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The Effectiveness of 'theé Teache} Corps Network System in <

L : CrééﬁlggéBetter Linkages‘Between Schools, Federally . ‘
d Projects, and Colleges of Education: :

Perceptions from Yarticipants

\

v

Teacher Corps networks were instltuted nationwide in f§%A, continuing
/

through 1979 when they were disbanded because of federal budget reductions.

~

Until this study, no comprehensive attempts to, evaluate the network system's
effectiveness had been made. In -addition to pcoviding ‘evaluative perceptions -

from former Teacher Corps netwqrks about this panticular system, the study

F ’ . : \ N
also yields morg generalizable information about the value of the networking
process as & means of maximizing human and monetary resources. This informa-

tion may be useful to persons. and grgyﬂs considering organizing a network as

a means of digseminating {nforma;ion, uniting to achieve common goals, and

-

,préviding.mutual support through the exthange of ideas.

- . M'et trod
rl . >

The Teacher Corps Network Effectiveness Questionnaire was constructed

. and field tested’ by members - of the Washington State Unlver31ty faculty,

Washington State University Teacher Corps personnel and directors from

other Teacher Corps sites. The research questions were Jesigned to assess

network participants' attitudes pertaining to overall network functioning

¢ ’ *
in several major areas including: (a) dissemination of informationy .
\ / L] -
(h) communication/colléboratlve decision-making, (c) time/cost-efficient

-

management of programs, (d) provision of téchnical assistance for service

to individual projects, (é?cenhancement of professional development,
1

*(f) effectiveness of role functions within ¢t e:petwork, and (g) global‘

”~

perceptions of Teacher COtps‘networks and desirabilty of network réinstate-

v a

p . .
ment. . { . R
, .
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_ The Teacher Corps Network Effectiveness Questionnaire. consisted of 86
N . ’ .

items. It was designed for computer analysis by allowing respondents to /

choose between varying response options. Respondents were allowed the oppor-
) . . |

tunity to comment on issues they might have felt were ﬁqt addressed adequately
in the questionnaire. A copy of the questionnaire is included following the

: . e . .
report.

¢ !

€
The 1nstrdhesf was mailed to 500 individuals who had various responsi-

bilities in Teacher Corps networks during the years they were active. .Exten-

sive follow<up efforts resulted in a return rate of 65% (n=327). Most non-
responses were due to inability to locate individuals who had mcved since

their participation in Teacher Corps. The respondent group included 155

Project Directors, 11’Execdtive Secretaries, 120 Deans o§‘Coileges of ﬁducationt
4 ‘ . o . N . y )

3 National Programfaffiders and 38 other individuals 'who had been involved

’i

with Teacher Corps in other cabagities. .

. *The respondent group_represented all networks. The largest group (15%)

had been involved in the Miawest’Tea@her Corps Network, and the-smallest
\ . } , S
group (5%) had participated in the ‘Texas Network. About two-thirds of

respondents indicated that they are currently involved in Teacher Corps
4 . .

~

projects. .
\

* Since the data resulting from the questionnaire was extensive, only the

‘most salient findings have been reported here. H0wever, the résults for the’
. N -

total respondent group, are included on the questibmnaire following this
L ST 2

<«

. y -
report. The results described herc are organized around the specific
] - . < :

research areas listed previously. \ ) N
. . ‘ ¢

' ~

A cﬁi bquare test was used to assdss differences in,perceptions between

- 4 . b
)

.the two largest groups of respondénté—JProject Directors and Deans, repre-

. ‘Senting 49% and 384 , respectively, of tbe repsoﬁdent group. In addition

&
chi square was also used to compare perceptions of Directors yho,had been s

. v

. . Y

. - .
~ : ’ L . . -
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. '/ -
involved in Teacher Corps for at least five years (and therefore were irwolved

’ .

in networks during their develsbing apd active phases) with Directors who had

-

been ipvolved in Teacher Corﬁ; only one to two years.

< The level of probability accepted as revealing a s{gnifica;t associationf

between the-réspondént gfo;ps and their responses to an item was p < 05.

, "Do not kn;L" respongses were dropped from stai;stical analyses as these re-
sponses were not deEinit ve apswers;to an item dﬁd’qguld cause idfrat?d {evels
of significance.h When the chi square fest was staéisticall§ sigﬁific;nt in
comparing Direotors and De ns,ﬁéhe éarresponding items are marked with two
agteggsks (**) in thé following tgblés, and, in many cases, referred to in the
text of. the report. The two Projec: Directors groups differed sigﬁif%cantly'
in their -responses to only three items. These latter differences ére described

“in text only.

) RN . ' Results . : ., ,

. ' ‘ 1 ‘ L
Dissemination of “Information - . - -

. - ) )

Several questions addressed the-aYrea of network information dissemina~

t - ~ LY R "
tion. Some asked directly about.the effectiveness of this network function,

. _ and some items asked respondents to,assess the changes they perceived in this

C area since the ﬁetwo;k-was discontianued. Table 1 preéents respons to these
items;'bqth for the total .group of ;espondeqps; and for the two largést
b subgroups qé regpondents-;Project Di;éctors and Deans. ‘ . -,
As $an ﬂeeﬁ seen from the table, the majority o; all responpént:éréﬁps

= ,'}indicated'fn items 9 and 15 that dissemination of information had décreased -
; since networks_were discontinuel. A majorlgy of directors saw the.networks

, as very,éffective in the dissemination of ‘information bgtwéen the National

. -
> , 0

Teacher Corps office and the individual networks, and alsq among and wiﬁhin
. o ’ p .
¢ ~ networks (items 48, 49, and,50). Though the Deans wePe somewhat less’
Y

v
.

\ ¥
- b ’ ) ‘ »

©



. no change or a decrease in the quaiity of Teacher Corps pgblications since

-, N s -

. >
enthusiastic in their respohses to this item, the majority. felt that petworks‘

éwere at leagt somewhat effective in disseminating_1nformétion. The majority

\ .

of Direc’tors and Deans viewed the Exec&tive Secretaries' roles’ in the dis-

B * » .
semination of information as at least somewhat effective (items 77 and 78),
with both groups appearing to feel that this role of the Executive Secretaries

was conducted most effectively within rather than between networks.'\ For ope ‘
. * )

of these items, (number'77)\Project*Directors evaluated the Executive Secre-

: A . '/' 4

taries' role more positively that did Deans. Directors and Deans responded_

to item 78 in a comparable manner.

= —

Deans and Directors perceived the quality of Teacher Corps network X

B . N

'puglidagiohs in similaf ways (items 15 and 70J. A majority consideféd half
> ° - . [ 4 ,

or more of these publications to be of high quality. quever,‘mosf saw either *-

, .
npetworks were discontinued (item 14). . v -

. ) \
Communication/Collaborative Decision Making
: - - .

Table 2 presents the responses of Project birex&grs; Deans, and the

. overall respondent group to selected items relating to the communication and/

J

or collaboratidn functions-of Teacﬁg:~Corps networks. Some questions from the

-

. . , ., . 3
previous séction also relate to this function, but the items reported here

2
-
»

more elearly represenf this catego;y: ..
i ’

Briefly, Table 2 shows that Directors and Deans vigwea the communication

- ' \. a 1 ” )

and collaborative dqcision?making functions of the network similarly (see

~

items 41, 51, and 66), and were generally positive in their perceptions of

- ( , .V "\-) ‘
these areas. The overwhelming majority ef both_groups thought that since '._
. . * fo . .

discontinuiﬁg netvérks, personal contact with other Teacher Corps pérsgnnél

'

. Y, s N i .
has decreased (item 8). Directors were quite positive in their evaluations
\ R B M . ¢ . ! ) N
of their Executive Secretaries' effectiveness as communications interme-

diaries among prqjecfs;A;nterest groups, and the national ,office (items 75,
. 7 :

~
.

. .
.- - .
- N .
« .
Y . . N . N < N -t
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76 and 79). _In addition, both Directors and Deans generally saw_an increase

-

in rapport among public schools, Colleges of Education, and communities as a
. . . ' ‘.
result of the Teacher Corps networks' activities (items 42 through 44).

Time/Cost Efficient Management of Programs =

With respect to specific network effects on efficient program management.

it can bé read%ly seen from Table 3 that when "do not know" responses are
disregarded, a majority of the combined Director/Dean group saw at least

some effedtiveness of networks in 1nf1uenc1ng bime and cost efficient program

0 . .

~

management {see items 52 and 53). Howeve} Dlrectors evaluated their own

L] f 3y

networks more positively than did Deans. A majority of Directors felt that

their networks were effective in reducing per-participant costs 8f programs

and in reducing prograﬁ organization fime. Many-of the Deans did not feel
. - ¢
‘’knowledgeable enough'Eo*respond to these latter items, as indicated by a
Py - -
large percentage of "do not know" responses. Hquever, a large percentage
- L

of Deans responding definitively to these two items (i.e., 58% and 44%) did

not see their network as effective in these areas. -

/ . -

Project Directors and Deans were much in agreement regarding the effects

of network discontinuance on the efficiency of program management (see Table 3,
»

items 19 and 20). A plurality of some 43 to 47% in both gfoups saw little

-
) -

change in this area since networ®s were disbanded. *

The seemingly discrepant findings that networks were perceived to have

contributed to efficienttﬁrogram management whi}é they were acgive, through_

. -

- efficiency had changed little since networks were disbanded, suggest that

3

Teacher Corps projects hawe been able to compensate by utili?ing other

management strategies. One possibility might be that ‘informal communicagion -

- - 7‘

. . ‘ . , -
systems resultiné\from personal contact during network meetings have heen

able to sustain some of the idea sharing that contributes ‘to efficient
. - { .

-

program management.

7
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Provision of Technical Assistance/ ‘.
Inservice to Individual Projects *

-t

-

" Table 4 presents responses td items on the questionnhire reiaéing to

the Networks' functions of facilitating inservice programs and technicai

.-

, ‘assistance to individual projects. It is apparent from several of the
1§em§ (i.e., items 21, 26-35, 45 and 47) that Directors were pdsitive'about

theig nétworks' role in this area.

By comparing Directoks' responses in
< ¥

{tems 21 through 24, i¢, is apparent that the majority of .directors felt

5 -,

N,

that their network was more beneficial than any other outside technical

' -

t
assistance resource in meeting inservice needs. Most Project Direétors

viewed networks as''very effective' in providing them with technical assis-

tance (item 26). Djirectors also saw other groups listed in items 27 through

-

a . . “
35 as being benefactors in this network technical assistance ‘'role. Deans

were somewhat less enthusiasetic in their responses to items 21, 23, 26 and

LN

31, but the majority of Deans were at least somewhat positive about networks'

¢
-

technical assistance roles. The majority of both Directors and Deans felt

\

-

that inservice programming adapted to local needs were a focus of network . N

% - & T .

activities (items 45, 47 and 69). ‘ ‘ . . .

* ) A chi square analysis revealed thﬁt‘Directors 1nvo§ved in Teacher Corps '
. e - \

. 5 . : ‘\/
for five years or more differed .,from Directors wi;h'Pqe to two years experience
v 3 ’ S R ) ‘
in their responses to item 34. Directors in the former group perceived net-

. ‘ ' >
works' assistance to higher education faculty!ﬁore positively than did

.~

.- Directors in the latter group.

- . '

Enhancement of Professional Development ’ 5

Ttems 56 tprough 61, shown in TableJS, address the role of networks -

3 4 >
in fagilitating professional growth.

4

3 . . .
Directors' responses to items 56,57,

.o } R ’ ‘ .
* o and 61 indicate that most felt that the network system had greatly influenced .

b ‘ :

»

»

H(—C

\

their professional development, apparently through both formal and *informal

v Y




L 73 .
.
- n 4
contact with others with similar ‘goals and concerns. . However, the role of

-~

networks in serying as a vehicle for professional advancement was perceived ,

by individual Directors in a more variable way (see item 60). Many Disrectors -

(442 saw no benefits. to Tejcher Corps networks in terms of professional' .
advancement, as compared to some 49% who did. Deans were once again less

enthusiastic than Directofs about the networks' influence on their professional

1

development. This would be expected given their less-direct involvement with

L]

-théir,networks. .

>

-

. 4
Directors with over, five years of Teacher Corps experience responded

more positively to item 61 than did Directors with one to two vears experience.

This would be expected, as mutually supportive professional relationships may

take more than a few years to develop.

2

Effectiveness of Role Fungtions -
(/ ¥
Table 6 depicts items pertaining to respondents' evaluations of the

.-

.

roles of Executive Secretariés and Deans of Colleges of Education as these

roles relate to overall Teacher Corps goals and network functigns. As re-
‘$4~ - * . .
flected in responses to items 73.through 79, Project Directors were very

positive in their evaluations of the cogrdination and communication functions ) \

\ 2

of Executive Secretaries. Deans also viewed these activities of the Executive
t Iy

Secretaries positively, though they responded to items,73, 74, and 7? in’a

somewhat less favorable 'manner as a group than did Directors.

Though a significant percentage of Project Directors expreséed négative
”» . . . .
views, the majority of Directors and Deans indicated in item 81 that the inclu-

sion of university deans in network activitieg helped institutionalize Teacher

& ~ ’ : , ’
Corps program elements and indi%idual project goals jnto their respective

teacher education program. The majority of Deans viewed themselves as being

at’ least somewhat effective in facilitating network operations (see item 82).

The group of Directors, on the otH§<~ijnd, were more evenly spfit in their

' -~

‘

’. 9 . . ).‘,
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at

evgluht}ons’of this latter item. For.both jtems
e '\

higher propoftion of Direcporé than Deans were negative about the facilitp— )

8l and 82, a significantly

tive effects of including Deans in network activities. d o
When the group of Directors were split into two .groups with respect to
“~ ’\ L 4 -~ .
- . ‘ - . v . ©
number of year$ of Teacher Corps involvement, ‘a chi square analysis of item

82 was statistically significant. The group of Directors with five or more
years of Teacher Corps experience were cleariy more positive aboyt the Deans'

facilitative' role than were Directors who had only one to two years of Teacher
- ~ . “
Corps experience. This may be-because Diréﬁtors witp greater Teacher Corps

»

longevity would be in a better position to compare network bperatioqs before
. . ~

N -~
and after the-inclusion of the Deans. N

Global Perceptions of Teacher Corps Networks
and Desirability of Network Reinstatement

Table 7 shows that both Project Directors and Deans were quite positive

s
] I3

in théir evaluations of the contributions of Teacher Corps networks toward

-

the efficiency and Success of;loéal'projects (items 37, 38, 54 and .84),
~

though Directors were more positive than Deans in their responses™ to items ¢

“

37, 54, andN\84. In addition, both Directors and Deans perdeived networks

to have some positive impact on the devetopment of teacher Eraining programs

h =

(“ltem AO): 7 s ‘ -

Directors and Deans differed with respect to their opinion about the

reinstatement of networks (item 86). “Deans were %airly evenly splff)in

-~ * . .
their perceptions of the need for 'hnl]. partia'l. or no rein.«:@’ment of
networks, while Project Ditectors were strgsgly!in fgvor of either full ° g
or partial network reinstatement. ’
Conclusions - ] °

The extensiveness of the questionnaire, with its-coverage of most major

-

issues afid questions pertaining to the effectiveness of Teacher Corps networks,

N iv .
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make concisely summarizing respondents’ evaluative perceptions very difficult.
* et
Those partic1pating in networks in varying ro]es may have specific interests*’

not d1rectly addressed in the body ¢f the report, and may therefore need to

look directly at Speciflc items on the attached questionnaire.

-

However it may be conf1dently stated that the majorjity of participants

*in the study felt that Teacher‘forps networks contributed positively to the

goals of the Teacher Corps organization at all levels” The strong points

of networks' functioning appear to be dissemination of information facili—
tating inservice programs desdgned to meet individual preject needs, and '
1_ .
providing a professional Support system and forum for profe%s1onal development
B . through hoth formal and informal contact. |

~

When differences.between Directors’' and Deans' responses were observed,

N

s

it was usually Directdrs who evaluated the numerous components of network

-
1

functioning more positively than did Deans. However, this would seem reasonable

- s >

in light of both groups' differing degrees of knowledge about and involvement

# in-the networks. N

5 N [} o~ .

. Both Project Directors and. Deans were quite enthusiastic in their
evaluations of the Executive Secretarles roles in‘facilitating the networks'

achievement of their mission of. disseminatlng 1nformation between local
‘projects and between ‘projects and the National Teacher Corps office. Reron-‘

dents appeared to be split Sver the issue of whether the inclusion of Deans -

in network actlvities accrued positive benefits for the network operations;
- £ " N & , .
\ however, more than.50% of each group perceived at least some benefits for
the institutionalization of training programs in Colleges of Education)
through the inclusion of Deans in networks ‘
P

Length of. experienée with Teacher Ebrps was a factor affecting the

perceptions of‘birectors for oply three of the'86 items. Directors with
f ’ /

[ERJ!:’ longer- terms of Teacher Corps service evaluated more positively the..networks'

‘J . ¢ . J_.i_ "N
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i

assistance to higher education faculty and its benefits in providing ‘them

with a prcfessional support system. They were élso more positive about tite 1‘“ .y

D) 84
- .

.

Deans' roles in facilitating network operations. , -
~

In conclusion,' the results oQ this study support the contentiod that

- V4 o . ~

. » N ’ : s . .
a network system can be a viable means of disseminatiné%ihfbrmat1on to
% ’ X M

,patticipanps who may be’geogpaphically isolatéd. from one another and who

,* share common interests and goals.
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Percents of Responses to Items Reflecting the Information Dissemination Function

TABLE 1 *

of Teacher Gorps Networks

‘ Items 7 Response Categories :
§
3 N
Since the Teacher Corps Networks were )
discontinued, have you seen an increase, Increase Decrease No Change Do Not Know
" decrease or nQ change in the following Total Total Total Total

areas within your projects?

9.**Shating of information between
projects

" 14, Quality of Teacher Corps publications

15. Amount of Teacher Corps publications

3
e

How

effective was your Network in:

48.**Disseminating informatibn between
National Teacher Corps office and
local projects in a time efficient
manner

3
'

49.**Disseminating information among
' Networks in a time efficient manner

50.**Disseminating information within your
Network in a time efficient manner

"

In what ways was the Executive Secretary
effective? . o

+

&
77.**Disseminating information within

Network projects

78. Disseminating information between
. Network projects

P.D.* Deans Group

P.D.* Deans Group P.D.* Deans Group

P.D.* Deans Group

4 1 3
1 2 1
4 3 3

* Very Effective

e
7

73 59 69 9 25 14

29 26 30 42 41 40
62 49 57 15 22 17

Somewhat Effective Not Effective

Total
P.D.* Deans ‘Group

. Total Total

14 15 14
29 31 29
20 27 23

Do Not Know

Total
P.D.* Deans Group

61 40 50

55- 34 46

64 41 557
%
68 42 58
v

44 25 35

P.D.* Deans Group P.D.* Deans Group

25 38 32 1 1
25 30 28 Boo1 1
24 38 B 12 13 13
]
23 3 27 | s w0 7
57 30 28 16 19 10

3. 10 7
7017 11
0 8 4
30 14 7

21 35 27




x

67.**How often wele Teacher Corps Network

publications utilized
aids by you? )

68, **Hoy often did'yqu:receive publicatiSns

developed by other Teacher Corps
networks?

o

,i . . * P

70. Of the Teacher Corps Network
publications yod read, what
Pproportion would you consider to be
of high quality? )

)

.

*Project Directors

ag instructional

TABLE 1
(cont,)

Frequently

L. Total
P.D.* Deans Group

P.D.* Dearis Group

Occasionally
Total )

g

Rarely

Total

P.D.* Deans Group

Do Not Know

Total
P.D.* Deangs Croup
v

22

31 29\
59 31 _ 47
100%
Total

7

P.D.* Deans Group .

IS
¢

40

45 37
34 44 3 . 7
99-75%

Total

24

30

P.D.* Deans

26

10

Total

o - 11 5
0 10 4
. 4
Less than 50%
, Total

-P.D.* Deans Group
F

[

——

LI
i,

~

26 -26 40

13 Y

N

>

42

Group QP.B.* Deans Group

v

33 32 .31

A

-

**Chi square analysis'with "do not know'" responses dropped, reveal a significant association (p < .05) between
the two largest groups of respondents, Project Directors and Deans, and their responEf to *this item.

L3
%
~

e
ERIC,r Lo
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- . TABLE 2 / ‘ )
& ’ € . ¢ * O ,\
Percents of Responses to Items Reflecting the .Communication/Collaborative
Decision Making Function of Teacher Corps Networks
M
Items - Response Categories ’

L]

Since the Teacher Corps'Networksrwere_

discontinued, have you seen an increase, ;EEEEEES Decrease No Change
decrease, or no change in the following Total Total Total

areas within your projects?

P.D.* Deans Group

P.D.* Deans Group

P.D.* Deans Group

Do Not Know

Total

P.R.% Deans Group

78 73 76

46 37 44

Somewhat Effective

_Total
P.D.* Deans Group

6 15 9

v

30 36 31

~r

Not Effective

Jotal
£.D.* Deans Group

1}

Y

13 I 31 13

15 21 17
Do_Not Know
Total

P.D.* DeaBS\Group

8. Personal éontact with Teacher Corps
personmnel within your former Network 2 1 1
16. Contact with Natiomal Teacher Corps {
: offlce 10 6 8 °
\ » L - ’ °
How effective was your Network in: “ Very Effective
: = . ) ' Tatal
41. Increasing coflaborative decision- -P.D.*- Deans Group
: making among individual projects .
in ydur regichn 48 30 42
42. Increasing rapport ‘between public:
) .schools and Colleges of Education 21 14 19
43. Increasing rapport between communities
and Colleges of Education 20 14 19
44, Increasfng rapport between communities ;///
and public schools 23 13 20
51. Informing you of successful and
unsuccessful practice in other .
Teacher Corps Networks 40 30 36

33 32 33 18 22 19
49 42, 46\ 27 30 27
%8 33 3 35 36 33
. B o
45 27 39 C 28 32 27
"
/
31 38 35 . 27 .21 24

1 5

‘6
3015 8
\

”
7 718 12
s\ 27 14
3° 10 5
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: v ' Table 2 » _
. (cont.) . .
Very Effective Somewhat Effective Not Effective Do Not Know
— : —_—
In what ways was the Executive ° ‘ Total Total Total ‘ Togal
Secretary effective? P.D.* Degﬁs.croup P.D.* Deans Group P.D.* Deans Group P.D.* Deans Group
75. Facilitating comnunication among , , _‘
regicnal projects 57 40 51 27 29 28 9 11 10 7 20 12
76. Facilitating communication among - .
interest groups - . . 49 29 41 34 32 33 11 - 14 13 6 25 14
- 79. Representing Network activities, ‘ \ ) ! .
J accomplishments, and goals to the . , o _
National Teacher Corps office’ 58 41 53 26 24 24 4 7 6 12 28 17
-
-~ ® o - Frequently Occasionally > ' Rarely Do Not Know
Total Total Total : Total

P.D.* Deans Group P.D.* Deans Group  P.D.* Deans Group P.D.* Deans Group

»

66. How often was there collaborative

decision making between regional - A N .
Teacher Corps Networls?, 19 16. 17 31 27 30- 21 14 18 29 43 35

- ) “

J2> *Project Directofs . .
. } ‘ . .




TABLE 3 , .

N r . .
Percents of Responses to Items Reflecting the Teacher Corps Networks' Function . . )
\ An Time and Cost Efficient Program Management ° .
L ?
. DY N
Items . - 7 "+ Response Categories
- A < .
©
— — T - — : Py '
How effective was yourtnetiork in: Very Effective Somewhat Effective Not Effective Do NotéKnow
) “ ‘ _ Total . ~ Total Total Total
. P.D.* Deans Group® P.D.* Deans Group P)D.* Deags Group  P.D.* Deans Group
- . 4 ) . -
52.**Reducing per-participant costs of .
programs ; _ 35 - 8 25 24 ° Zxﬁ'\ 210 ° 28 40 31 14 33 24
53. Reducing time spent in organizing - . B < : P :
program activitiks . 30 11 26 < 33 31 30 < 31 33 31 6 26 15
. ‘ | . - t > . . .
Since the Teacher Corps Networks were " Increase > . Decrease ' NosChange Do Not Kngw
discontinued, have you seéh an increase, Total - Total ° Total Total

”

4 decrease or no change in the following . _ * . ) :
~F.D. P.D.* Gro . P.D.* Deans Grod P.D.* Deans Grou
areas within your projects? . . % Dedhs Group D.Z Deans Croup e P ER P,

+

19. (;dét ef&cienc managenent of"progran'fs 11 12 10 13 9 12 ) 46 47 46 30 .32 32
0i26. Time efficignt management of‘p;ogréms 15 ° 12 }2 X .15 9 15 43' 47 43°. 27 31 ?1
- . . ' ~ L - * - -
*Ptoject Directors - " . S ° ‘ .
. **Chi ‘'square analysis, with "do not know" responses dropped reveai@i signiﬁicanteassociation (p < ,05) between .
© the two largest'groups.of reépondents,(Proje\‘\Directors'and‘De:ns, and their responses to this item. )
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T
“ Percents of Responsés to Items Reflecting Teacher Co

LE &4

s Networks'

o P

-

Technical,éssistance,and Inservice Fungtions
4 '

>

. Irtems

v

Response Categories -

Since the Teacher Corps Networks were

- ; —— ; Increase
(dlscontlnued. have you seen an increase, —_—
decrease or no change in the following . Total
areas within 4our projects? °* P.D.*
© e -
J1. Amount of inservice . 9
12.**Qualdty of inservice « -9
- s13.**Awareness of edeeationally related
issues N ) 4
17. Use of outside consultants 4

-~

,

Rate the following organizations as to

5

%eans Group

(™~

6

Décrease

~ [
<

’

38

28

42 -

No Change . Do Not Know
Total Total Total .
P.D.* Deans Group P.D.* Deans Group P.D.*-Deans Group
29 36 . 35% 49 38 18 18 19
17 26 . 41 527 44 23 .27 26
28 35 38 55 45 16, 14 16 .
4 b4 31 28 29 21 25 " 23

43

Somewhat Beneficial

Not Beneficial

their benefit in meeting the inservice
needs of Teacher Qorps projects in
A -

Very Beneficial

Total

P.D.* Deans Group

P.D.*

Total - 4 " Total
P.D.* Deans Group

Deans Group

Do Yot Know

P.D.* Deans Group

Total

your region.
; . . v
21, **Teacher Corps Networks 67
22. Stanford Research Institute (SRI)} = 2

- -

23.%**site Specific Technical Assistance

o (SSTA) oA S <13
R . _ -
24. Recruitmeént and Community Technical :»
Resource Cijnera\ . 11
\‘J v
. ¢ ' .
s"‘.’. N \
Y
20

40 7

1

56

2

27

17
>

33

- 38

38 3l 6 16 1 1

2n 18, 66 48 58 - 15
L4 . B @\

47 39 .46 21 32\ 9

27 34 41 26, % 5

6 4,
30 . 22
27 19
K A
41 22
/
o,
~
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J TABLE 4 - ' - o,
N CoL e . (cont.)@ . ‘ . ’ :
| / . { . . .
How effect ive )was your Teacher Corps Ve}'){ Effective Somewhif Effective . Not Effective ' , Do- Not Know .
" Network in pgvidin&cechnical assistance : Total ) Total Total B Total
- to the following groups? ‘ ’ P.D.* Deans Group P.D.* Deans Group P.D.* Deans Group P.D.* Deans Group
-_— - . .‘ N .~
26.**Projett’ Director . ) . . 74 48 © 63 1% 36 27 - ] 7 \6' -0 .9 4,
. - . Y ’ * & v (n : ' ’ ’.

.27, Deap ’ : 25 33 - 28 - 39 39 40 - 27 25 26" ‘\9 T2 6
28.° Principais - . . 21 137 18 48 39 - 45 26 21 - 23 27 14
29. Wice-principals . o1l 11 10 27 ~27 28 42 23 3 20, 40 < 29

v ' . . X
30. Team Leaders B » 41 . 29 37 38 28 34 16 15g 14 6 27 , 15
31. **Commugrity members 4 21 35 37 33 36 15 15 14 4 3115
. . - . .

. - . [

32. Project Program Specialist . 50 31 43 28 33 30 14 . 10 11 8 27 16

€ ) . /"——’ ~ / . C » '

33. Documencor/Evaluactor ™S . 37 31 35 40 ;& 38 16 .12 12\ Z\ 8 23 IS

34. IHL, f‘aculty ) ' 20 19 18 ‘39 32 40 + 36 27 30 5 22 12

- 35. LEA faculty ' 22 7716 19 44 26 38 31 25 27 3 33 17
% ' . e ' LR

How effective was your Network dn: C . )

45. Assisting you'ip the development of o . . ) . K ) -

‘ inservice programs to meet local geeds ~ 33 18_ 29 43 40 41 23 27 24 1 14 7,

3 . . . '
47. 1Identifying project  needs prior to the ’ - ‘ ) A
planning of Network sponsored workshops 45 '35 42 40 32 36 {14 1 22 17 1 11 5




69: To what extent did inservice programs

sponsored by the Networks meet
National priorities rather than
local needs? - .

v

3
72. **{gar often did your Teacher Corps
- project utilize the service of a
Teacher Corps Network consultant
for individual project needs?

* *Project Directors.

TABLE 4
(cont.)

-

More Focus on Equal Focus on National More Focus on

National Needs and Local Needs Local Needs
"Total Total Total

P.D.* Deans Group P.D.* Deans Group P.D.* Deans Group

23 28 23 54 52 52 ' 23 21 26
Frequently. Infrequently - Never - - Db Not Know
- o 20 Kot rnow
1 Total Total ) Total - Total_

‘P.D.* Deans Group P.D.* Deans Group P.D.* Deans Group P.D.* Deans Group

27 2% 29 53 56 51 18 2 3'3& 2 16 9

**Chi squaré?énalysis, with "do not know" response$ dropped reveal a significant association (p < .05) between
the two largest groups of respondents, Project Directors and Deans, and their responses to this item.
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- . * . TABLE 5

. -

, Percents of Responses to Items Reflecting the Value of Teacher Corps Networks in Enhancing Professionalr Development

3

x 5 -
[N

Items ] . ’ Response Categories ‘
Most Beneficial Somewhat Beneficial Not Beneficial Do Not Know
Q ‘ Total ’ Total Total ‘ Total
How beneficial was your Network in: P.D.* Deans Group P.D.* Deans Group P.D.* Deans Group P.D.* Deans Group
;'56.**Enhancing your professfonal develop- h
’ ment thsough formal Network programs 62 28 49 30 39 34 8 28 15 0 5. 2
LY
57. **Enhancing your professional develop- .
ment through informal contact at . .
Networkwide workshops and meetings 68 32 55 29 44 33 3 20 - 10 0 A 2
58. **Assisting you in-providing leader- A A
@ ship to local projects : 44 21 35 40% 40 39 16 34 23 0 5 3
59. **Orienting new persbnnel to the goals - - .
-and activities of local projécts © 38 18 32 34 31 . 32 26 - .35 28 2 16 8
60. **Serving as a vehicle for your - \ -
professional advangement; e.g., .
job. mobilityYincreased salary/ - ‘ , ‘
professional recognition 25 6 19 -~ 24 20 23 43 66 50 8 8 9
» . 4 -
61. **Providing-a professional support
system through contact with other
projects which are engaged in : . . .
similar efférxts 61 29 49 30 37 32 ) 9 27 16 1 7 &4
. ‘ ' ’ ’
2 »
*Project Direckors . -
E*CHL square analygis, with "do not know'" responses dropped reveal a gignificant association (p <*.05) between -

the two largest oups bf respondents, Project Direggors anq Deans, and thely reeponses to this item.
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TABLE 6

-

.

Percents of Responses to Items Evaluatipg Executive Secretaries' and Deans' Rg}es in Teacher Corps Necworks

Items

&

Response Categories

Very Effective

Somewhat Effective

In what ways was the Executive Secretary

effective?

Total

P.D.* Deans Group

P.D.* Deans Group

Not Effeckive

Total

Total

P.D. * Deans Group

Do Not Know .

Total

P.D.* Deans Group

73.*"Meeting the needs of individual
Teacher Corps projects 49

74.**Facilitating achievement of Network
objectives 69

75. Facilitating communication amohg
regional projects . : 57

76. Facilitating communication among
. interest groups 49

77.**Disseminating information within
.Network projects \ 68

78. Disseminating information between
—_—
Networks 44

. "79. Representing Network activities .

accomplishments, and goals to the
National Teacher Corps office 58

80.**To what extent was incluéing university
deans in the Teacher Corps Network
activities effective in increasing the
institutionalization of Teacher Corps
program elements into' teacher
education ptograms? i 28

28

45

40

29

42

25

41

36

40
59
51
41
58

35

53

31

37

27

34

23

25

26

33

37

30
29
32
Y

30

39

38 10 16

27 5 9
Y
28 9 11
33 11 14
> \
27 .5 10
28 10 - 10
24 4 7
36 29 15

13

10

23

4

1 16 8
7. 20 2

\.,-

6 25 14
3 A 7
21 35 27
12 28 17
10 I

A

18 9

11 10

¥ CO
N>




C _ TABLE 6 .
. (cont.) — 4
Very Effective Somewhat Effective Not Effective », Do N6t Know
. Co Tatal ‘ " Total - Total " ©  Total
81.*™ow effective were universicy + P.D.* Deans Group P.D.* Deans Group - P.D.* Deans Group P.D.* Deans Group
' deans in institutionalizing the ' ‘ ' ‘
goals of your project? ' 31 29 30 32 50 39 30 8 21 7 13- 10 .
. : v ‘ :
82. **ow effective wefe the deans in ' ' 4
facilitating Network operations? * °~ 16 .26 20 32 37 35 43, 18 31 9 18 - 14

~ -

*Project Directors ' ‘ : . »
A

**Chi square analysis, with '"do not know! responses dropped reveal a significant association (p < .05) between
the two largest groups of respondents, Project Directors and Deans, and their responses to this item.
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Percents of Responses

to Items Reflecting

S

TABLE 7

@

£

.

Somewhat Global Evaluations of Teacher Corps Networks

’

v

7

Items

A

.

Response Categories

)

How effective was your Network in:

T

37. *®Meeting diverse needs of projects
in your region K .

Fl

38. Providing anefficient means for .
) .coordination and delivery of services

39. Creatjing support for National Teacher
Corps.goals and projects =~ . . -

40. Encouraging the development—of
_ teacher training programs

54. **Helplng vou ag) ieve your project
goals
- N

.

84. To what extent was the cher
Corps Network valuable in the
overall success of your Teacher
Corps project?

86. **o what extent should Teacher
Corps Networks be reinstated?
’ N

*ProjedeDirectors

**Chi squa

the two lar

[:R\}: o -
J

e J

Very Effective

™
Somewhat Effective ,

Total

& ~Total
P.D.*™Deans Group

s

Not Effective

' Total
P.D.* Deans Group

Do Not Know

Total

P.D.* Deans Group

50 26 42

<

50 32 45

- 2
61 45 , 56
45 30 40
P

38 22 33

Very'Valuable

37 40 36
35 38 36

32035 32

-~ a
)

34 36 34

& e

44 40 41

-3

Total
P.D.* Deans Group

Somesthat Valuable
Total

, P, D!* Deans Group

12 12
.ia 19 15
712 8
19 26 20

17 26 21°

v ’

< Of No Value

Total

P.D.* Deans Group

'

51 30 44
ey
N .

Fully

. Total
P.D.* Deans Groups

37' 43 39 .

Partially

) Total
P.D.* Deans Group

-

10 18 " 13

N& Reinstategent

‘is Necessary

Total
P.D.* Deans Group

P.D.* Deans Group

Z 21 10

4 ..
0 10 5
0 .8 4
2 10 6
112 5

. Do Not Know

Total
B.D.* Deans Group,
!
1 9 4

e

- o Not Know
. Total .

P.D.* Deans Group

analysis, with "do not know"

50 31 42

)

~

-~

<

28 26 29

M

©

S
16 29 20

LI t

responses dropped Ieveal a 31gnif1Lant assoclation (p <
£rours of respondents, Project Di irectocrg and Deans, and their responses,to this item.

A

-

) 14 9
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- J . *
. . .
p Percents of Responses to Each Item for Total Group of Respondents
L . ‘ ' (N = 327) [N
- TEACHER CORPS NETWORK EFFECTIVENESS QUESTIONNAIRE L
- .
X
. ° 1. During the time that the Teacher Corps Network was in operation, what was your
. specific title” _If you served in two capacities, check the most recent role.
~ 4 1
1. 49 Teacher Corps Project Director 2. 4 _ Network Executive Secretary
- 3. _38 University Dean 4. _ Y Natfonal‘Program Offfcer ~
5. 8, Other (please specify) !
t 2. How long did you serve in this capacity? ' i
i . 1. 4 Less than one‘year‘ 2. 42 1-2 years 34 28 3-4 years
’ e 4. 26  5-6 years 4
A 3. VWhich ;fthe following years were you tnvolved in the role ligied {n Item No. 1?
(Check all which apply )

1. 100 1976 2. zg 1975 3. _99 1976 4. ]QQ 1977 5. ]QQ 1978
);. 6. 99 1979

4. Which reé}ﬁggl Teacher Corps Network were you affilfated with?

LI e

Californfa Tegcher Corps Network -

Far West Teacher Corps Network -
Mid-Atlantic Teacher Corps Network ) '
Midsouth Teacher Corps Network

Midwest Teacher Corps Network .
New England Teacher Corps Network

New Yer# Teacher Corps Network

Plains Teacher Cgrps Network

Rocky Mountain Teacher Corps hetwork

Southeast Teacher Corps Network
S
T

outhwést Teacher Corps Network

——

exas Teacher Corps Network

5 5. What is your .current, fob title/position? &

6. Are You currently 19V01Ved tn a Teacher Corps project? 1. 68 Yes 2. 32 Yo

B ¥ . ] -~

If yes, in what capacity? - ‘
4
"’\\\ ]. Was vour project part of.a subject area ‘network ({.e., Youth Advocacy Loop) a3 well
, as a regionaJ network? 5 . {
1. 17 Yes 2. 74 Yo 3. 9 Do not know  ° . N
- A\ ‘ ¢ .

I'd ' ' , )



~

Since the Teacher Corps Networks were discontinued, have
you seen an increase, a decrease, or g0 changc in the
followtng arcas within your prciects!? '

4., Do Not
Know

Personal contact with [{eacher Corps personnel within
your former*Network
Sharing of -{nformaticn cerween projects
Joint activities among projects
Amount of inservice
Quality of inservice
Awareness of cducatlonally related i1ssues
Quality of Teacher Corps oublications
15. Amount of Teacher Corps puolications
16., Coatacy with National Teacher Corps office
17. Use offoutsido consultants
18. Narional Teacher Corps office Influence on {ndividual
. ‘projects - d
19. Cost efficlent manigement of programs
20. Time efficient management of programs

L

F_ 1. Increase
“—a

k; 2. Dectease

-
:
bl bbbk o o v v

- ERBBR

BERIRE b

ko
J;

Fleiitier

lNnnnions

<
t; I

25

(

Rate the following orgaul:ations as to their benefit in
meeting the inservice ne:ds of Teacher Corps projects in
your region. °

Beheficial
Baneficial
Not
Benefictal
Do Not
Know

1. Very
w 2. Somewhat

wn
(o))
o

22
klgls ™

W
&
L% Ny
[ea)
(3]
(3]

21.  Teacher Corps Networks

22. Stanford Research institute (SRI)

23. Site Specific Technical Assistance (SSTA)

24, Recruitment and Community Techaical Resource Centers
(RCTRC) ‘

25. Other centractors (specify )

-

= Pt

-
s
F

3

£

Somewhat
Fffective
Effective

How effective was yvour Teacher Corps Network in providing
technical assistance to the following groups?

4, Do Mot
Know
/

3. Not

26. Project Director

2%, Dean

28. Principals

29. Vice-principals

30. Team Lcaders

3I. Comnunity Member

32. Project Progrim Speniallse
33. Documentar/fvalnatar
26, IHE Faeculty

35. IFA Faculuy

36. OCther

Rl
Bl
AN

a3

I~

Sk [l

G
55
B
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Py
-« N 3 .
How effective was your Network in:
' 37. Meet:ng diverse needs of projects in v8br regions
38. Providing an efffcient means for coordination and
delivery of services
39. Creazing support for .\'ational Teacher Corps goals
* and projects .
\ ' 40. Encouraging the development of -teacher .rain ng programs
, 41, Increasing collaborative degision- -myking among individual
T projects 4in -ycur region &
_/, 42. Increaéing rapport beg\&n public schools and Colleges of
{ Education N
43. Increasing rapport between communities and Colleges of
“ Education
44. Increpsing ;f;}or: between ccmqnxtles and public schools »~
45. sAssisting v in the \development of inservice programs zo
* meet local rneeds
. 46~ -Helping you establish clearer evaluation criteria for
- , local projects
47. Identifving project needs prior to the planning of Network
sponsored workshops
48. Disserinating inforratica bYetueen National Teacher Corps
& office afd local projects in a time efficient manner
b9, Disseminatingiinformation ameng®etworks 1o a :1me
° effici2nt manner
50. Disse~inating informatior’within your Network in a
tige efficient manner X
51. Inferzing vou of snccessful and unsiccessful pract:ices
{n cther Teacher forps Networks
* 52. Reducirg per-participant costs of programs
5}. Reduciag time spent in organlzing program activities
5&, Helpin2 you achieve your projett goals
‘ 55\. Developing the cormuntity component of your project
How beneficial was your Network in: .
. 56. Enha.—.:i§\ your professional development through formal
. . . Netucrk programs
51. Enher.ine your prefessicnal development throuph infcrral
[ peracnal contact at hetwora-wide torkshops and meetinps
4 . 58., Assisiini vou In providing leadershio to local projeces
ol 59. Orientir; new pérsonite! te tne goals and activities of ¢
& iocal srojects
- 60. Serving s a vehivle fpr veur professlonal advancenment;
. - e.x.. :ob mohi Loty rin-r iseg salgrv/proi{essional
rec~zattion
5 61. Prov. :in: a proiessienil <upport s'<w~: thropeh contadt
with ozhe? projects @ho ire encared fo similar efforts
« “ )
~ e
i} [Y [y
o * .
[
O
| , (VAW
\‘1 . ‘ 1 . N
ERIC ~ - .
e

S o3 H
-5 ARV
~9 39 g 25 .
[ £ - [ c
$5 35 E5 a2 :
42 36 1210
45 36 15 _5 ¢
56 32 _ 8 _4 ]
& B T %
42 33 19 _§ -
19 46 27 _8
19 36 33 12
~20 3% 27 14 )
29 4l 24 1 -
31 26 _6
52 36 11 s
500 32 A1 _71 o
46 28 _16 11 )
w
55 29 _13 _4
% 35 _24 _5 <
25 2L 21 74
2 30 Th s,
A3y Al 21 _§
A9 36 32 13
= ®. = ’
T o237 %
-
ag~gc L& =2
22 88 22 35% u
34 15 .
33 10
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19 23
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) 62. Who' obtained the major benefits of Teacher Corps Networking”
“ * .
1. 47 Local project personnel 2. 1l National Teacher Corps persorntel
3. 33 Both groups 4, 4  Neither group
7/ ~
5. 6 __ Other (speclfy N\ )
= ~ .
>
: ‘ I
- w
. c@ S
o - >
. - o 2 L] -~
* o L) ]
d LY (3] -
1 O 9
. o «
s » — .
63. Howyeften did the Vational Teachter Corps office respond o o
to unique needs of your Teacher Corps hetwork’ 34 35 2
64. Ho'-' often wete the «xplicit directives from the &‘
Natlonal Teacher “orps office supported by vour Teache
. Corps Hetwork?®” 6l 20 1
-, 65. How often were the implacit directives from the’ P
. National Teacher Corps office_supporied bv vour . - R
- Teacher Corps Nerwork’ 50 28 2 20
R $6. How often was there collaborative deé¢ision-making - '
between reglonal Teacher Corps Networks? - 17 30 18 . 35
. 67. How often were Teach2r Corps Network nul’*l}catlons
h and materials lized as fnstructional aids' bv you? 29 40 " 26 ,5
v 68. How often did you Peceive publications developed by R
' other Teacher Corps Networls” , £0_7__ _3& __lg __4_ -
. < Fe
69. To what extenéh Rd (nservice programs sponsored b)’ the Networks meet national
priorities ra r-rﬁchan local needs?« s
. 1. _23 More focus on natjonal needs 2. 52 Equal focus on national and local .
. - . i needs$
. 3. 26 More focus on local needs . - -
R 70. oOf ‘the Teacker (orps Yetwork publications you read, what proportion would you
consider to be of high qualitv?
v i 4 -
e & 1 100% 2. 26  99-757 3. 42 76-50% 4. _ 3] Ters than 50%
. ® .
. 71.  Should NetwAxhs be organfzed 1round subject areas (e.e., \outh Advecacy Vetwork) 4
" rather than feograchic locales? - .
\ r3 . e
1. _21 Yes 2. 55_ No 3. ___2(0 Do not know ,
72. How often did vour Teachn: Coz;w'Prerect itilize the '.nrvico(~ of a Tcachcr ('orps
Network consultant for individual project needs®
1. 29 Fre-;uentl} 2. 3l Infrequently 2. 12 Never -4. 9 Do not know .
R —_— g . Sl e —_T R .
PN .. . N
. ' , . , . ]
L ‘ \
. e .
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

+In what wavs was the Executive Secretary offective?

73.

7%, -

8L

82.

83.

.

84,

£
Meezing the needs of individual Teacher Corps projects
Facilititing achievement of Network objectives
Faciiitating communication among regional projects
Facilitating communication among Interest groups
Disse~inating intermation w{thin Network projects
Disse:ina:in& informatfon betueen Ne.works
Rep;esenting'Network activities, accomplishments, and
goals to the Nitional Teacher Corps office
To what extent was including university deans in the
Teacher Corps Netwerk activities effective in
increasing the tnstitutionalization of Teacher Corps
prograx eldments into teacher education pragcams ?
How eifective were umivers{tv deans {n {nstitutiofi-
alizing the goals of your project?
How eifective were the deans in facilitating Network
operationa? .

-

Were tha roles of the Board of Directcrs and the Executive Secretatr

by the aZiirion of the deand?

6
1'. AZE Yes 2. 39 No 3. 35 Do not know

To what extent ‘'was the Teacher Corps Network vaiuable in the overall succes

your Teacher Corps Project? »

<

] o v
5 L o> >
2T T L
b‘g §§ u\§ 2%
Sw 34 2 & E
40 38 13 ‘9
27 6
3t 1
41 33 1 4
58 27 _’%' ‘17
35 28 10 27
53 24 9 17
3136 23 1
30 39 21 _1i0
20 35 -+31 14
y changéd

e-—L~=éét:fVery valuable' 2. 39 Ssomewhat valuabl; 3. 13 0f no value

85.

86.

.

4. .b Do not know

” 2

[y

shef

b ond [
To wha:cfxtent did you feel a sense of responsibflity for.your Network's success?

1. 26 Full responsiblity 2. 62  Some responsibility

3. 11 . No responsibility 4.

‘To what extent should Teacher Corps Networks.be reinstated?

1. 42 'Fuliy L2 29 Partfal}y 3. 20 o reinstagemenf {s necessary

4. 9" Do not know

“

"2 Do not krow

s

‘




