordinator and the operatlng commlétee
came up with a plan, the coordlnator presented the plan to \ -
- the pOlle "board and received- the board (] approva;\ Here K

“the collegg of education®s cohcern was for.ensuring an

, adeouate populatlon of cooperatlng teachers for student ©n

v

teacher superV1 ion and for ensuring support from the schools.
. . Perhaps the greatest signi icance of the rotation serial
wds its routinizing and stab11121ng effect on the district level
1nterorganrzatlonal»arrangements, While the mot1vat1ng force
bethd Hanburg county's interest in rotation was a polltlcal

. - °
‘
3

one of ensurlnq’school access to' the benefits of center




N~ B
éemberehip-and while Cardon Cdunty's interest in rotation
was in reponse to the center's suggestion for spreaging center ’
benefite, the ensuing rotatioh plans ereated.a stabinZIng,
cyclical pattern in the life cycle of each intererganizational
arrangement with schools entering membership, growihg through
membership. beneflts, making way for new members, and later
returning to begin thaﬂqycLe again. The cyclical effect and
regularizing of school entries and departures from district
IOA membership, were key* factors in the #AgpEtitionalization
of the district level IOAs. Additionally, these factors .
helped to broaden the base of support for the centers in each
county, meoving the centers closer to the core of courity school
operations. Where there was, no rotation plan (in Arthur
County), the dlStrlCt level IOA 'was the least 1nst1tutlonalized
and the least stable of the five district level'IOAs cdnséituping
OFE. : { o oo
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6. CAUSAL NETWORKS T -
. ., - . . X . ;
6,1: , CAUSAL NETWORK NARRATIVE: CARDON COUNTY !
t .
Individual, environmental and organizational variables ’

-contributed to the foundind 6f the teacher center in Cardon
The strongest antecedent variables seemed to be both
formal and'informal .links (1 and 2) between the county and
the university In-.the formal arena,\several faculty members
Fld work for the county school system and several county

personnel did “their. graduate work at the.college of education.

'f Thesé formal ties gave rise to strong informal linkages between

county\and college of education personnel A faculty member
telephoned a county administrator who had formerly been his
student and told her that with the demise of the Martinville
Cou;ty teacher centers, the environment (6) had changed and‘x
there was ‘an opportunity (4) for a teacher center arrangement
in Cardon At the school district level theré was moderate access
to,alternative knowledge sources (5) and loy environmental
turbulence (3), but there was a high need for,more resources (8)

in terms of aLscholarly perspective" and competent new teachers
to serve the groWing county school system. A\teacher center

Would proVide a "window on,_ the talent" as’ well as in-service

o) ¢ ' \ ’ v [N .
pportunities. . -

- Focussing on_ the university,level, there ﬁas also & high
need for more resources (18) since the MartinSVille teacher

centers had closed. The complementarity in the,eXchange of

needed resources between
education contributed to
agreement on the part{ght

the school system and the college of

a situatign of domain con§ensus:

the school systém-and the ,College

presence of university localisnm,
'* ’ ) - - . * R .

of
education about the appropriateness of each organization's '
resource coneributions and turf control Along with the domain
consensus (9 ‘at the organizational level came a history of
collabor®ion (lS) between'the chnty and the college of
education which was reinforce§ and strengthened by the founding
of the teacher center. - . - . ’

Contributing also to the history of collaboration was the.
a concern on the part of the

)y - )
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college Sf education housed in. a-large state university with

the needs of nearby regional school systens Univers1ty localism

(14) was also a factof in the centrality of service concepts ~ -
te the college of cducation (16). <Thus)_ the Cardon County

téacher center had a number of perceived‘benefits (l9)°fon“Y
the university whigh led to university. support (29), institutional
priority (3@) and resourc¢e commitment'l38) to the teacher o . .
center 1IO0A.

A similar variable//tream occurred at the schoql district
level. 'The number of perceived beébfits to the sohool_gystem
(17) from an 1nteronganizational arrangement was high This e '}
perception of benefits led to strong adminiStrative support (2fh
strong institutional priority (25), and resource commitment (30)
Together with the relative newness of fhe teacher center (35),

+ " formal goverrnance document (36), moderate to low awareness or

support from teachers (22), and pattérn of school-university
linkages (40), the teacher center had ‘a. focus that cpuld be
characterized_ as district -wide rather than at the level of the
individual teacher (31)

Turning to the teachér center (IOA) stream of variables,

the preViously noted history of collaboratlon between the school

. district and the univer31ty played upon and led to additional ’

Y

eteacher center. Her’commitment (23) and her understanding of-

‘homophlly (205 between the teacher center and its school and

university-codstituencies.’ The doordinator who received her-

doctorate from a prestigious university and who'also had taught

in an inner-city school system was committed to the teacher center
13 ' ‘ K s

concept (23) and‘devoted a great deal of energy (26) to the fk-12
4

* ¢

the needs of the school district and ‘the niversit (20) (along
th her ideology (18) which was more s olarly research based

than that of some of the other OFE’ coordinators) ontributed T
to her respons1veness ¢27) in interpreting and meeting the .,
district's nceds., ,Two additional fa!tors reinforced ‘her
responsiveness: the ‘low degree of coupling in the IOA (24), .
‘allowed the coordinator ‘the requ1s1te autonomy .and’ flexibility
for successfully carrying out her duties’ and the -high degree L
of support of the ybA leader (28) (the director of OFB) aided

the coordinator inher progects and perqeptions. .- -

f . N -~
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The responsiveness of the coordinator and her ability to
interpret the district's needs along with objectlves llsted in the
original governance document 1éd to a diversity of obJectlves
(32) of the- teacher center including both in-service and pre- . J
service foci. This diversity of objectives was refléected in a ‘/
varietghof activities (33) at the center. Someﬁof the center's ":
most sdccessqu activities (the homework center and thé:parent
volunteer program) were those takeg over after the cloee of the -
federally-funded Teacher Cdrps project which had begun a year
or so after the center was founded and which had been directed
by the f1rst’Cardon teacher center coordinator - )

Along with®the diversity of objectives, dﬁanges in the
environment (declrniﬁg enrollments at the school system and
college of education levels) contributed to a recent change in
focus of the IOA's goals from a heavy pre- service focus to a

. N
) heavy in-service focWs. This change in .the welghtlng of focus

contrlbuted .(along with’ the codlflcatlon and rgztlnlzatlon of

multlple Linkages) to the hlgh degree of 1nst1t ionalization

(51) of the IOA as well as dlstrlct wide practice improvement

{49) and capac1ty enhancement ' (50).

Both at the university and school levdls, the high number

of regularized and routinized linkages (39) as well as the
multiplexity (40) (the number of levels linked together} of -
school-university linkages led to.high district-university
inkages- (47), high extent of use at the school district level
(45) and the high awareness of additional resources”at the

school district (42) as well. as at the university. (44). This’
awareness of addltlonal qesources, then, aldwwed for IOA
facilitation, of the utilization of partlclpatlng organizations'
resources leading to practice 1mprovement (49 and 52) and capacity
enhancement outcomes‘(SO and 53). It is important to'note that
thlS helqhtened awareness of resource acqulsltlon opportunltles B
was evident .at-the OFE, unlver51ty faculty, and district, personnel
levels. Due to the young ageé.of the IOA (35K and the pattern

of 1inkaces between the teacher center, andnthe district, there

was little awareness of resource acqulsltlon opportunltles e

on the part ‘of 1nd1v1dua1 teachers and moderate 1ncrease 1n

/
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- '- i‘w s < ¢
school-school lldkages with one exception (46) This exceptlon
was the gx@AF strengthening ef llnkages between elementary
and middle schools as a result of the bridging committee

spearheaded by the teacher center coordinafor.

Summarizing power and status outcome streams, the moderate
school-schooel linkages (46), the high district centrality (31)
and extent of use of IOA (45) helped explain the moderate/low
increﬁent in power and'status at the school level (48) and the
h1gh|1ncrement in power and status at the county level where o T
assoc1atlon of the rural cardon County sc 1 system with the
college of educatibdn brought the county "into the mainstream of
what is going on in educat1on." At the university level, the
high district-university llnkages (37) contributed to a large
increase in the power and status of the college of education (54)
through the provision of students and,a local base for' college
of education courses, a support network for students involved

in research and grass rgots/su;port for the college of education's
sérvices. )

~. . K
In ummary, the numerous outcomes included in each of the

outcames* clusters relnforced the ex1st1ng linkages and the

perceptions of beneflts to the part1c1pat1ng organizations, thereby «

J\étrengthenlng the institutionalization of the 1nterorganlzatlonal

rrangement. ~For instance, ‘rotating’ school membership in the,
teacher .center, ,a capacity enhancement outcome at the IOA lewel,

. provided cbntlnulty as well as ”negtblood" for the IOA and / ot

* further anchored the. 1nSt1tut10nallzatlon of the arrangement\\
I3e
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6;2. ‘éAUSAL&NETWORK NARRATIVE: HANBURG:.CQUNTY . . ‘

“ flndividual, environmental; and organizational variahles

contnibuted to the founding of the tea ex center infﬁanburg

‘County. . The strongest antecedent var1:§les\appeareu to.be formail

and informal linkages (l and 2) between college of educatlon

personnel and school personnel The first director of OFE was

a mémber of the plannlng board for model schools: 1n Hanburg

County. A-year or, so earller, the Hanburg County sup%rlntendent

had (along with 17 qther area superintendents) attendeq a series

T af meetings at the college of education dealing withs the tedCher .

'center concept.. Additionally, the OFE d1rector knew the, '

aSSlstant superintendent’of Hanburg Countv whose husband taught

at the state- un1vers1ty These formal and informal linkages ”.

led to a h1gh7awareness of resource acqu1s1tlon opportunities

(4) . .At the .sime .time, there was moderate access to alternative

knowledge resources (5) and a neéd (8-and 6)for addltlonal .

resourcés on the part of the countv and the un1vers1ty '
Viewing the environment, there was_ turbulence at the”"

university level (6) with the controversy between the secondary

education department and OFE; and there was moderate turbulence

tn the rural Hanburg County (3) bith the growth of a planned

community within the county. Neither. of these enV1ronmental

factors strongly predicted the found1ng or strengthenlng of

the teacher centers in Hanburg County ‘Howe'ver, the presence‘of

‘a planned community and the attraction to the county of people !

with strong.cenclerns about quallty o§ educatlon;and 1nnovatLon }

certa1nly influenced the’ perspective of county chool personne}-in

their concern for additional resources 1ncludf/§ the necrurtmenb

and hiring of quality teachers £or thelr growing school oo ‘

population. (The first teacher center in Hanburg County was

founded in conjunctlon with the Openlng of . the flrst model

elementary school in the county.) ° f, _— .
Recognizing the need for additional resources and the«

opportun”ty to acqulre these resources from another organxzatlon,,

both.&he county school system and the un1vers1ty organlzatlons

exhlblted domain ‘consensus (9) agreement over the turf control
and appropriate responslbllitles of each organlzatlon.w"
R . t ! -
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Wlth moderate access to alternatlve knowledge sources (5)
and w1th,h1gh needs for addltlonal resources (whether 1t~be
competent new teachers or a locus‘for field-based un1vers1tv T
training), a h1story of collaborapaon (15) developed throdgh.
the presence of the teacher centers. =~

Focuss1ng on the school district stream of qarlables, the

. Schopl district with its need for new teachers and- concern’
W1th quality educatlon, perceLved the benefits of IOA membership
(Ll) and exh;blted admlnlstrator supoort L22), teacher support
(23), 1nst1tu§éonal prLorlty (27), “and modérate resource )
commitment (32) Also contrlbutlng to teacher support was the
moderate harmony 1n teacher-admlnlstrator relatlonshlg: (21)

: .in the county and the homophlly (19) between the coordlnator ,

" who had been a teacher in the Hanburg elementary schools and*
teachers. These factars (along with the strong coorthator s,
ideology (18)) ,also he}ped to. eiplaln the hlgh degree of
teacher centrallty (33) of the IOA. K . \

The un;ver51ty stream follows a somewhat parallel track ’
A concern of the state univérs1ty with providing service to
schools in its nelghborlng reg;ons (13 .and*™16)‘ coupled with &
eoncern ior quallty field. sites- fon student ‘field experlences
110) led to a perceptlon'of beﬂefuts of IOA membershlp (20).

The' perceptlon dfbeneflts, in tdrn, contributed to university

“support (31), 1nst&tut1opal prlorlty (36) and moderate resource
.commi tment” (37) Y n L r~

. .. -At the, IOA level the prev1oysly mentloned strong 1deology

x;of the coordinator (18) and hls homophlly with school apd

o university - (He also ‘had received his doctorate from the ,

- Un1vers1ty oi»Maryland ) - personnel contrlbuted to his strong, _
commitment to bhe‘teacher center (24) and h1s boundless ' energy "
(28) The high respon51veness of the coor&inator (29) stemmed »
from these ideology and energy factors and was ﬁortlfred by .

‘ the autonomy engendered by a low degree or organlzatlonal coupllng
(24) and a hlgﬁ'degree of support frdi the IOA leader (30)

. ‘ThlS responsiveness of the coordlnator contributed to the

. leQISle of. objectives (34) and ‘variety of act1v1t1es of the
.teacher center (35) including both pre ,service, in-%ervice,

and some research. act1v1t1es. \ . e -
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- which, in turn, added to the power, and status (47) of. the'.

" school in Hanburg County. Additionally, éhe pattenn of

3 1 . e s \\ St .

Turnlng to the IOA stream, the hlgh number of regularlzed'
routlnlzed llnkages (38) developed ovegr the long h1story of the
I0A (36) and, the pattern of coordinator linkage of ‘district
and university personhel (39) led to the high extent of use

by tea®hers (40) and the strong school -school linkages (45)

coardlnator-medlated llnkages t39) affected school\district

personnel and teachers' awareness of additional resources (41),. -
Later environmental changes (43) (declining enrollments in the
.snk> A1

chdol system as well ar in the%graauate schools and increasing
fiscal stringéncy), contributed to a grow1ng emphas1s on in-
service objectives .(42) includ@ing in-service’ not directly related
to supervision Of student tefachers. This change in weighting and
type of focus strengthened the<degree of 1nst1tutlonallzatlon
(50). of, tne IOA. Also contr1but1ng to the institutionalization
were the regularlzed routlnlzed Jlnkages (1nclud1dg advisory RN
councils), the dlvers1ty of objectives, and the- varlety of
act1v1t1es (including regqgularized newsletters).

Through the IOA gﬁordlnator[ there’ was an awareness\of
additional’resources on the part of the university (44) and a
strengthehing:of school-university linﬂages (46) leading to
moderate practice improvement'(Sl) at the university. This
practice 1mprovement was ev1dent in the use of the Multi-Mode

techniques 1n the methods courses. The strengthened university-

. school llnkages also enhancedgtherower and status of the

university (53) as well as its problem-solving capacity (52).
Examlnlng the 'school- related outcome measures, the variety {

of act1v1t1es of the I0A contributed t& strong practlce

'1mprovement outcomes at the teacher level (ex@., teacher ‘usage ,

of the Multi-Modes technique) and high ¢tapacity anhancement

at the school level, These successful outcomes in combination ’

with the prev;ously mentfponed heav1er weighting of in-service
act1v1t1es as ‘well as the rotation of school membership - o~

fortified. the degree of 1nst1tutlonallzatlon of “the IOA.
. v ->

. H .




Figure 6-2

School Pistrice

’ —

College/University

ssite®spectfic Vartadle *
Important,

l Causal
J— i V::::ble

[P

Causal Network - Hanburg County

Favironment 81
*Tucdulense
Schools

|

r
]
b
i
i
t

Awateness of
Resource
Acquisticion

Opportunities

Mogd

U A
I
Fxternll:

Funds ¢
Schools |

Meed For More
Resources
Schools

Access to

Alternative
Knowledge
Sources

H
¥
1

Favironsental
Turbulence I‘T___’.

Untversity |

——

&
Vatriahle
of Minor
Importarnce

Consensus

High

10
feed For
More Resources
Uplvenl:y

. 1
"‘lf
14 District
‘" lnternal
' Funds

fommm =

“od

High

High

Perceived
Benefits
School

22
Adninistrative
Support

High{”

¢

1deology ot
Coordinatog

~
7
N

15
Historv of
Collahortation

Hod/High

University

Lo'ls-

16

tniversity
Service
Centrality

:
Perceived
Benefits
tnivérsicy

‘

“aroonv of
Teacher/Admin,
Relations

Teacher
Support

High

19 @

Homophily

30
University
Suppott

Degree of
Coupling R

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Antecedent Variablex




"
L]
, .
L]
e
.
R < .
-
!
* .
~
Hizn
* ’ Hoa Hieh 3] Righ .
. Tnstitutional Resource N ~ Power L’ .
Priority™ Commitment i . b 45 Status
L4 Modiated Avireness A h - School - \ School N L
! A of Additiooal W : B Schood "
. Fo.ources=Schools Fxtent of Veg - Linkages s .
» Hi © Techere 8 ) - .. .
» P Practfce ‘ .
Loy ~ i
1 Fnergy of - . Improvement
! !nfft‘.’f!“ rwrd{nllor 37 ) .
s Siewin g i Pultipiexitly ot v N ° .
. & School/miversity . L High A
h Finkases K N 4 ~
Nuwber of ¢ 9
‘ r . b Regularized, N Capacity |~
Rout inized _ School |, . .
Linkages o S .
28 a2 v - .
rost thanges [ =
Responsiveness 1 Teacher '
of Staf Ohject{ves rentrality 1" LY M
. $n \
= Institutionali- .
- zation of INA
* - .
High High .
%
29 ! Mod “
- Variety of y
N Support éf Clout - -
10A Leader Activities | )7 5 51
y  Later Practice .
- - inprovement]
’ - . . ;::;;::mnul \ln-lvculu
- ot } :
High 3 - . . . - \ g High
3 Resource 5 ‘ k
Inseftut fonal Conmitment — Chpaciey
Privrity . M Awireness of lk\‘lverquy
N ! ‘ Additional o a v .
N ~ . Resources-Univ, \
o ) High
- - $3
B . “ P /Status
" ! v, ufversity .
0 - .
. <t . ! <
,' Intervining Va - A - hd - ‘s /
. & Variables . N Outcomes
v « }
’ . \ 3
+ - N
- ’ .
\ . . i o>
- . R . '
. . \ ,
i . ™
' > ' 207
N
ry . » <
200 : : ¥ <
. -
- . L]
- ,
.
Q . ’ . , R
hd -
ERIC - .
‘ ' ! L ' )




CONCLUSION
The causal networks for the Cardon and Hanburg district
level IOAs had a large number _of variables in common Bdth
sites' causal paths began with formal and rnformal linkages o v
and continued on with participating organizatiens' needs for
.~ more benefits and pérceptions of. benefits from IOA member-
ship. The perceiVed benefits of I0A membership led to uniyer-
sity and school district support enabling formation and’“bn«
tinuation of the IOA. Turning to the characteristics of
.the IOA coordinator, the homophily with representatives of
part1c1pat1ng organizations as well-as the responsiveness
and energy of the coordinator contributed to a center's
N l ‘diVer51ty of objectives and-ability to change goal emphases
) in response_to chaiLes withinggarticipating organizations
-and their environments This complex set of linkage, exchange,
and coordinator characteristics variables led to a variety
of outcomes at both sites, many of which were gquite strong.
However, there were important differences between the
two district level IOAs. The outcomes pattern as.well as
[ “the predominant knowledge types pattern were different at

each site. Cardon'IOA outcomes revealed a district- w1de . )
‘focus whereas Hanburg IOA outcomes revealed an lnleldualv

teacher focus And in the,gardon I0A, technical.

-

expertise‘and research knowléége predominated whereas in .

" the Hanbufg IOA, craft knowledge predominated. ' ‘ ‘
There were a nuﬁper of factors which helped to. explain . p2

these differences. The Cardon IOA was much younger than ' \? -

‘ ) the Hanburg I0A. It hdd a much highpr degree of codifica-

tion evidenced in a formal Cardon IOA governance document

which routinized formal linkages connecting different levels
of the college of education and the school distriet organi-
*zation. Additionally, the Cardon I0A had its own unique
history as d4id the Hanburg IOA. Turning to the indivadual

' level, the Cardon lOA coordinator had her own ideology and’
.style'- characteristics which were different than those

4 .

of the Hanburg IOhfcoordinator. : . - -

4




.‘!

At the level of the IOA as a whole, there waé a cémplex‘
set of factors gquite similar to those at the district level
IOAs - (informal and formal linkages, perception of benefits,

energy and ideology of IOA leader, et§.) which contributed

to strong outcome patterns in terms o{/serIEE—E6 the school
district and to the university. Simflar to the two district
level IOAs on which this study fo

district level IOAs had thei

. nators and their own unique outcome and knowledge type patterns.

$ses, the remaining three

own unique settings and coordi-

bt Thus, the Eastern State case pnssenﬁed and analyzed two
*district level interorganizational arrangements and one
A .- holistic-interorganizationa} arrangement (composed of five
district level interorganizational arrangements). Eacn of

 these three focal arrangements represented a formalization _
and regularization of linkages facilitating a range of
outcomes which (in varying degrees) enlaréed the capacities
Y. of participating organizations and contributed to practice
improvement in local school'districts.
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