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ABSTRACT

Problems of declining enrollment, new educational programs
and the pressures of accountability have increased interest in
teacher in-service education., Teachers! centres have emerged as
one means of providing in-service, but little is known about
their operation in Canada. The purpose of this study was to
develop a conceptual model of a teachers' centre that would
provide effective in-service, and to examine Canadian teachers!'
centres in the light of this framework, looking specifically at
their organization, policy, and philosophy.

Most literature pertaining to teachers! centres addressed
the issues of definition, underlying assumptions, control and
basic services, Within these areas, nine propositional
statements were made forming the basis of a model designed to
maximize professional growth among teachers, and to stimulate
innovation in education. These are: (1) The teachers! centre is
a physical location where teachers can learn and help others to
learn classroom instructional and developmentai technigues, {2)
Fundamental educational reform originates with the classroon
teacher, (3) Outside experts can assist but not instigate. {4)
Teachers desire professionalism. {(5) Teachers' centres should
offer extensive in-service activities for the professional
developnent of teachers. {6) Teachers' centres should provide a
materials source, both for manipulation and dissemination. (7)

'
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Teachers' centres should be the base of extensive research and
developmental activities. (8) The teachers! ceutre should be
run by teachers and for teachers, and should be financed by the
school system in which it is located. (3) The prime focus of
the centre is the classroom teacher.

Seventy-six centres identified across Canada were surveyed
using a questionnaire examining policy, centre usage, staffing,
centre facilities, centre programming and priorities,
decision-making, developmental activities and research.
Fourty-six centres responded to the questionnaire.

The results indicated that Canadian teachers' centres focus
on in-service activities and materials distribution, with only
limited attention being paid to curriculum or long-term
professional development activities., Further, most Canadian
centres are attached to a local school district, and most of the
power and decision-making authority rests with the
administrative personnel., A further analysis, which compared
centres to the theoretical model, did not reveal any area where
a consistent match occured. Rather, great variation was found
among centres. The only significant difference between

provinces was found in the area of finance and control,
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I. Introduction to the Study

Background to the Problen

In-service Education

Interest in in-service training, an ongoing concern among
educators, received a considerable impetus with the arrival of
the space age, The Russian launching of Sputnik in 19357 left
the leaders of the Western World looking to their mathematics
and science programs, in an attempt to insure that space
technoloqy would not be dominated by the Communist block
(Thornbury, 1973). And in doing so, they had to look to the
updating of their teachers in the new and innovative teaching
techniques that would be necessary to change the in-class
performance of students.

The existence of over a quarter of a million people in the
U.S.A. alone that are directly involved in in~-service teacher
training {Howey, 1376) illustrates dramatically the interest and
connitment towards the "total professional development" of
teachers called for by Smith in the statement, "total
development of children in school cannot be even approximated

without equal effort to provide total professional development
1




of their teachers" (1975, p.330).

The affluence of the 1360's allowed central educational
authorities in North America to undertake the development of
many new programs and to hire massive numbers of support
personnel for the delivery of workshops, training sessions and
short courses, Typically, hovwever, these programs were based on
a top-down method of assistance, and arose out of in-service
needs as perceived by the central authorities, rather than as
perceived by teachers themselves. Edelfelt (in Howey, 1376)
notes such in-service and condemns them as "piecemeal,
patchwork, haphazard and ineffectivem", Miles (1975a) in
preparing a "review, commentary and reflection on the issues and
problems” that arose at a Syracuse University conference on
teachers' centres, noted that there seemed to be

a strong sense that existing institutions, particularly
local school districts and institutions of higher
learning, have been unable to provide serious learning
opportunities for experienced teachers at a level which
would improve their competence enough to bring about a
step change in the effectiveness of the American
education systeasm. {p. 168)

With a decline in school enrollment in the 1970's, however,
a retrenchment of these widespread services began to occur.
Fewer students meant deflated school budgets, and less money for
resource material and personnel. Moreover, schools began to
come under much closer scrutiny by the taxpayers who were

exper iencing declining resources and rising costs, and who

wanted assurance that the money spent on education was not heing
'



vasted. School authorities faced the pressure of accountability,
both for how the tax dollar was spent, and for the quality of
education delivered. The need for good teaching methods placed
a demand on the authorities for quality in-service programs.

But declining enrollment also meant that fewer new teachers
were being hired each year. Thus the most current findings in
education, generally passed on iato the system from the
universities through their graduates, were not sifting through
as well as they had previously. The teaching population was
aging, and in danger of going stale (Bolam, 1978). Moreover, in
order to maintain a student body, in light of greatly reduced
numbers of preservice students, Faculties of Education had to
start attracting in-service teachers (Howey, 1976). Thus they
too felt a pressure to provide quality in-service prograss,

With the teaching population tending towards greater
stability due to less turnover in a time when jobs were scarce,
and getting scarcer (Bolam, 1978), teachers also gained more
political awareness, and began to push for greater say in all
aspects of education, including their ia-service training
progqgrams.

These pressures, in the school system, universities and
profession, all indicated a strong need for an inteqgration of
"diverse elements within both the profession and the community
and a need to bring them to focus on fundamental issues of

school imRFovement" (Howey, 1374, p.30).




In order to achieve this inteqration, American authorities
began to examine a concept already well entrenched in the

British education system: teachers'! centres.

Teachers' Centres in Britain

Centres arose in England and Wales to meet the same
problems that American educators faced in the early 1960's. The
Nuffield foundation insisted that Local Education Authorities
(LEAs) participating in the pilot mathematics projects establish
centres where teachers could meet to discuss problems related to
the new curricula and offer suggestions for changes in its
format. They also insisted that the centre should be seen to be
run by and for the teachers. These places quickly grew to be
centres for many other teacher development activities, with the
Nuffield Mathematic Project having been a lever for introducing
a new attitude into the curriculum, one where the intrinsic
connection between curriculum development and in-service
training could be demonstrated and forwarded (Matthews, 1373).

Since centres were thus in 'on the ground floor! of the
current push for in-service development, and since they were run
primarily by teachers in a system stressing greater teacher
control over curriculum, practically every change in the British
system throuqghout the 1360's and 1970*'s served to strengthen the
teachers' centre movement (Thornbury, 1978). Increased

financial resources of the 1960's allowed centres to establish a

*




solid base in many LEAs. The review of the entire secondary
school system in 13973, generated by the raising of the
school-leaving age (ROSLA), led to curriculum development groups
that gave more credibility to the centres in which they met.

Integrated studles in secondary schools and integrated days
at the primary level also gave a push to greater curriculum
development at the centres., 1In addition, the teachers' centres
were able tc¢ respond with programs to help the induction of up
to 2500 new teachers in urban areas each year, and to provide’
courses for expanding the use of educational technology in the
classrooa.

Centres also were available when teachers found a need to
"retrieve lost or unfashionable skills" (Thornbury, 1378, p.55),
and most urban centres offered self-help groups, recreational
facilities and a friendly, neutral atmosphere.

The teachers' centres were controlled by the LEAs and not
reliant on national or private funding. Because of this, the
reorganization of the LEAs between 1364 and 1374 led to sone
restructuring, or merqging, of centres, But their influence
increased, with many LEAs proudly presenting their centres as
the core of their developmental activity. Thornbury sums up the
current status of centres in Britain:

The professional democracy and neutrality of centres
were much stressed., Teachers, social workers,
inspectors, and others could rub shoulders without their

epaulettes being observed, or so theory ran. Teachers'
centres did not fit into any firmly perceived




hierarchical structure. Wardens (directors) were given

vaque job definitions, and their creative freedom was

limited to emncouraging teachers to attend on a voluntary

basis after school, Since no one in the unions,

inspectorate or administration saw centres as

potentially powerful, the much vaunted neutrality

somet imes represented benign neglect, Still, centres

vere increasingly successful, Their power did grow,

even without a captive audience and despite the initial

shoestring budgets., Characteristically, by 1977 the

urban teachers' centre in London had a staff of ten:

professional, secretarial, technical and catering.

Teachers?! centres had arrived. (13978, p.57)
Teachers'! Centres in the United States

The American experience touches the British at severail
points in time but rarely in form. In the late 1960's many
individual groups of teachers across the U.S.2., growing
dissatisfied with the increased frustrations of a lonely,
isolated classroom (Johnson, 1978), set up centres run for, and
by, teachers, These were generally patterned on the British
model, but were financed by grants from private foundations.
Rather than being part of the school system, these "grass-roots"
centres were designed as alternatives to traditional in-service
activities (Buxton, 1378). Many of these centres still function
across the U.S.A. and continue to provide 'a neutral territory!
for teacher in-service.

Starting in the late 1960's the Federal Government of the
U.S«A. became very involved in the development of teachers'

centres. A 1966 report published by the National Defence

Education Act (NDEA) National Institute (in Schmeider, 13877)

*




advocated the development of a national netWwork of training
complexes, The Office of Education created an Ad Hoc National
Advisory Committee that studied and reviewed the idea and set up
four functional and three structural pilot projects, in
anticipation of a substantial national network. A task force
established in 13970 recommended several changes for the training
complex, and outlined several problems to be considered,
including the lack of such things as a total systems approach,
school-university-community coordination, and universally
accepted criteria regarding good teaching. A second phase of
training complex development saw four new complexes developed
with $50,000 annual funding each, and ten mini-qgrants of #15,000
per annum given to Elementary Education Models to help thenm
develop centres,

Another EPDA project, Educational Renewal, attempted to
develop over 200 teachers! centres across the country. The
National Centre for the Improvement of Educational Systems
(NCIES) was established to administer the program, designed to
reform the schools of the nation (Schmieder, 1977). Hovwever,
the 1972 Congress stopped the plans, and the American dream of a
massive installation of centres was curtailed.

And massive it vas to be - with as many as a thousand
renewal sites originally projected for 1986, then with a
scaled-down model of two hundred sites, that were to obtain

$50-$85 million in fiscal 1972, Miles (1975a) points out that



this large-scale development process between the U,5, Office of
Education and major teacher preparation institutions led to a
very wide interpretation of centre functions. It also presumed
a policy of parity in governance, with no one group (including
teachers) able to exert primary control. Finally, it offered
considerable funding for projects (such as those mentioned
previously) that were mainly in the interest of
teacher-preparation institutions already in effect.

More recently, there has been a change in the national
involvement in centre development. The National Teacher Centre
Program of 1976 gives teachers a central role in planning,
developing and iaplementing projects under a new grant prograam,
with initial funding of $75 million annually (Office of
Education, 1978bL). Lauded by the National Educational
Association as a program designed to truly turn over "design and
control of in-service education from state agencies and higher
education institutions to the teachers themselves"™ {NEA, 1377a),
and by the Office of Education as a means of linking "the
creativity of every classroom to every other classroom!” {Lovett
& Schmieder, 1577), there still remain several factors within
the system that will keep the British-type teachers' centre fronm
becoming a reality in the U.S.A..,

Whereas British centres are aimed primarily at curriculum
devel opment {(Mulhern, 1976), the new U,S5., National Progran is

aimed mainly at helping teachers to deal with current classroon
.




instructional problems; and while the British centre is
generally a physical place - a central location for activities -
the centre under the Teacher Centre program is seen as a series
of projects located primarily as close to the classroomr as
possible, with no provision made for establisaing central
offices,

Finally, despite the provision for teacher control, the
Program requires collaboration among many groups: teachers,
teachers! organizations, higher education, special education,
vocational education, the school board and the state education

agency (O.E. 1378a) .

Teachers! Centres in Canada

In Canada, the development of teachers' centres follows
both and neither the American and British patterns. The
literature contains very little about the Canadian experience,
and most of what there is is written by teachers' associations
in support of the centre movement in their own provinces,

While not having a National Office of Education as in the
U.S5.A., neither do Canadian school districts have the essential
autonomy of the British LEAs. Each province functions much as
the American 0.E. and has a considerable range of power. Local
school districts foot most of the educational bill, and so they,
too, hold considerable power. Since Canadians do not have

available to them the large number of foundations that the
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Americans do, sources of financing for teachers' centres are
limited, and, generaliy, teachers must anticipate cooperation
with a school district as a prerequisite for centre development.
The important point here is consideration of where control will
lie. In establishing a true teachers' centre,

the local officials are often being asked to relinquish

a substantial portion of their control over in-service

activities, Furthermore, they are being reguested to

give control directly to the teachers and to help pay

for some, if not all the costs involved. {Cassivi,
1978, p.26)

All centres in the Atlantic Provinces have the express
support of the local board and its staff, but all are run by
teachers, with a heavy emphasis on volunteer work, and all have
Boards of Directors comprising only teachers {(Cassivi, 1578).

In the Atlantic Provinces, then, is an example of the concept of
the British centre translated into a Canadian structure, but
maintaining much of the meaning of the original, as set out in

an earlier section,

In 1973, the Ontario Teachers' Federation (OTF) and the
Ontario Institute for Studies in Education (OISE) held a
conference in Toronto designed to "implant the seed of the
teachers! centre concept" {(Oliver and Wees, 1373, p.5).
However, in a 1976 study, the OTF reported that

*
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novhere in this province has a school board funded a
teachers' centre governed and administered by an
independent board of directors, the majority of whom are
teachers elected by teachers, Nowhere in Ontario have
educators and elected officials decided to have faith,
to embrace the concept, to be determined that it shall
work., (OTF, 13976, p.1)

There are many teachers' centres in Ontario, however, under the

management of the school districts,

Manitoba has several teachers! centres, operated by
teachers in cooperation with their school boards. It is
interesting to compare initial funding of $2000 to $3000 in many
of these centres with the $50,000 that the U.5,0.E., called a
'modest' allowance for its training complexes, The basic
philosophy of Manitoba centres is that

teachers! centres nust be established and governed by
teachers, It is this aspect that sets teachers' centres
apart from other vehicles that have been utilized for
continuing education. (MTS, 1376)

Professional Development Committees, already strong in the
province, play a large role in the centres. Some centres are
funded entirely by school boards, and others rely on
Departmental Rural Education Alternatives Program monies.,
Steering committees are generally controlled by teachers, even
though administrators and board officials occasionally sit on
these committees., There are some centres that do not have
steering committees and which may be more directly under the
control of superintendents, but MTS policy supports teachers'

'y
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centres and continually pushes for board and Ministerial

support.

Centres in Alberta and British Columbia are not highly
publicized but appear to be trying to embody the British
concept, even though they face a major stumbling block:

Teachers are not routinely given control over any
portion of their profession. In an educational systen
which traditionally presumes system-wide implementation
of upper~-echelon-approved curricular pronouncements,
revisions and bandwagon approaches {with little or no
prior teacher appraisal), an innovation combining
continuing staff deveiopment and local curriculum
developaent by those to be implementing such changes
Rrust be seen as a dangerous threat. Some provinces bhave
found the solution - what better way to minimize the
danger of incorporating the teachers' centre concept
than to cut out the creative, idiosyncratic
(povwer-dispersing) element? (Osoba, 1378, p.11)

Purpose of the Study

Thus, although teachers' centres are seen by many groups in
Canada as being preferable to almost any other form of
in-service, a lack of systematic data exists concerning what is
going on in Canada, and there is no real conceptual base on
which to effect a comparison., Furthermore, little is known
about how teachers' centres meet the needs of teacher in-service
developnent.\professional growth, and innovation in educational
practices.

It is the purpose of this paper to develop a conceptual

model, based on current literature, of a teachers' centre that
'y
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would maximize the meeting of these needs.,

A second purpose is to examine Canadian centres in light of
this framework, looking specifically at the underlying
organization, policy, and philosophy of centres across the
country, the extent to which they fit the quidelines developed,
and the implications that these findings have for teacher

centring in Canada in the future.,

Limitations of the Study

An attempt was made to survey all the teachers' centres
that are listed through the provincial teachers! associations or
the Canadian Teachers' Federation. The study is therefore
limited by a reliance on local definitions of teachers' centres
= places may call themselves teachers' centres when they are
essentially resource centres, and other places that are truly
teachers!' centres may have been omitted from a provincial list
for any of a number of reasons. C(ritical questions on the
survey can help to eliminate the first problem, but the second
one is essentially impossible to eliminate.

A further limitation is imposed on the study by the problenm
of terminology. Each region has its own phrases for specific
activities, and while precautions were taken to try to ensure
that the questionnaire was as unbiased as possible in this
reqard, it is impossible to guarantee that this was so,

especially in the part of the study that analyzes
$
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sel f-perceptions of effectiveness in programming.

Terminology

For the purpose of this study a TEACHERS' CENTRE is defined
as a physical facility operated principally by teachers for the
purposes of teacher in-service education, enhanced teacher
professional interaction, and curriculum development. (This
definition is developed in the literature review, as given in
the next chapter.)

STAFF RETRAINING refers to programs offered for the purpose
of allowing teachers to develop skills that will permit them to
pove from an area of low staffing needs to an area of higher
staffing needs.

CURRICULUM refers to that which is taught in a subject
area, rather than to that which is prescribed. It is used to
encompass the full range of a teachers' programming for the
students.,

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT is used in the sense of
client-related activities, rather than in job-related

activities,
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Qutline of
Chapter II provides a review of the related literature,
vhich examines the underlying assumptions and basic philosophies
of,’the orqganizational structure of, and the services offered by
various types of centres, Chapter II also looks at the issues
of finance and control and describes a theoretical framework of

a teachers' centre, as developed from the examination of the
literature,

Chapter III describes the survey instrument used, the
population sampled and the data collection methods used in the
study. Chapter IV gives an analysis of the data, and Chapter V
compares centres with the theoretical framework presented in
Chapter II, A summary of the findings, conclusions and
recommendations are presented in Chapter VI,

The appendices provide information about the questionnaire
used, a list of the centres surveyed and an overview of the
defined and implicit roles of the centres and any developmental
and/or research activities that they are involved in, In

addition, there is a complete breakdown of the raw data.
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I1I. BReview of the Literature

Ihe Review

The literature pertaining to teachers' centres was examined
for the purpose of developing a theoretical framework for the
teachers' centre that would maximize professional growth and
innovation in education., Most papers addressed one or more of
four basic areas: definition, underlying assumptions, control,
and basic services, WNithin each of these areas, some factors
pertinent to the operation of centres were identified, and these

have been drawn together to form the theoretical model used in

the study.

Defining the Tegchgrs' Centre
Throughout the literature, one idea emerges constantly:

that each teachers' centre, regardless of the form it takes, is
individual, and that rather than representing a generic concept,
the term encompasses a variety of distinctive situations (Yarger
and Leonard, 1972). W.L. Smith (1974) expresses this idea
succinctly.

Each centre bears its own distinctive trademark. This

is a positive quality, for if there is one thing we do

know, it i1s that each school district, even each school,
has pgoblems and strengths peculiar to its own unique
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set of circumstances. {(pP.2)

Despite this, it is still possible to define the teachers!
centre in both physical and conceptual terms. It 1s generally,
(though not universally: Cronin, 1977a), agreed that a centre
should be a physical entity. Once the place is established, its
exact form, and what takes place inside it varies considerably,
but first there must be a place that is designated as a centre
(Biggs, 1974; Cassivi & Marriott, 1974; Parsons, 1974; Yarger,
1974) .

Conceptually it is more difficult to define the teachers!?
centre, but the term itself implies that it is a place where
professional development of teachers is concentrated, and that
it is principally for teachers. Thus, all facets of education -
program and materials development, instructional technigues,
research, educational reform, discussion of critical issues -
rightly belong in a centre (Harris, 1975; U.S. Public Law
94-482, 1376; Cronin, 1977a; MTS, 1978); as do all aspects of
teacher growth and professional development - consultation
services, retraining and upqrading, workshops in areas of
curriculum and methodoloqgy, and long-term professional
development activities aimed at continuous improvement of the
system as well as the teacher (Yarqger, 1374; Miles, 1375a; ATA,
1978a) .

More than that, a teachers' centre is a place where

teachers can grow professionally, become more aware of their
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abilities, and improve themselves in areas of weakness, whenever
they feel the need. It is also a place where teachers can aecet
with other teachers and share ideas (Makurat, 13975), where they
can find the means of coping with day to day problems (Jeffries,
1974) , and where they can become more involved in the brcader
scope of educational development if they so wish (DeVault,
1974) » Buxton (1975) summarizes:

I refer to the type of teachers' centre where a

teacher can come voluntarily to become,.. both a

spectator and a participant, deepening his view and

understanding of the world on one hand, and, on the

other, refining and enlivening his communication of it

to his students (p.147).

Thus we can form a definition of the teachers' centre as the

first proposition presented in the theoretical model:

Proposition 1: A teachers' centre is a physical facility
operated principally by teachers for the purposes of teacher
in-service education, enhanced teacher professional

interaction, and curriculum deveiopment,

This definition eliminates places that are strictily
resource centres or paterial dissemination centres. To be
truly a teachers' centre, in-service traianing must occur.
Moreover, the centre must be a physical facility - a place
where these activities can occur, a place where teachers can

Iy
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drop in for help, or just drop in to work, a point of

continuity that is there vhen the teacher is ready for it.

The Underliying Philosophy and Assumptions of the Teachers'

centre

Feiman (1977) notes that there are three approaches towards

in-service education as it affects teachers! centres in the
literature: behavioural, humanistic, and developmental. The
first of these types, behavioural, is typified by the
consortia~type of centre, which often attenmpts to provide a base
for expanding competency-based/performance-based teacher
education (Tanner & Denemark, 1972; E.D. Smith, 1374) where
outcomes are described in terms of specific teaching behaviours.
The philosophical base of such centres is thét educational
problemas can be solved by technology, and that they should be
directed by experts in the field (Feiman, 1977). This view has
a fair deqgree of support. Clark (1374) feels that a model of
the effective teacher can be developed, and Covert et al (1374)
note that most decisions about what skills should be improved
should be made by school administrators. #cGeoch & Quinn (1975)
feel that administrators are capable of program development and
have insight into teachers' needs, and E. Brooks Smith {(in
Kaplan, 1974) stated that the teacher~-dominated programs became
circular and impotent. However, Covert et ali ({(1974) also noted

that the qFoups most favourable to the type of training

19



conducted at the Rhode Island Teaching Centre were the
superintendents and administrators, while Bender (1374) terams
such centres monuments to paternalisa,

Such consortia-type centres do not appear to exist in
Canada, even though there is a predominance of district-run
centres, and, since they are primarily concerned with
pre-service training, they are not really pertinent to the
question at hand, wvhich is an attempt to analyze the in-service
role of teachers' centres.,

The humanistic and developmental centres operate on the
basis of a precept that is found in the literature on education
at all levels: You don't learn anything completely unless you
are deeply involved. This is encompassed in the proverb: "I
hear and I forget, I see and I remember, I do and I understand",
(in Silberman, 1971)., This philosophy has become part of many
learning situations in recent years, with many alternative
education programs designed to frovide more direct student
contact with the principles that they are learning. Yarger &
Schmieder (1378) note that this tenet works equally well with
teachers as with the students that they teach. 1In discussing
the new DHEW grant program for teachers' centres, they point out
that no matter how educationally sound, imaginative, and
innovative a program is, unless the teachers that are
responsible for the delivery cf the program have a clear

understanding of the principles involved, then it is highly
*
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unlikely that it will be implemented effectively, or that a
sustained effort will be made to guarantee the long~-tern
processes necessary for genuine change.

Landsmann (1975) postulates that any innovation requires
the perception of a need. Bishop (1376) defines processes by
which

needs become objectives and objectives become prograaus,

facilitating the growth of those charged with meeting

the various responsibilities and the learners for whom

they are responsible (p.15)
as being the gemneral objectives of staff development. Makurat
{1975) points out that the classroom teacher is in the best
position to identify the needs of that classroom and the
students in it, and to make decisions reqgarding curriculum and
classroom activities, Major benefits in learning, he argues,
arise from the choosing of goals and activities directed at
choosing those goals, Further, it has been said that personal
and professional growth are significantly advanced only when
those involved in growth activities participate actively and
meaningfully in problem-solving, policy setting and process
devel cpment (FNational Education Association, 1978; Wideen,
Hopkins & Pye, 1979),

It is beyond the scope of this study to delve extensively
into the psychological bases for change, but if teachers'
centres are to Le a base for innovation in education, as well as
for professional growth, some understanding of what is involved

'y
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in the implementation of new programs is necessary. As noted in
the introduction to this study, Sputnik in 1358 caused an
acceleraticn in the rate of change in education (Miles, 1364).,
Miles also notes that most of the time, money and enerqy
available for change is funneled into the development of
innovations, rather than examining and planning the process for
change. Planned change, says Bennis (1969) involves a linkage
between theory and practice, "mutual goal setting, an equal
povwer-ratio and deliberateness on both sides"™ (p.769), and that

the more profound and anxiety producing the change, the

more collaboration and closer relationship is required.

In addition, we can predict that an anticipated change

will be resisted to the degree that the client systen

possesses little or incorrect knowledge, has relatively

little trust in the source of the change, and has

comparatively low influence in controlling the nature

and direction of change. (p.773)

Bailey (1971) feels that educational reform also reguires a
strong commitment on the part of the classroom teacher, and this
comnitment, he says, is not easy to come by. It will come, ne
feels, only when teachers themselves are responsible for
"defining educational problems, delineating their own needs, and
receiving help on their own terms and turf" (p.146),

This statement has been guoted and repeated in many
articles oriqginating in Canada (Alberta Teachers' Association,
1978b; Manitoba Teachers' Society, 1376; Marriott, 1378),
England {(Nist, 1977), and the U.S.A, (Feiman, 13975; Estle &
Christensen, 1977; Meridian Public Schools, 1377). It has

*
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become a basic understanding in the teachers' centre process,
and although there is not a lot of research within the
literature (Joyce, 1379), much of what there is supports this
view,.

As early as 1957, Parker, in the Nationmal Society for the
study of Education Yearbook, gave as basic guidelines for
in-service education, among others, the councepts of working on
probleas that are relevant to the people doing the work,
involvement in goal formulation and planning by the clients, and
an atmosphere of mutual respect.

The National FPoundation of Education found in a 1967 survey
that one-quarter of the teachers questioned had not participated
in in-service activities because of the lecture method of
delivery used, and because of the lack of relevance to the
classroom {reported in Nist, 1977).

In a study of British teachers! centres, McKeegan (1977)
found that school-based and teacher-based curriculum emphases
vere preferred over "top-down"™ types of curriculum programs, and
Tretham (1977) reported on a Phi Delta Kappa study of
Professional Renewal that showed that highly regarded in-service
programs wWere, among other things, voluntarily and cooperatively
Planned.

A South bakota survey on teacher preference concluded, from
over 1000 responses, that the most preferred type of in-service

builds on }eachers' interests and offers a choice ir the matters
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of focus, time of presentation and resource personnei., A
preference was also shown for in-service that involved teachers
learning from teachers (Zigarmi, Betz & Jensen, 1377).,

A 1975 analysis of 97 studies on in-service, outlined in a
B.C.T.F., Professional Development Advisory Committee report
found that the most effective in-service activities are those in
which, among other things, teachers participate as planners and
helpers, in which their role is active rather than passive and
in which they choose their own goals and activities, This was
also reported to be the case by a Rand Corporation study
(Devarey, 1977), which looked at the difference between federal
change agent projects that have disappeared and those that have
lasted, Successful change projects support teachers, emphasize
local intervention rather than implementation of pre-packaged
programs and take the stance that teachers aust be
"collaborators rather than targets". These projects were also
based not so much on a specific program, as on a point of view
that explicitly acknowledged teachers as professionals. The
study also noted the existance of a teacher centre as a base for
useful peer interaction as one tangible sign of a committment to
this point of view.

We come then to the realization that teachers change their
way of doing things, or are willing to implement new practices
vhen they have considerable input into the process, and not when

"imperiousc theoretical reformers (educrats) ... tell them to
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shape up" (Bailey, 1971; also in Biggs, 1974; Brand, 1375;
Feiman, 1975), and when they have a high degree of commitment at
the outset (Fullam, 1973).

Bennis (1969) notes that implementation involves an
understanding of the change and its consequences, a voluntary
effort towards change and emotional involvement - rational
persuasion by outside experts is insufficient.

This does not imply total isolation by teachers from the
toutside experts?!, though, but rather a process where all
involved work together, functioning as colleagues exchanging
ideas, rather than as experts training the ignorant (Devaney,
1377) &

Regardless of whether teachers or others initiate a change,
isplementation involves a process of adaptation and
internalization, and finding the best fit between a good
external idea and local conditions (Fullam, 1979), And if
outside agencies are to attempt change, they must ensure that
they are not perceived as, nor in fact are, transients that
cannot be depended upon (Sarason, 1371).

Many writers have expressed the belief that when teachers
define their own problems, determine their own needs and receive
help on their own terms, rather than being encumbered with
Yteacher-proof' curriculum that has little relation to their
needs as they see them, then outside expertise becomes support

and not coersion, cooperation and not imposition. With this,
[
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the in-service efforts that have failed because of their lack of
direction towards the teachers' most urgent needs (Parsons,
1372; Aylen et al, 1377; Lovett & Schmieder, 1977) can be turned
into a problem-solving approach towards professional
development, in which teachers can call on outside services and
support in helping them to cope with their professional needs
(Kahn, 1975).,

The preceding section has arqued that the assumption that
teachers need, and want, to be directed and controlled by more
highly qualified experts is invalid in terms of in-service
training. It is valuable at this point to look at the concept
of teacher as a professional., The possession of common practice
and understanding is a main factor in defining a profession,
together with the performance of an indispensable personal
service, possession of a hiqh degree of technology and a
considerable degree of autonomy (Sieber, 1968)., But he also
notes that while teachers do not have the high degree of
antonomy desired, they often reject innovations as restricting
their autonomy, and as threatening their self-image as an
'expert'. Lortie (1975) notes the same points, as does Coleman
(1960), who also points out that teachers must come to grips
with the problems of professionalizing education - of setting
themselves apart, establishing standards of training and
practice, of reqgulating their own affairs and of establishing a

broad base‘of knowledge - before they can truly achieve
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professional status. But, Devaney (1376) feels that if the
responsibility for their own development is to be turned over to
teachers, then it is necessary to assume *that they are more than
educational technicians; that they are professionals who can and
want to assess needs, and to plan, implement and evaluate
prograans (Federation of somen Teachers' Associations of Ontario,
1974) o

The developmental teachers' centre provides a base for such
a philosophy by looking at the client as a professional
requiring and desiring support; one involved both in deciding
what is needed and in providing it (Kahn, 13975). And
participants in such centres are generally volunteers that are
hungry for a change; that wish to keep in contact with each
other; that can, and do, select priority areas and show
enthusiasm and determination in the areas of self-qrowth and
development (Raskin, 1374; Ellison, 1975; Burrell, 19376:
Maclaren, 1376; Yeatts, 1976).

Good teachers, it has been said, want to become better,
and, given the opportunity, will take the responsibility for
iaproving theaselves and, consequently, education at all levels
(E.B. Smith, 1374; Levin & Howitz, 1376; Kahn, 1978). And
teachers are shown to be seeinqg themselves more as
professionals, with the development of that professionalisnm
needing the provision of sustenance beyond 'make-and-take?

workshops gp an integration of theory and techmnique and a full
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understanding of the processes involved (Landsmann, 1975;
Marriott, 1375, Rogers, 1376b).

For a centre to be successful, then, and not just another
base for the ineffective type of in-service mentioned earlier,
it must accept the teachers as professionals and help them to
move to a full professional involvement in the process of
education. Thus the following three statements are presented as
being underlying philosorhical assumptions necessary to the

running of an efficient centre:

Proposition 2: Fundamental educational reform originates with
the classroom teacher.
Proposition 3: Outside experts can assist but not instigate.,

Proposition 4: Teachers desire professionalisnm.,

The Services of the Teachers! Centre

Both the descriptive and the prescriptive literature
discuss services that are and services that should be offered in
the teachers' centre.

As mentioned earlier, many centres in the United States are
directed at establishing a partnership between school systens
and preparing institutes for the purpose of developing initial
teaching skills and advanced expertise (Collins, 1370). Such

centres are often clusters of schools closely aligned with
*
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colleges of education (Boucher, 1975) and are designed to
facilitate interaction between %teachers and all other major
groups in the field of education (Crosby, 1374). They can
provide on-site consultation and individualized courses while
updating in-service teachers in theory and methods {Evans, 1975;
District of Columbia Teachers?! College, 1967; Drunmm, 1376).

Some of these centres are seen as facilitating the
implementation of competency-based teacher education (CB1E),
where the centre is a system that sets up and implements the
field experience component of a teacher education program
(Parsons, 1372; Andrews, 1975; McGeoch & Quinn, 1975). Nyquist
(1975) cites 4500 different CBTE programs in the United States,
and Howey & Hayen (1975) note that the function of these
teacher/teaching centres is to identify common priorities of the
school and the university systems and to jointly design projects
and programs of pre- and in-service, and of curriculunm
development. Covert, in his studies of the Teacher Centre
Pilots (1974), states that one of the major program obijectives
of the Rhode Island Teacher Centre was to increase the amount of
field-based instruction for teachers, and Beach & Mosley note a
similar objective for the Fort Worth Teacher Centre (1377).

The American Association of Colleges of Teacher Education
(Pomeroy, 1977) feels that the colleges have a responsibility to
"develop and disseminate the professional culture through every

Rechanism possible, including the teacher centrem, and sees the
[
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centre as a device designed to deliver college and community
resources.,

There are also many centres in the U.S.A. that are directed
solely to providing services for practicing teachers, Feiman
(1975) notes that one such centre functions most prominently as
a curriculun’uorkshop and resource-area, and many other
observers of centres have noticed a similar patterp: with
resource work and the dissemination of information; workshops,
working parties and seminars; the exchange of ideas and
discussion; and staff-support systems forming the base of most
centre operation (Harris, 1975; Cassivi & Marriott, 1374;
Arnold, 1375; DuShane, 13975; Ellison, 1375; Bolam & Porter,
1976; Levin & Horwitz, 1976; MaclLaren, 1376; Henry, 1377; et
al) »

But in addition to the case studies of centres and the
programs that are in place, there is considerable literature
that prescribes services that should be offered., These tend to
be primarily curriculum development (British Schools Council,
1963; Matthews, 1373; Burdin, 1974; et al), research (Marsh,
1974; Lortie, 1978; et al), the inteqgration of theory and
practice (Estle & Christensen, 1377), the professional growth of
teachers (Collins, 1974; Yarger, 1974; Coleman, 1976) and
educational reform in general (Bailey, 1371; Joyce & Weil, 1373;

Fibkins, 1974; Yarger, 1974; ATA, 1978b).
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Devaney (1977) makes the point that, in a broad sense, the
function of the centre is to encourage teachers to grow in their
profession and remain open to new educational innovations. And,
as early as 1973, Thornbury mentioned the necessity of
encouraqging teachers to go beyond the search for day-to=-day
solutions, and noted that in-service activities could be used as
the carrot to attract teachers to curriculum development and
educational research, <Cassivi (1378) feels that

the only feature of a teachers' centre that makes it
deserving of even a second glance is that it strikes at
the root of educatioral refora. (p.24)

Three more statements can be added to the model, then, in

conjuncticon with the the findings drawn out in the previous

section, these presenting the core of the services that should

be offered by a teachers! centre, regardless of the type:

Proposition 5: Teachers' centres should offer extensive
in-service activities for the professional development of
teachers.,

Proposition 6: Teachers' centres should provide a materials
source, both for manipulation and dissemination.

Proposition 7: Teachers! centres should be the base of extensive

research and developmental activities,
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Administration, Finance, and Control of the Teachers' Centre

The biggest debate in the literature arises over the issues
of finance and control. Yarger {(1977) points out that except
for Federal Government prograas, there is little or no
institutionalized financial base for in-service in the U.S.A.,
and that the existing Federal programs are subject to
termination at any time. Funds for training and retraining
teachers, says Raskin (1974), have alwvays bLeen scarce in
American education, where school boards have a tradition of
spending more freely for visible buildings than for less
tangible items, and it is more difficult still to get funds for
training that is based on unfamiliar notions, as teachers!?
centre workshops sometimes are, Moreover, the support services
available to assist the teacher have not kept pace with the
increasing responsibilities and demands made on the individual
teacher (ATA, 1376).

However, as noted in the previous chapter, there is a need
for in-service, and if centres are to become a base for that
in-service, then they need financing.

In England, centres are financed by the LEAs (Local
Education Authorities) and the facilities, staffing, egquipment
and release time for teachers all form part of the budget. A
common element of the teachers! centre in England is that each
has "local physical facilities and self-improvement programs

organized an run by the teachers themselves for the purposes of
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upgrading educational performance®" (Bailey, 1971). Its
strength, it is felt, lies in its local and flexible nature, It
may be complemented by national and regional centres, but it
fills, for its own area, needs for continuing education, a
materials centre and a place for social contact (Nist, 1977).

In the U,S.A.,, centres are more freguently tied in with a
university or state school system, or funded by a federal grant,
and financing is on a different level. Davis {1975) said that
when one talks about alternatives in education one is really
talking about the issues of governance and the sharing of power.
And since the funding for American centres is usually from
university groups, educational laboratories or consulting
agencies, there is a problem of how much voice each
participating group will have (Boucher, 1375), and the fact of
accountability has put pressure on the administrative groups to
continue to hold the power (Wright, 1974).

Pilcher (1374) points out that a further difference exists
betvween the British system, which considers its teachers to be
the experts in matters pertaining to the classroom, and the
American system, which is based on outside expertise, despite
the generally proven inability of these groups to effect change
in the school system {Lovett & Schamieder, 1977). It is more
difficult, therefore, he notes, to achieve teachers' centre
independent alike from academic advice, community criticism, and

the adminis}rative superior/subordinate attitude in the U.S.,
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vhere the teacher has less autonomy and university leaders,
community spokesmen and school administrators can exert greater
pressure, Thus power stays in the hands of groups that are
sometimes several steps removed from the classroom, and since
teachers are often skeptical about the ability of such groups to
meet their needs as they arise from the classroom, teachers'
centres face a problem of credibility.

There are centres in the U.S.A. that are completely
independent of government financing, and these are the
‘grass-roots' centres that are generally fipnanced by user fees
or foundation grants. They, and the British centres that they
are modelled after, typify a cooperative division of finance and
administration. The British centre, while being financed by the
LEAs, is controlled by teachers, sometimes to the exclusion of
any administrative iaput (Thornbury, 1374). The 'grass-roots!?
centres in the U.5.A., being grant sponsored, are managed by the
teachers who designed them, Thus money is available for
teachers to run the kinds of programming that they feel will be
beneficial to them as professionals (Devaney, 1976). However,
grants generally run on a limited time factor and are less than
ideal in the long run. In one American 'grass-roots! centre,
Teachers' Active Learning Centre, the directors found that "we
vere exhausting ourselves looking for new money (as their Ford
Foundation grant ran out); it ... is an incredible drain on the

staff and !pkes us less effective in our real work - heliping
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teachers” (Raskin, 1374, p10).,

In Canada, most centres are part of a school district, with
some degree of financing from the district. <Crosby {(1374) feels
that teachers' centres should be developed as a local
responsibility, and that centre programs should follow local
guidelines and be responsive to local needs, But management
aust not be left entirely in the hands of the board and its
administrative staff, merely because it is providing the
financing., The centre and its proqramming must be for teachers,
and not subservient to administration (Oliver and Wees, 1973).
In a 1376 booklet on teachers' centres, the Manitoba Teachers?
Society stated that the centre must be established and governed
by teachers, for only by that is it any differeat from myriad
other vehicles for in-service. Further, they must maintain
majority control of any decision-making body.

Monies provided to a centre should be considered more in
terms of a grant given to help run a specific type of progranm
than as an expenditure requiring item by item accountability,
and the budget should be in the hands of the centre finance
committee Oor its egquivalent, who are accountable for the success
- of the operation, The ultimate objective of all in-service is
the improvement of instruction, and according to the National
Educational Association (1974), the cost of providing
opportunities for continuing in-service education is a "cost of

doing business", and teachers should not be required to rely
[
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exclusively on expenditure of their own funds to maintain or
improve job competency. The situation, they feel, is analogous
to the scientist-inventor whose work, on institutional time,
results in institutional patents., Since a common practice and
understanding is the coordinating mechanism of any professional
organization, on~-going training is necessary for all its
members, in order to ensure a standard of knowvledge,

Lovett & Schmieder (1977) note the considerable potential
of teachers' centres under the new Grant program for reforming
in~-service education and effectively utilizing research
findings. They can also provide the means for meeting the needs
of the educational community in terms of declining school
enrollment and an aging and declining teaching body, with the
consequent need for retraining to implement many special
education programs in regular classrooms, But American centres
are supported by Federal funding, and such funding is not
available in Canada. The Manitoba Teachers! Society (1976)
notes that "teachers cannot be expected to make unlimited and
unrealistic commitments on a continuing basis, The school
system must begin to provide the monies to support Teachers'
Centres" (p.28).

Hho, then, should have control? The British Schools!?
Council (1967) takes the view that there must be nq hierarchy of
initiative or control, but rather a situation where everyone

involved in the centre is a student of teaching, and might, as
'y
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Boucher states (1975), find himself at different times at one or
the other end of a continuum, Owen (1975) also feels that
programming cannot be either LEA prescriptive or left entirely
to teachers. The OTF (1976), on the other hand, arques that
professional development of teachers and the development of
local curriculun can best be accomplished if they are placed as
an act of faith largely in the hands of teachers, while E.D.,
smith (1974) argues that the state should be highly visible in
centres,

There is, however, very little literature available on
cooperation and shared decision-making, and what little exists
is mostly advocative rather than amnalytic (Yarger, 1377).
Coleman (1975), in describing the St. Boniface, Manitoba
experience, notes that the school district provides the funding
for the centre and consequently demands an accounting of its
proper use., But the Steering Committee of the centre, which
comprises a majority of teachers, is respoansible for satisfying
the professional and program development needs of the teachers
in the district through the centre, and in doing so, meets the
accountability requirements of the board.

Nicholson and Joyce (in Yarqer, 1977) attribute increased
attempts at collaboration to two factors., First, there is a
belief that there are too many factors to be considered in the
devel cpment of in-service programs for any single group to be

able to degl with effectively. Second, the current political
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struggle over control of teacher education has led to attempts
at collaboration as a means of resolving the crisis.

Teachers, as stated previously, are most likely to attend
those programs that they feel to be pertinent, of immediate as
well as of long-term practicality, and designed to meet their
own, not district needs (Edelfelt & Darland, 1972; Kemble,
1977) « Teachers'! centres, then, with a proper division of
pover, cah become an expression of teacher control over their
professional destiny (Howey, 1976), and thus represent, as
devault put it (1974), one more situation in which societies are
creating institutions designed to serve participants on their
own terms, Centres can protect the rights and needs of
participants to plan and run their own programss, by providing
in-service education programs designed by, and for, teachers,
since, as previously shown, more comprehensive teacher
participation results in more effective in-service (San Jose,
1978; McPherson, 1979; Witkowsky & Cronin, 1979).

Thornbury (1973) states that attempting educational reform
without the direct involvement of teachers is futile, and Rust
(1973) agrees that change can only occur if a genuine
responsibility for the changes to be made rests in the nands of
those who are responsible for carrying it out, With a strong
commi tment on their part, teachers are more likely to carry out
new concepts and methods in education {(Yarger and Schmieder,

1978) ., As Arnold (1975) stated, the teachers'! centre tries to
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take all opportunities, a situation developed only from a real
partnership, understanding, and reciprocal respect.

This implies a major facet of the administration of a
teachers' centre: that teachers, as clients of the centre, must
have a stake in it, and there must be a4 strong voice by
teachers, and not just an authoritative imposition of curriculunm
{Thornbury, 1373; Davis, 1975). 1In fact, the 1978 DHEW Grant
Requirements demand that teachers have maximum control, and
Witkowski and Cronin of the Illinois O.E., (1978) agree that the
teacher being served is to be centrally involved in planning,
developing and implementing programs, This sentiment is echoed
by the Alberta Teachers' Association, (1978b): teachers must be
involved in all aspects of organization and decision-making,
from planning to implementation and evaluation.

To ensure that this happens, teachers themselves must be
able to provide the primary motive power for their own
in-service, and programs can then be designed to meet their
perceived needs (British Schools Council, 1967, 1969). A centre
could then maintain integrity but, with monies from the school
district within which it is based, still have a reliable funding
base {(Rogers, 1976b). It could be an intrinsic part of the
district's educational program, while providing services to
those for whom it is designed - teachers., It could provide more
effective in-service by allowing more comprehensive teacher

participati?n and self-determination (San Jose, 1978), and may
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thereby contribute to the goal of genuine change in the
education of students (Rogers, 1376a). The last propositional
statement, then, in the proposed model relates to finance and

control:

Proposition 8: The teachers! centre should be run ky teachers
and for teachers, and should be financed by the school

system in which it is located.

The Theoretical Model
As noted at the beginning of this review, several factors
emerged as being fundamental to the development of teachers?
centres as effective bases for growth and inmovation in
education. The eight propositions given above form the basis of

the theoretical model used in the study that follows. 1In

addition, a central theme is proposed:

The prime focus is the classroom teacher,
Table | below sets these propositional statements up as a

cyclical model,
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Table 1: A Theoretical Model of the Teachers' Centre

DEFINITION

The teachers' centre is a physicai
facility operated principally by
teachers for the purposes of teacher
in-service education, enhanced
teacher professional interaction

and curriculum development,

Fundamental
educational reform
originates with the
classroom teacher,

Cutside experts can
assist, but not
instigate.

Teachers desire
professionalisnm,

The teachers?

THE
PRIME
FOCUS

15

THE

CLASSROOH
TEACHER

’

Centres should offer
extensive in-service
activities for the
professional development
of teachers.

Centres should provide
a materials source,
both for manipulation
and dissemination,

Centres should be the
base of extensive
developmental activity.

centre should be run

by teachers and for teachers, and
should be financed by the school
system within which it is located.

FINANCE

AND CONTROL
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Summary
This chapter has reviewed the literature with the intention
of developing a set of propositional statements that could be
combined to form a theoretical framework of a teachers' centre
that would maximize the functions of professional growth and
educational innovation. Nine propositions were formulated, and
these formed the basis of the questionnaire that was used in the

study survey. The next chapter presents the means by which the

survey was undertaken.
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III. Research Methodology

This chapter describes the procedure used to address the
second phase of the study., A description is given of the
population and the sample of Canadian teachers' centres that
were surveyed providing an examination of the underlying
organization, policy and philosophy of centres throughout
Canada., In addition, the questionnaire that was used to conduct
the survey, the data collection procedures, and the metaods by

which the data were analyzed are discussed.

Ropulation and Sample

The intended population included all teachers! professional
development centres in English-speaking Canada. The Canadian
Teachers' Federation and the provincial teachers' associations
of British Columbia, Alberta, Manitoba, and Ontario, along with
the Atlantic Institute of Educationt's Lighthouse Learning
Project, were contacted and asked to provide information
concerning teachers! centres. Seventy-six centres were

identified through this procedure. They made up the sanmple.
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The Questionnaire

In order to gather data about teachers' centres in éanada
and to determine the extent to which they fit the theoretical
model presented in Chapter II, a questionnaire was developed
based on the literature review, Various sections on the
questionnaire vwere further developed following consultation with
the personnel of several professional development and resource
centres in the Lower Mainland area of British Columbia. Once
written, the questionnaire was examined by the director of a
professional development centre and by others knowledgable in
the field of in-service, and alterations vwere made to help
reduce any ambiguity.,

The gquestionnaire has seveﬁ parts, In the first part,
respondents vwere asked to note the extent to which several
policy statements applied to their particular centre. Parts B,
C and D looked at centre usage, staffing and facilities
respectively. Part E examined centre programming and
priorities, F, decision-making, and Part G asked for short
ansvers concerning the centre role, and processes of needs
assessment, developmental activities and research. A detalled
account of the development of the gquesationnaire, and a copy of

the questionnaire itself are included in Appendix A,
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Data Collection

Seventy-six centres in fifty-two school districts were
identified as fitting the definition of a teachers' centre, and
Wwere sent the survey questionnaire with a covering letter (see
Appendix B), a stamped, self-addressed envelope and a label that
could be filled in by those requesting a copy of the survey
results, The first mailing was done in September, 1379.
Forty-one responses (54%) were received at that time, four of
which indicated in their reply that they were not teachers?
centres, Two other questionnaires were returned, not having
been delivered.,

In late December, 1373, a second copy of the survey was
mailed to the thirty-three centres that were still ubpaccounted
for, with a seccnd covering letter (See Appendix B). Nine more
centres responded, with eight returning completed
questionnaires, and one more indicated that it did not fit the
definition of a teachers' centre,

In January, 1980, telephone calls were made to the
twenty-four centres still on the list. Eight numbers were not
in service, and a further six numbers vwere unavailable due %o a
labour dispute at Bell Canada offices in Ontario. Of the ten
centres contacted at this time, three indicated that they were
not professional development centres, and one provided the
needed information over the phone., Three further completed

responses were received as a result of the telephone calls.
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Of the forty-nine centres that sent completed
questionnaires, three wuwere not professional development centres,
leaving a total response of forty-six, Therefore, of the
original sample of seventy-six centres, twenty-one wvere
eliminated as noted above. Nine centres did not respond at all,
including three that had indicated over the telephone that they
would complete the form. Tnus fifty-four professional
developnent centres vwere ultimately identified for the sample,
and eighty-four percent were returned,

Table 2 below outlines the sample and response statistics
for each region, as well as for Canada as a whole. 1In the
table, the original sample refers to those centres that were
sent the first letter and questionnaire. The revised sample
represents the number of centres that met the criteria of being
a professional development centre as established in the

definition given in Chapter I.



Table 2: Sample and Response Statistics

REGION ORIGINAL REVISED NUMBER OF PERCENT

SAMPLE SAMPLE RESPONSES
B.C. 5 5 5 100
ALTA 3 3 3 100
MAN 20 16 14 88
ONT 43 26 20 77
ATL 5 5 4 80
CANADA 76 55 4o 84

Apalysis of the Data

All questions were examined at two levels, in order to both
examine centres across Canada in general and to determine the
extent to which they fit the guidelines developed as a result of
the literature review,

First, responses vere coded and computer analyzed using the
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) to obtain
frequencies and means broken down for all centres in Canada, and
for the individual regions of British Columbia, Alberta,
Manitoba, Ontario and the Maritimes. These frequencies vere

Py
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tabulated to provide an analysis of centre functioans (see
Appendix D) and pertinent data were drasn out for discussion in
the next chapter. Crosstabulations were made of the resfponses
to the two aspects of programming, priority, and effectiveness,

Second, the responses were analyzed, using criteria from
the model Qeveloped previously and viewed in terms of how
effective the centres perceived themselves to be in the major
areas of in-service, and to what extent they matched the nine
aspects of the model given in Chapter II. The final results
have been both charted and graphed to allow for easier
interpretation,

A detailed explanation of the treatment appears in the next

chapter.
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IV. Results of the Analysis of the Raw Data

In this chapter, the data, given in full in Agpendix D,
have been analyzed in order to provide an overview of the
policy, philosophy, and services of teachers' centres across
Canada. Each part of the questionnaire, given in fulli in
Appendix A, is examined separately. In each section, an
explanation is given as to how the responses to that particular
gquestion were treated, and a series of tables are presented to

help interpret the data,

Part A: Policy
Ten policy statements were presented in Part A:

1. The director of a Teachers® Centre should have prior
classroom experience,

2., The consultative staff of a Teachers' Centre should be
classroom teachers on term appointment.

3. Serious reform is needed in education.

4, Refora must originate with classroom teachers.

5. University personnel can be of assistance in curriculua
developaent,

6. Needs assessment i1s necessary in order that programs can
meet the real concerns of teachers.,

7. Teachers' Centres should take the lead in developmental

$
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activities,
8. Teachers!' Centres should undertake research studies.
3. Teachers' Centres should be a result of cooperation hetween
teachers, school boards, and the community.
10, Teachers!' Centres should be places where dialogue and debate
on critical issues in education take place,
Bespondents were asked to examine each statement and to compare
it with the policy of the centre they directed. The extent to
vhich the statement matched the policy or philosophy of the
centre was to be noted by choosing one of 'ALWAYS', 'USUALLY®,
*SOMETIMES', 'RARELY' or 'NEVER'.,
The responses wvwere analyzed using three procedures:
1. the percentage of respondents answering in each choice area;
2, the priority given across the country to each of the ten
statements based on these percentages; and
3. the percentage of respondents choosing 'USUALLY' or YALWAYS!
for each policy statement,

This last aspect was examined in order to provide an emphasis
that could not be as easily demonstrated by the priority tables,
Tables A1 to A6 in Appendix C provide the first part of
this analysis, Using the means, it was possible to priorize the
statements according to the degree of support that they received

across Canada, and this priorization is shownh in Table 3. It
can be seen that the highest priority is given to the policy of

having a digector vith prior classroom experience, and the
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lowest priority across the country is given to the policy of
under taking research stadies.

An examination of the policy rankings shows that those that
are considered to be of the highest priority relate to
organizational matters that are relatively easy to implenment,
vhile those that are the lowest in the ratings involve some
aspects of serious change, and a larger measure of detailed
programming, It is easier for a school district to move a
teacher into the directorship of a district-run centre than to
embark on research studies. This priorization of policy is
basically the same right across Canada, as there vwere no
significant differences found in these responses in the
different regions, when they were analyzed using chi square

statistics,
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Table 3: The Priority Given to Policy
Statements Across Canada
Giving the Percentage of Respondents
Choosing 'ALWAYS'! or 'USUALLY!' for Each Policy

NATIONAL RANKING OF % CHOOSING 'ALWAYS'
POLICY STATEMENTS OR 'USUALLY?

1. The director of a Teachers' Centre
should have prior classroom experience, 93%

2. Needs assessment is necessary in order
that programs can meet the real
concerns of teachers. I3%

3. Teachers' Centres should be a result
of co-operation between teachers,
school boards and the community, 83%

4. Teachers' Centres should be places
where dialogue and debate on critical
issues in education take place, 60%

5. The consultative staff of a Teachers'
Centre should be classroon teachers
on term appointment. 65A

6. Teachers'! Centres should take the 1lead

in developmental activities, 50%
7. Reform must originate with classroom teachers. 412
B. Serious reform is needed in education. 26%

9, University personnel can be of
assistance in curriculum development, 45%

10, Teachers'! Centres should undertake
research studies, . 23%

NB: The discrepancy between the national ranking and

the percentage that occurs in the second last statement
is due to a greater response in the 'RARELY' and 'NEVER'
categories for this statement than for the two preceding
it on the table, and a consequently lower mean.

:
s
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and Use of Products apnd Services

— e e v———

Part B; Access t

In this section, of the questionnaire, centre directors
were asked to note whether or not various groups of people have
access to and tend to use the products and services of the
centre, The categories of users were:

1. elected board members
2. board office staff

3. <classroor teachers

4, substitute teachers
5. student teachers

6., parents

7. students

8. community residents,

The two areas of products and services were examined
separately, with hardware and software iteas that the centre
supplies or produces classified as products, and the use of
centre personnel classified as services, Note was first taken
of the percentage of centres in each provincial region that
provides access to the different groups, and, second of the
percentage of centres that find that the particular group, given
access, tends to use the centre. Appendix C, Tables Bl to Bé6

provide these percentages.
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Table 4 below shows the extent to which groups do have
access. Teachers as a group have the greatest deqree of access,
and even though student teachers have less than any other
teacher group, although on the average across Canada, 85% of the
centres do allov them to use both services and products.
Generally board members and board staff are allowed extensive
use of both by most centres across the country, while parents,
students, and coammunity groups have limited access,

Actual usage of products and services varies coansiderably
fror group to group. Table 4 below also shows the extent to
which products and services are used by each of the groups, when
given access.. Student teachers, even though given less access
than substitutes across Canada, show a much greater tendency to
use products and services, when given the opportunity. Board
gembers, however, were the only group to show a differeance
between provinces in the extent of use of services that was
significant at greater than the 0.05 level. B.,C. centres show
very high use by board members, as do the Atlantic Provinces,
vhile Alberta and Ontario report limited use by this group (see
Appendix D, Graph B1), Overall, parents, community grougs and
board members make the least use of services and products

available to them.
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Table U: A Comparison of the Percentage of Centres
Across Canada Giving Access
to Products and Services to Different Users
and the Tendency for Different Users to Use

Products and Services, Given Access

ACCESS USE
USER PRODUCTS SERVICES PRODUCTS SERVICES
~board members 93% 93% 21% 42%
-board staff 93% 93% 61% 75%
-teachers 100 % 100% 100% 100%
-substitutes 96 % 33% 57% 56%
-stud. teach. 88% 85% 76% 74%
-parents 50% 68% 35% 47%
~-students 54 % 54% 56% 72%
-community 54% 63% 45% 64%

N/A responses are not considered in computing

these percentages.,
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Part C: Staffing Structure of the Centre

——— e v —  ————

C:
In answering this, centre directors were asked to provide
informaticn cpncerning the number and desigmation of staff
positions, whether staff were administrative, teaching or
clerical, and whether appoihtnents Were permanent or temporary.
In analyzing the responses to this part, the staffing
structure vas broken into three parts: Director, Professional
Staff, and Other Staff. (See Table 5 below.) 1In looking at the
directorship of centres, note was taken of those having
directors full-time to the centre, those having directors that
were part-time to the centre, and those whose position as
director was ancillary to other administrative positions withir
the school district (such as Superintendent of Special
Services), Also noted was whether the directors were considered
+to be administrative, teaching or clerical staff, and the
duration of their appointment as director. Generally, the
directors tend to be administrative staff, with 42% on permanent
appointment to the position. Just over half are assigned full
time to the job (60%), and 21% have the job of coordinating the
teachers' centre as part of a broader administrative role. The
overview of the professional staff shows that only 70% of those

centres tha} do have professional staff (65%) have such staff
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assigned full time. This represents less than half the centres
responding., Many centres in Manitoba and the Maritimes have to
rely entirely on voluntary staffinqg. However, as will be showun
later, in Manitoba, where voluntary staffing is high, teachers
have a much higher degree of involvement in decision making.
There was a difference betvween provinces in the use of voluntary
staffing significant at greater than the 0.05 level, but it may
be that not all centres reported the use of volunteer staff (see
Grarh C1, Appendix D).

The number of paid professional staff ranges from nil to
sixty-three, the latter in a large metropoiitan Ontario school
district. Most centres with professional staff have teachers on
staff, and half have consultants. Many also have other
professionals, such as psychiatrists, psychologists, social
workers, etc, A few, mostly in Ontario, have administrators on
the professional staff in a capacity other than as director.

Almost all centres have clerical and/or technical staff.
These are usually secretaries and audio-visual technicians,
although some centres have a wide variety of technical and

clerical services available.
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Table 5: A Comparison of Staffing Patterns

irn Centres Across Canada

BC ALTA MAN ONT ATL CANADA
# of centres 5 3 14 20 4 46
DIRECTOR 100% 100% 86% 30% 100% 31%
-full time 100% 33% 42% 67% 50% 60%
-part time 0% 33%  25% 11%  50% 19%
-split duty 0% 33% 33% 22% 0% 21%
=-teacher 40% 0% 42% 10% 75% 28%
-admninistrator 60% 100% 58% BU% 0% 67%
-clerical 0% 0% 0% 5% 25% 5%
-on term appt. 40% 100% 83% 37% 50% 56%
PROF, STAFF 80% 33% 50% 65% 25% 65%
-average # 4 0 5 1 7 7
-range 0-8 0-1 0-24 0-85 0-28 0-85
-on term appt 75% 0% 86% 77% 100% 77%
-full time 100% 100% 57% 69% 0% 70%
-part tinme 0% 0% 0% 31% 100% 19%
-vyoluntary 0% 0% 57% 0% 100% 19%
-consultants 25% 100% 43% 62% 0% 50%
-teachers 75% 100% B6% 85% 100% B5%
-administrators 0% 0% 14% I8 % 0% 23%
-other 0% 0% 43% 38% 100% 35%
OTHER STAFF 100% 67% 6u4% 703% 75% 12%
-average #% 8 5 3 3 4 4
=-range 3-18 0-13 0-22 0-13 0-8 0=-22
-clerical 100% 100% 78% 100% 100% 4%
-technical 80% 50% 33% 50% 33% 48k
-aides 60% 0% 11% 14% 33% 21%
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This question sought to examine the location, hours of
operation, hardware/software, and the facilities of the centres
as shown in Table 6 below, It is evident from this table that a
wide variety of facilities and equipment is available at centres
across Canada. Almost all centres provide space for workshops
(87% and for make-and-take activities (83%), and many also
provide a library (74%) and lounge (72%). A specific area for
on~site consultation services is provided by two~thirds of the
centres, and several offer a publishers' display area (63%).
Less frequently available is a specific reading room (4u4%). A
large percentage of centres (87%) provide instructional kits,
and most also provide video-tape eguipment, tapes, filmstrips
and other varieties of hardware and software. Since the centres
exanined were professional development centres rather than
resource centres, though, the type of equipment shown here does
not necessarily reflect the full extent to which these items are
generally available across the country.

Most centres are open throughout the school day, including
before school and during the evening, with several (44R)
offering Saturday hours. Centres in British Columbia and the
Maritimes generally have the use of a complete school, whereas

almost a%l of those in Manitoba and Ontarioc are located in part
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of a school only. A chi square analysis of location showed a
difference between provinces significant at greater than the
0,05 level (see Graph D1, Appendix D). <Centres also operate in
widely varying amounts of space, ranging from a single room for
one Manitoba centre to twenty rooms for one in Ontario.
Complete data concerning each of these areas on a province by

province basis are given in Appendix D, Tables D1 to D4,
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Table 6:

BC
LOCATION
~-at central office 0%
-complete school 60%
-part of school 20%
-aver. # of roonms 6
-range 4-10
FACILITIES
-workshop area 87%
-storage T6%
-library 4%
-lounge 72%
-consult. area 67%
-reading roon 44 %
-pub. display 63%
-'make & take! 83%
-other 48 %
HOURS
-before school 67%
-during school 89%
-after school 96 %
-avenings 78%
-Saturdays 44 %

ALTA MAN ONT
33% 21% 12%
333% 7% 12%
33% 71% 76%
12 4 6

3-20 1-12 2-20

EQUIPNENT

~povies
-videotapes
~-filastrips
-tapes

-records
-instr.kits
-V.,t.r, eguipment
-aovie equip.
-other

61

ATL

0%
100%
0%

8-10

52%
65%
70%
T4%
63%
87%
70%
65%
61%

A Comparison of Centre Facilities Across Canada

CANADA

14%
26%
57%

1-20



Part E: Centre Programming and Effectiveness

This question was dsigned to find the priority given to
various programs by the centres, and to determine the extent to
which they felt themselves to be effective in performing those
programs. The eight programs to be ranked were:

1. In-class consultation for classroom teachers
2. Curriculum development

3. Staff retraining

4, Materials distribution

5. On-site consultative services

6. Workshops and other in-service activities

7. Proqram implementation

8. Long-term professional development activities.,

In the attempt to understand centres across Canada, this
question was very important, It is unfortunate, therefore, that
many centres answered incorrectly, or only partially. Only
twenty-nine of forty-six centres completed the ranking sectiosn,
and only thirty-five completely rated their efficiency in each
of the program areas. This represents 32% and 21%,
respectively, of all centres that did not answer these sections.
Thus the results are not as conclusive as might have been hoped.
In the tables following, percentages are based on total

responses aqtually given, rather than as a percentage of all
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centres in the reqion, in order to fully credit the partial
results. (The exact numker of centers in each area responding
are shown in Tables E1 to EV2, Appendix D.) Table 7 examines
the priority ranking of the eight programs by the different
reqions, showing what percentage ranked an accitivity as their
first, second or third mcst important activity. (See Appendix
D: Tables E1 to E12 for a breakdown of the actual responses.)
Workshops and other in-service activities placed first in all
regions, even though only 85% ranked it as one of their top
three activities, Staff retraining was eighth overall, with
only 13% of the centres placing it first, second or third. The
only program other tham in-service activities that more than 50%
of the centres overall ranked highly was tha*t of materials
distribution, Only in Alberta did long-term professional
development place highly, with Ontario rating it very low,
On-site consultation services were generally ranked high, but
in-class consultation placed low# in the rankings.

Another aspect of centre programming examined was the
extent to which centres perceived themselves to be effective in
each of the programs. Table 8 presents the percentage of
centres in each region judging their programs to be *'Very
Effective', Centres feel the least effective in
staff-retraining across the country, with only 8% being very
effective in the area., The centres in the Maritimes only feel

very effect}ve in the areas of materials distribution, and
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workshops, but as was noted earlier, they are genherally quite

short staffed. Centres in Manitoba have similar difficulties,

and rate themselves even lower in all areas but curriculunm

development and long-term developmental activities, and in those

areas only 3% of the centres feel themselves to be very

effective.

Table 7: A Comparison of the Percentage of Centres

Ranking a Program as First, Second or Third Priority

PROGRAN B.C. ALTA
1 50% 0%
2 0% 33%
3 0% 0%
4 50% 33%
5 50% 33%
6 75% 100%
7 25% 33%
8 50% 67%

PROGRAM CODE

(1) In-Class Consultation
{3) Staff Retraining

{5) On~-Site Consultation
(7) Program Implementation

MAN

25%
38%
22%
63%
33%
81%
25%
by%

(
(
(
(

2)
4)
6)
8)

)

ONT ATL CANADA
43% 0% 34%
18% 33% 243
I% 33% 13%
50% 75% 564
u2% 67% 42%
83% 100% 85%
33% 0% 27%
17% 25% 34%

Curriculum Development

Materials Distribution
Workshops, etc,

Long-Term Development Activities



Table 8: A Comparison of the Percentage of Respondents

Ranking Different Programs as 'Very Effective! (4)

PROGRAM B.C. ALTA MAN ONT ATL CANADA
1 50% 0% 10% 38% 33% 29%
2 50% 0% 93 20% 0% 17%
3 25% 0% 0% 12% 0% 8%
4 100% 33% 36% 62% 50% 55%
5 75% 100 % 18% LR 33% 423%
6 5% 100% 4% 594 100% 64%
7 25% 0% 0% 19% 0% 1%
8 25% 67% 9% 27% 0% 22%

PROGRAM COLE

(1) In-Class Consultation (2) Curriculum Development
(3) Staff Retraining (4) Materials Distribution
(5) On-Site Consultation (6) Workshops, etc,

(7) Program Implementation (8) Long-Term Development Activities

o

Bffectiveness

Each of the programs was compared as to the ranking
given, and the perceived deqree of effectiveness., Table

a percentage comparison in each of these areas.

Comparison of Program Ranking and the Perceived Legree of

it was

9 showus

It is interesting to note that, as was pointed out in the

¢
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section on policy, those programs that are ranked as being high
are ones that involve immediate, short-term planning -
workshops, materials distribution and on-site comsultation,
while those that are ranked the lowest in both programming and
effectiveness are ones that require a long-term commitment, and
much more extensive planning curriculum development, in-class
consultation and staff retraining.

A further comparison wvas made to analyze the extent to
which a high rating of effectiveness correlated with a high
ranking of priority. The number of centres in some of the
individual regions was too small to allow for an effective chi
square analysis, but across Canada some significant differences
showed up., The significances of the chi sgquare tests for each
of the programs is given in Table 3, Those that are starred (¥)
show a significance at greater than the 0.05 level, others are
not significant., In four of the eight areas of proqgramming,
results were significant enough to show that a relatioanship
exists between the ranking of programs and the perceived degree
of effectiveness, but in the other four there was not a
relationship shown. Interestingly, those that showed a
significant degree of relationship bear no relation to the
ranking of either programs or of effectiveness. However, when
responses to program ranking as a whole was compared vith
program effectiveness, to determine whether or not centres

tended overpll to rank those prograas highly that they felt most

66



effective in,

high level of significance.

D.)

{See also Graphs E1 to ES3,

Table 9: A Comparison of Program Ranking

and the Perceived Deqgree of Effectiveness

PROGRAMNM

In-class consultation
Curriculuer development
Staff retraining
Materials distribution
On-~site consult, services
Workshops, etc.

Program implementation
Long-term pro.d.

OVERALL COMPARISON

Part F; Decisjon Making

PROGRAN
RANKING

EFFECTIVENESS
RANKING

NE WO
ENawhn @O
* % % %

the chi sguare statistic showed there to be a very

Appendix

CHI
SCUARE
S5IG

0.0377
00,0480
0.,0283
0.0058
0.,4032
0.1160
0.1269
0.2857

0.0000

In this question, centre directors were asked to note who

was primarily responsible for making decisions reqarding various

aspects of centre policy and programming,

weres

1. Choice of materials to be purchased

®
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2, Choice of workshops to be presented

3. Choice of curriculum development areas
4, Staff job descriptions

5. Total staffing of the centre

6. Pacilities of the centre

7. Hours of operation.

The question was a fill-in type, and the responses Were

grouped into S5 categories:

1. Board officials

2. School Administrators

3., Centre director

4, Teachers

5. Others (including centre staff and consultants),

The complete breakdcwn of responses can be found in
Appendix E, Tables F1 to F6. At this point, a look at some of
the patterns of decision making (Table 10) shows that teachers
generally have a high degree of say in the choice of materials
and vorkshops, but, except for in centres in Manitoba, they have
very little involvement in decisions made in other areas.,

In order to determine whether or not there were any
differences between provinces in the distribution of power, chi
square statistics were used., In three of the areas where the
board most fregquently has the control over decisioans (curriculunm
developrent, job descriptions, and facilities), the differences

betveen proyinces in regards to teacher involvement is
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significant at greater than the 0.05 level (see Graphs F2 to F4,
Appendix D). In the case of both curriculum development and
facilities, Manitoba shows the greatest difference, whereas, in
the case of job descriptions, Alberta proves to be the province
that is different, Similarly, in the area where teachers had
the greatest say (choice of workshops), the differences between
the provinces in regards to the degree of board involvement was
significant at greater than the 0,05 level, and this difference
shows up in British Columbia (see Graph F1, Appendix 4). The
board office has the greatest say in centre decisions in most
provincial areas, and in Canada generally. The centre director
has the greatest deqree of control over decisions in Alberta and

the Atlantic provinces.
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Table 10: A Comparison of the Group
Most Frequently Listed as Making Decisions

In Different Areas

AREA B.Co ALTA MAN ONT ATL CANADA
-materials t 4 4 d d d
-workshops b t t d d t
-curr. dev, b b t b d/t/0 b
-job disc. b d b b b/d b
-gtaffing b b b b byd b
-facilities b d t b d/t b
-hours b/d d t b d d
GROUP CODE
(b) Board Staff (a) Administrators (d) Centre Director

(t) Teachers (o) Others

Part G: Aspects of the Centre Role, Ne Assessment,

€4S

ds
Developmental Activities and Materials Distribution
Part 6 on the questionnaire asked for informatiom in
several areas. A short-answver format was used, and the
responses given in some of these areas were broken down into
factors that could be compared across provinces. In the areas
of Role Definition and Developmental Activities, the answuers

have been left intact and included in the appendices.,
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The Role of the Centre: Defined and Implicit

Directors were asked to note the defined role of the centre
and any implicit role that might go beyond the defined role. A
wide range of responses were given, and it was felt that it
vould be more descriptive of centres in the country to provide
these answvers in toto (see Appendix E), rather than trying to
break them down into components and chart them. Most answers
described activities similar to those outlined in Part E, with a

strong emphasis on staff support services.

Needs Assessment

As noted earlier, this question asked for short answers.,
The methods of needs assessment noted by the various centres
have been divided into six categories:
1. Formal assessment
2., Informal assessment
3. By administration
4., By an advisory board
5. Through personal contact
6. By personal request.
It is possible that many centres use methods that they did not
note specifically, and consequently the data may not represent
the true picture., It is interesting, however, to note the
extent to which particular methods are specified. Table 11
following outlines to what extent each of these types of

.
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assessment is most used in a centre. A chi sguare analysis
shoved a difference between provinces significant at greater
than the 0,05 level, with Manitoba and Ontario showing a greater
use of formal and informal assessament. (See Graph G1, Appendix
D.) A further analysis was made, considering all types of
assessaent used in the various centres, and significant
provincial differences did show up in the areas of
administrative in-put and personal contact. (See Table G1, Graph
G2 and Graph G3, Appendix D,) British Columbia shows more input
by principals and coasultants than do other regions, and
Mapitoba and the Atlantic Provinces show more use of personal
contact to determine needs.

Table 11: A Comparison of the Types of Needs Assessment

Done in Centres Across Canada

METHOD B.C. ATLA MAN ONT ATL CANADA
~-formal asses., 33% 33% 54 % 47% 25% 45%
-informal asses, 0% 0% 0% 26% 0% 12%
-administration 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
-advisory board 67% 33% 8% 10% 0% 19%
-personal contact 0% 33% 31% 0% 75% 19%
-requests 0% 0% 8% 16% 0% 10%

(1) Formal Assessment - includes surveys, questionnaires,
review of services, analyses

{2) Informal Assessment =~ includes hunches, verbal feedback

(3) Administration - includes principals, consultants

(4) Advisory Board - includes staff of centre, steering
committee

{5) Personal Contact - includes representative meetings,
school visits

(6} Requests - includes individual and group regqguests

L]
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Developmental Activities

The type of developmental activities done has been analyzed
in three ways.,. First, it was noted whether centres that have
devel opmental activities initiated them, responded to requests,
or merely provided space, Second, the types of developmental
activities undertaken were examined. These two parts of the
analysis are shown in Table 12 following.

In addition, however, it was felt that it would be
interesting to note what actual developmental and research
programs were being done by the various centres. Thus, those
that were reported are listed in Appendix F.

Half of the centres across the country initiate curriculua
and/or materials development, and another 24% provide them when
asked. Only 15% are not involved in this area at all, even
though, as noted earlier, centres do not feel this area to be
effectively handled. Curriculum development, done in 56% of the
centres, is the most popular type of developmental activity
undertaken, but a third of the centres are also engaged in some
fora of research., Staff development was only mentioned by a few
centres, but since this question called for general answers, the
possibility of other centres being involved in this area is not

eliminated.
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Table 12: A Comparison of the Types of Develcpmental

Activities Undertaken in Centres Across Canada

B.C. ALTA MAN ONT ATL CANADA
-initiate 60% 33% 50% 60% 0% 50%
-respond only 0% 67% 36% 15% 25% 24%
-provide space 20% 0% 7% 10% 25% 114
-none 20% 0% 7% 15% 50% 15%
-curr, dev, 60% 33% 71% 55% 25% 56 %
-paterials dev. 20% 33% 28% 29% 25% 26%
-staff dev, 20% 0% 4% 10% 0% 13%
-skills analysis 403% 0% 14% 10% 0% 13%
-research 40% 0% 43% 30% 50% 35%
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Materials Distribution

The various means by which centres distribute materials
developed are noted in Table 13 below, The most popular method
used is the school-district courier, but displays and workshops
are used in many regions, as are several other methods that fit
the needs of the individual centres. Significant differences
betvween provinces at greater than the 0,05 level were show in
the use of displays and school visits, with the Atlantic
Provinces showing a greater use of display, and Ontario showing

a qreater use of school visits. (See Graphs G3 to Gé6,)

Table 13: A Comparison of Methods of Materials Distribution

Used by Centres Across Canada

B.C. ALTA MAN ONT ATL CANADA
-cour ier 100% 67% 43% 80% 50% 67%
-visits 20% 0% 0% 45% 0% 22%
-workshops 40% 0% 4% 40% 0% 26%
-reps. 0% 0% 7% 0% 25% 4%
-newsletter 0% 0% 36% 10% 50% 20%
-display 40% 0% 14% 5% 15% 17%
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V. A Comparison of Centres with the Theoretical Framevork

The Theoretical Framework
' As the questionnaire was developed, it was anticipated that

certain responses would show a support for the theoretical

model, as presented at the end of Chapter II. 1In order to

determine to what extent centres across Canada did fit the

model, a comparison was made between actual answers and those

answers that would show support for the propositional

statements., The nine propositional statements are:

DEFINITION

1. The teachers' centre is a physical facility operated
principally by teachers for the purposes of teacher
in-service education, enhanced teacher professional
interaction, and curriculum developnment.

ASSUMPTIONS

2., Pundamental educational reform originates with the classroon
teacher;

3, Outside experts can assist, but not instigate;

4, Teachers desire professionalisn;

SERVICES

5, Centres should offer extensive in-service activities for the

#

76



professional development of teachers;

6. Centres should provide a materials source, both for
manipulation and dissemination;

7. Centres should be the base of extensive developmental
activity;

CONTROL AND FINANCE

8, The teachers' centre should be run by teachers and for
teachers, and should be financed by the school system within
which it is located;

FOCUDS

3, The prime focus is the ciassroom teacher.

The Rationale

These statements, which grew out of the literature were
matched with selected data collected during the survey, 1In the
sections below, a rationale is given for each of the points of
comparison chosen, Each question from the questionnaire that is
+to be examined is quoted, together with the anticipated response
that would show support for some aspect of the model, and a note
referring to which specific supposition the question is being
compared. The numbers in brackets refer to the propositional

statements as presented above.
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Part A: Policy

In the section on policy, an answer of 'ALWAYS' (5) or

'USUALLY' (4) on all guestions other than A3 provides support

for several aspects of the model,

1.

2.

3.

4.

Se

6.

If the centre feels that "the director should be an
experienced teacher”, it shows that teachers are in the
focus of the centre (3), and that they exert a measure of
control over the centre {8), It alsc indicates that
teachers will have a key role in any learning that gces on
in the centre (1), It furthers the assumption that outside
expertise is not always the best (3).

If staff are "teachers on term appointmeat", ail points
mentioned for A1 hold, Further, it promotes the assumption
of reform originating with teachers (2), and shows that
consultation is probably taking place (6).

N.C.

If the centre believes that "reform originates with the
classroom teacher", it shows that teachers are the focus of
centre activities (3), and provides support for all three
assumptions in the model (2,3,4).

In conjunction with a positive answer to A7, a feeling that
"university personnel can provide assistance" gives sone
support to the second assumption in the model (3).

If the centre feels that "needs assessment is necessary", it

shovs a'desire to meet the needs of teachers (1,9). It also
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7.

8.

9.

10.

implies the presence of in-service activities (5) and a
desire for professionalism among teachers (4).

"Curriculum development activities" as a part of policy
support factor 7 (in-service), and factor 4 {teacher
professionalisn).

"Research activities" supports the same factors as
curriculum development (4,7).

Looking for the "cooperation of teachers" in the development
of the centre gives a measure of support to factor 9
{teacher is the focus) and to the assumption that teachers
desire professionalism (4).

The occurence of "dialogue and debate orn critical issues"
would support factors 4 (professionalism) and 7 {(centres as

a base of developmental activity).

Part B: Access to and Use of Products and Services

In comparing the access to and use of centre services and

products by different groups with various factors on the model,

two groupings were looked at in particular: teachers {(classroon,

substitute and student) and the public {(parents, studeants and

community groups).,

1.

Teachers

a. Access to products: This would support the definition
(1) and control factors (8), as ¥well as the provision of
a materials source (6).

’
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b.

Access to services: This also supports the definition
given in the model (1) and the control factor (8), as
vell as in-service activity (5).

Use of products: This would show support for the
definition (1) and the desire for professionalism (4).
Use of services: This would also show support of the

definition (1) and the desire for professionalism (u4).

2. The Public

The greater the access to, and use of, products and services

by non-teachers, the less the centre can meet the needs of

teachers. Consequently, negative answers only are

considered in this comparison.

de

b,

d.

Part C:3

Access to products: and

Access to services: A negative response in these areas
supports the definition (1) and control factors {(8), as
well as the focus (9).

Use of products: and

Use of services: A negative response in either area

supports the definition (1) and focus (3).

Staffing Structure

Five aspects of staffing can be examined to provide some

points cf comparison with the mnodel.

1« If the "™director of the centre is a teacher", it supports

the control factor (8).

[
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2,

3.

5,

If the centre has "full or part-time staffing", it shows
support for the provision of services (5,6).

If there is "voluntary staffing", support is shown for a
desire for professionalism (4), but since this was not
specifically asked for on the questionnaire, no mention of
voluntary staffing is not considered to be a negative factor
in this regard.

The presence of "consultants" on staff supports the service
factor (5), if there is full or part-time staffing.

Given full or part-time staffing, the presence of "teachers"

on staff shows support for the basic definition (1).

Part D: Centre Facilities

Five aspects of this part can be used for comparison with

the theoretical framework.

1.

2+

3.

4.

If the centre provides a "workshop area", then it shows
support for the definition (1) and for in-service activity
(5).

If a "professional library" is provided, the factors of
professionalism (4) and developmental activity (7) are
shown,.

An "area for consultation" supports that area of service on
the model (5).

A "make-and-take area" supports the provision of a materials
source (6) »

*
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5. The provision of "instructional kits" also supports the

centre as a4 materials source (6).

Part E: Centre Programming Effectiveness

The comparison between effectiveness in proqramming and the
theoretical framework is based on the assumption that the
centres that are effective or very effective in certain areas of
programming show that certain aspects of the model are, in fact,
pertinent to that centre.

1. The effective provision of "in-class consultation" shows
support for the definition (1), the assumption of
professionalism (4), services (5), and the focus (3).

2, "Curriculum development" shows a support for the concepts of
educational reform beqginning with teachers (2), teacher
professionalism (4), and for services (6).

3. "Staff retraining" also shows support for the definition
(1), professionalism (4) and services (5), as well as for
the focus (9).

4, Effectiveness in "materials distribution" supports the
centre as providing a materials source ({6).

5. Effective "on site consultation™ supports the same factors
as does number 1 (1,4,5,3),

6. Effectiveness in providing "workshops" also supports these
factors (1,4,5,3).

7. N.C.
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8.

Effectiveness in "long~term professional developmental
activities" shows support for the assumption of educational
reform originating with teachers (2), and of professionalism

(4) , and for the provision of in-service (5).

Part F: Decision Making

1.

2,

3.

4.

5.

If board officials or administrators are not imnvolved in
decision making regarding "materials, workshops, and areas
of curriculum development®, then there is support for the
definition (1), origqin of reform (2), control (8), and focus
(3.

A negative response to board or administrative involvement
in decision making in the area of "job descriptions and
staff positions"™ supports the control factor in the model
(8) .

A negative response to board or administrative involvement
in deciding "facilities" provides support for the control
factor (8).

If teachers, or a centre director who is a teacher, make
decisions regarding "materials, workshops and areas of
curriculum development”, the the centre matches the model in
the areas of definition (1), origin of reform {2), control
{8) , and focus (9).

If teachers or a teacher-director are involved in decisions

»

83



regarding "job descriptions or staff positions", themn there

is a match in the area of control (8).
6. If teachers of a teacher-director make decisions regarding
"centre facilities", then there is a match in the area of

control {8).

Part G: Developmental Activities

1. If there are developmental activities "initiated or provided
in response to requests", then the centre matches the model
in the areas of defintion (1), origin of reform (2),
assumption of professionalism (4), and developmental
activity (7).

2., "Curriculum development or research" supports the same
factors (1,2,4,7) .

3. "HMaterials development™ supports the model in the areas of

definition (1) and provision of a materials source (6).

The Comparison of Selected Data with the Model

Table 14 provides a summary of the points at which
comparisons were made between the data and the theoretical
model. For example, an 'x' under 'DEF 1! beside *POLICY 1!
notes that answers to the firs*t poiicy statement can be compared

with the statement of DEFINITION as give in statement 1 on page

75.
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In order to effect this comparison, the original data was
reprogramied to select those centres that responded to each
specific question in the manner noted above, From this a
listing vas obtained of all centres that matched each guestion
as specified. Next, these results were qrouped to obtain a
print-out for each centre in order to show the extent to which
it matched each of the nine points on the model, The totals for
each proposition for each centre were tabulated, and were
entered into the computer as a new data file., Frequency
distributions and crosstabulations were then done on this data
in order to examine the extent of national and provincial
agreement with the model.

These results have been showan on Table 14 in two ways.
Pirst, the total percentage of centres that did answver each
question in the manner specified is given for each of the
guestions examined, Second, the national average for each of
the nine prorositions under examination is given, and the range

of responses across the country is shown.

85



Table 14: A Summary of Comparison Points
Betvween Responses to Questions
and the Theoretical Model
Giving National Totals

ASPECTS OF THE MODEL NATIONAL
DEF ASSUMPTIONS SERVICES <CONT. FOCUS TOTAL
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
POLICY
1 X X X X 3%
2 x X X X X X 93%
3
4 b'e X X X 60%
5 X 65%
6 b ¢ X X X 50%
7 X X ' 41%
8 X b'¢ 26%
3 X X 45%
10 X X 23%
USAGE
1 X X b'¢ 32%
2 X X X 91%
3 x X 784
4 X X 77%
5 b X X 43%
6 X X X 35%
7 X b'¢ 55%
8 X X 35%
STAFFING
1 X 28%
2 x X 65%
3 {x) 19%
4 X 50%
5 X 35%
PACILITIES
] b'¢ b’ 87%
2 ' X X 74%
3 X 67%
4 X 83%
5 X 87%
(cont.,.)
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ASPECTS OF THE MODEL (CONT.) NATICNAL

DEF ASSUMPTIONS SERVICES CONT. FOCUS TOTAL
1 p 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS
1 X X X X 58%
2 X X X 61%
3 X X X X 30%
4 X 76%
5 X X X X 78%
6 X X X X 37%
7
8 X X 65%
DECISION MAKING
1 X X X X 59%
2 X 26%
3 X 22%
4 b ¢ X X X 54%
5 X 37%
6 b'e 30%
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENTAL ACTIVITIES
1 X X X X T4%
2 X b4 X X 65%
3 X X 26%
{TOT)
TOTAL 22 8 4 17 10 9 6 13 14 106
NATIONAL AV ERAGE
14 4 2 10 6 S 3 6 9 60
RANGE (7-18) {(1-4) {1-9) (1=-6) {(1=-13)
(1=-7) {(3-15) {2-8) {3-12) {(25-88)

Even though there was considerable variation between
individual centres, as shown by a range of 25-88/106 in the
total number of possible points of comparison, the

crosstabula;ion and chi square statistics show a significant
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difference between provinces only in the area of control. The
greatest differences in scores on the control factor showed up
between Ontario at the low end, with an average of 5 on the 13
points of coamparison, showing a low level of teacher control;
and Manitoba and the Atlantic provinces at the high end, with
averages of 8 and 3 respectively. The crosstabulation provided
a chi square of 56,975 with 36 deqrees of freedosm, and a
significance of 0.0145 (see Graph F5, Appendix D).

This difference in level of teacher control has been
pointed out in other areas of the paper: in the literature
review and in the section of this chapter analyzing Decision
Making.

Also of interest is the relatively low degree of agreement,
only 56% nationally, between what centres report to be the
status of centring in Canada and the theoretical model of an
effective centre as derived from the literature, Especially
low, at 33% agreement, is the proposition that centres should be
the base of extensive developmental activity., As will be shown
in the next chapter, a step change is necessary if teachers!'
centres are to become truly effective in in-service training of
teachers and the development of innovative prograas in

education,
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VvI. Summary and Conclusions

General Findings
There exists in Canada a general pattern of a teachers'
centre that is like neither the general American model or the
general British model. This is probably due to the control of
education by provincial ministries, unlike the essential
autonomy of the British LEAs, and to the lack of extensive
grants of Federal money for various educational projects, as in
the USA, as noted in Chapter II. There are considerably fewer
centres in Canada than in either of the two other countries, and
those that exist tend to be associated with a local school
district and under considerable control by the administration of
that district. 1In fact, the degree of control is the factor
that shows the most significant difference from province to
province, Of over 100 variables analyzed, the only ones that
show a siqgnificant difference betvween provinces are:
1. Board use of services, given access;
2. Voluntary staffing;
3. Board involvement in deciding on the choice of workshops;
4, Teacher involvement in deciding areas of curriculum
develcpment;

»
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5. Teacher involvement in defining job descriptions;

6, Teacher involvement in determining facilities;

7. Types of needs assessment undertakern;

8. Administrative into needs assessment;

3, Personal contact as a means of needs assessmnent;

10, School visits as a means of distributing materials;

11. Displays as a means of distributing materials.,

0f the eleven areas nentioned above, four (3, 4, 5, and 6) are
concerned with administrative versus teacher presence in the
centre. In fact, when the responses were compared with the
theoretical model, control was the only one of the nine
propositional statements that showed a significant difference
qreater than 0.05 betvween provinces.

In addition, Canadian centres concentrate mostly on
in-service activities and consultative services, and tend to
avoid curriculus development and long-range professional
development programs. As noted earlier, this shows a
preoccupation with items of greater immediacy but lesser
consequence, despite extensive literature showing the need for
long-term projects in in-service, as presented in the section,

'The Services of the Centref, in Chapter 1I.

30




Summary of the Findings

Policy

Over eighty percent of the centres across Canada indicated
a high deqree of concurrence with the concepts of having a
centre director with previous classroom experience, providing
needs assessment, and developing the centre as a cooperative
effort between teachers, school boards and the community.

Fifty percent or more also indicated that it is their
policy to have a consultative staff of ciliassroom teachers on
term appointment, to take a lead in developmental activities,
and to provide a place for continued debate and dialogue in
education.

Just less than fifty percent feel that university personnel
can be of assistance in curriculum development, Very few
centres feel that serious reform is needed, or that centres
should undertake research studies, but forty percent note a
policy that reform originates with the classroom teacher. This
aqaih highlights a fact brought out on the previous page, that
centres tend to concentrate on those areas that are most easily
igplemented. Even though the question asked for a comparison of
centre policy with each statement presented, it is possible, and

L
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guite probable, that in many cases policy is determined by the
actual situation, rather than being the precursor of a centre
that tries to operate according to certain set policies, This
would help to account for the seeming lack of cohesion between

policy and programming, as shcwn later,

Centre Facilities and Usage

The majority of centres operate within part of a school,
and are open for extended hours from before school until the
evening., Most offer considerable facilities, including workshop
areas, make—-and-take facilities, a library, a louange,
consultation areas, and publishers' displays. Facilities are
open generally not only to classroom teachers, but also to
student and substitute teachers, as well as to board members and
board staff. To a lesser extent, parents, students and the
community are given access.

Use of services, when given access, is high among classroon
and student teachers and board staff, moderate by students and

the community, and fairly low by board members and parents.

Staffing

Generally centre directors are considered to be
administrative staff, and two-thirds of the centres have
full-time professional staff. Almost all centres have
clerical/technical staff, with many offering a wide variety of

services.,
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The fact that most centre directors are adainistrators
points up the fact that Canadian centres are under the control
of the school-district, W¥hile many services are offered to
teaéhers, the quiding policy is not generally overseen by

teachers.

Centre Programming and Effectiveness

Workshops and other in-service activities ranked first
across Canada, and materials distribution was also ranked highly
by over fifty percent of the centres. On-site consultation was
a top choice of more than a third of the centres in all reqioms,
and of more than half in B.C, and the Maritimes, Staff
retraining, however, as well as curriculum development and
program implementation were the top choice of less than a third
of the centres across the country.

It is possible that the area of workshops and othaer
in-service activities is not a genuine category, distinct from
staff retraining, program implementation and curriculunm
development. However, respondents did see these categories as
different entities, This may mean that sorkshops are seen as
short-term interventions, designed to meet an immediate need,
and as one means of implementing more far-reaching programs, and
thus while being a part of staff retraining programs, for
example, are a separate focus for centre personnel by
themselves.,

'
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Across Canada, centres feel most effective in in-service
activities (such as workshops), materials distribution and
on-site consultation; and least effective in providing staff
retraining. It is possible that workshops and materials
distribution are rated as being highly effective because there
is no real data as to the effectiveness of such activities on
teaching, and it is felt that anything done for the teacher that
can be taken directly back to the classroom will have direct

results on teaching and learning.

Decision Making

Teachers generally are involved in decision making in the
areas of material and workshop selection, but not in the areas
of staffing and determination of facilities, which are usually
decided by board office staff, again demonstrating that
teachers' centres in Canada are run by local education

authorities.

Needs Assessment

Just under fifty percent of the centres undertake formal
needs assessment, even though ninety-three percent noted under
policy that needs assessment is necessary. As mentioned
earlier, the centres' stated policy is not necessarily
coincident with the actual functioning of the centre. Other
forms of assessment are used, but in a limited way only. In

British Coypmhia and Manitoba administrators have a relatively
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high level of input, and personal contact plays an important

role in many areas.

Develcpmental Activities

Developmental activities, particularly curriculum
development, is initiated by fifty percent of the centres, and
another twenty-four percent provide such activities when
requested. Thirty~-five percent are involved in research in a
variety of areas, but only one-eighth of all centres provide
staff development activities, These figures are interesting in
light of the low ranking of programs in curriculum development
and research by most of the centres. It is apparent that even
though many centres undertake these activities, they do not feel
highly proficient in doing them, nor do they attach a high

degree of importance to them in comparison to other activities,

Materials Distribution

Centres generally distribute materials through the school
district courier system, with a quarter of the centres - mostly
in Ontario and B.C. - using visits and workshops to disseminate

information,
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Expanding the Model

The nine statements that were presented at the end of
Chapter II, as a proposed theoretical model of a teachers'
centre, were developed from a review of the literature in order
to provide some functional gquidelines for the development of
centres that can be viable places for the in-service development
of teachers and the development of innovative educational
practices. The original propositions, developed over a Yyear
ago, were constrained by the literature, A rethinkiag of the
rodel, based in part on the literature review and readings done
since, in part on the information provided by the survey, and in
part on conversations with centre personnel and researchers in
the field from Canada, U.S.A. and Great Britain, has led to a
considerable expansion of the concepts contained witain each
proposition,

Now, in addressing the question of the teachers' centre as
a whole, the following is presented as an overview of what the
author feels a good teachers?! centre should be in order to
provide effective in~service, and to make a genuine contribution

to change in the educational systea.,

1. Centre programming should be aimed at having all teachers
realize the need for understanding research and for
conducting an on-going analysis of what is happening in

educat}on; not necessarily to force them to change, but to
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2.

allow them to gqet a sense of what is available in terms of
instructional techniques and of the theoretical base of such
techniques, so that they can make intelligent choices in
program planning. Then the centre should Lhave resources
available to help teachers to implement fully any progranm
they may wish to try, including helping them to learn it
step by step, 1f necessary.

The prime focus is the classroom teacher. The centre must

consider the teacher to be its primary client. Since the
teacher is the one who must face the pressures of day-to-day
instruction of often unwilling children, and who must
isplement apny curriculum changes, then it is the teacher who
must change and grow if education is to develof positively.
Consequently, parents, community groups, board members, etc.
should not be considered to be prime clients of a centre,
since meeting the needs of outside groups may conflict sith
the job of providing viable in-service and long range
development programs for teachers., Similarly, students
should not be considered to be clients of a centre.

Students are the clients of the schools and will benefit
from any teacher growth, and it is important that program
organizers plan in terms of adults, not children, if
teachers are to be assisted and provided for effectively.
Finally, administrators are clients of the centre to the

exten§ that they are teachers. A strong emphasis on the
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3.

4.

part of the centre towards management would subjugate the
needs of the teachers to the needs of the system and
orqanization, unless staffing is provided for the purpose.
Moreover, if the centre becomes a tool of the board, it may
not be able to meet the needs of the teachers as

effectively.

Teachers centres should be run by teachers. In order to

meet the requirements mentioned above, teachers must have
the majority voice in the running pf a centre, since no
other group can be both fully cognizant of the needs of the
classroom and fully sympathetic to the needs of the teacher.
Other groups could function in an advisory capacity, but
should not have a deciding voice. This was showan, in
Chapter II, to be the feeling of several writers in the
field of in-service.

Teachers!' centres should be financed by the school systes.
Teachers are employees of a given system, and improved
classroom performance cal only have positive results for the
total educational program of a district. #¥ith declining
enrollment and the consequent decreasing staff population,
systems must provide for the upgrading and professional
grovwth of teachers as part of their responsibility to
taxpayers to provide the best possible educational systen.
The purpose of in-service is the improvement of instruction,

and is’therefore an expense of the educational system, not
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2

of the teacher,

Three assumptions should form the foundation of the centre's

philosophy and policy:

de

b,

Seriocus reform originate with the teacher. The

involvement of teachers in planning leads to a stronger
comeittment to igplementation, and if teachers must
attend programs through compulsion, implementation
efforts will probably be weak, or non-existant.
Moreover, teachers are more likely to be able to
demonstrate the practicalities of their prograams to
other teachers than educational theorists, since
teachers have more credibility with other teachers.
Outside experts can assist but not instigate. Given
five hours a day of total control over their environment
teachers may resent situations where they are considered
to be unequal to the task and in need of direction.
Teachers will attent vorkshops and seminars when they
feel that a specific need will be met, and they will ask
for advice when they feel in need of it,.

Professjonalism is desired by teachers. If a centre
does not operate on the philosophy that teachers desire
a high degree of professionalism, then it cannot
possibly provide professional development of any degree
of usefulness, thus centres that do not see teachers as

desjring growth are operating under false pretenses.
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Teachers are professionals who wish to do the best job

possible, not stubborn reactionaries who must be forced
to change, and a centre that recognizes and meets these
reqgquirements will be beneficial to education and

teachers alike.

6., Centres should provide a wvide range of services:

dse

b.

Ihey should provide copsultative services and workshops,
both on- and off-site. Workshops, hovever, need not be
the sole responsibility of centre staff, as many
classroom teachers are hiqhly knowledgable in a certain
field, and given time to prepare and present their
offerings are generally willing to do so.

They should provide a material source, both for
manipulation and for dissemination. Centres should have
activity rooms where teachers can make things, either to
supplement a lesson or to decorate a classroom. Often
new ideas gained in a workshop session can be solidified
by the immediate application of the skill. In addition,
teachers are more and more freguently being asked to
provide instruction in manually oriented areas such as
clay and voodworking, and some provision must be made
for hands-on learning.

They should be the core of extensive developmental
activity. There is a need to move beyond the technology

of‘teaching to the theoretical aspects of education as a
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whole, and centres that exist solely to provide
'band-aid' solutions to daily problems cannot justify a
physical facility and permanent staff. Only by
providing services in areas of educational development
can centres have stability and validity as a public
expense, True professional development looks beyond the
provision of a few tricks to make spelling lessons
successful, to the entire spelling program as a part of
larguage development as a uho;e, and to one particular
vyear's curriculum in spelling as part of a logical,
reasoned progression, In groups, or individuwally,
teachers should be able to find room and support for
research and curriculua planning., Thus, library
facilities and staff knowledgable in many curriculun
areas should be provided to support teachers in such
activities, As a 'ceantre'! of teacher activity, the
teachers! centre is in an ideal position to conduct
research into many aspects of teaching and learning, an
area in which the survey has shown many centres to be
sadly lacking. The provision of this range of services
provides for three broad areas of in-service development
for teachers - assistance, instruction and innovation,
all of them a vital part of professional qgrowth.

7. 1p general, teachers' centres must be places that are run

g;;gg;;;1 by teachers for the purposes of self-development
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in subject areas and growth as a professional. The centre
must be a physical location where these activities can take
place, since a physical location provides a point of
continuity; it is there when the teacher is ready for it., A
centre should be a neutral place where teachers can and will
go freely to learn and to share. Facilities at the district
board office may deter some teachers, and facilities in an
operational school may be under too much direction by the
building administrator., It should»be 4 place where teachers
can meet with other teachers in a pleasant atmosphere after
the pressures of the classroom, a place where a teacher can
be free to make mistakes while learning, a place where
teachers can receive support and assistance from other
teachers.
Providing these things will not solve all of the problems of
in-service. Also of paramount importance is attention tc the
type of programming that will be done in order to ensure that
the centre does not become a teacher-run source of poor

in-service, instead of an administratively-run one.

Recommendations

The following recommendations are presented in light of all
that has gone before. They are not intended to be aill
inclusive, but hopefully will help to provide some direction, in

conjunction’with the previous section, that will help centres in
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Canada to move from where they are to where they should be, as

centres that are efficient and effective in meeting the needs of

teachers and education in Canada.

Programming

1.

2,

3.

4,

5.

6.

Centres need to adopt a policy of a cyclical approach to
their programzing: needs assessment, provision of services,
evaluation.

Centres need to focus on the perceived needs of teachers, in
order to avoid becoming an administrative tool; and c¢n the
long term needs of education in order to avoid
superficiality.

Centres need to focus on long-term as well as immediate
needs.,

Centres need to consider the process as well as the content
of in-service.

Centres need to undertake research to determine the
effectiveness of in-service programming on pupil outcomes,
Centres need to undertake a course of action to ensure that
the board and community understand the value of the services
offered, in order to avoid losing funding with declining

enrollment.,
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Facilities

1.

2,

3.

Centres must provide extensive hours of operation, inciuding
weekend and evening hours, in order to allow teachers
maximum usage of the facilities.

Centres must combine professional development services and
material resources in order to provide a complete range of
services, rather than allowing these functions to be the
responsibility of two separate entities, as is often the
case,

In order to go beyond short-term thinking, sharing with
others is essential, and consequently centres should
undertake to develop a network and information pool both

within and between centres.

Needs Assessment

1.

A1l constituents of the educational coamunity need to be
considered in conducting needs assessments: teachers,
administrators, trustees, parents and students, to the
degree that they are recipients of the programming performed
by the centre or are the ultimate benificiaries of it. This
does not imply that these groups are to become responsible
for programming or decision-making in the centre, only that
since they are part of the educational community, the centre

LJ
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needs to be aware of their needs in determining how the

centre can bets serve the community.
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Appendix A:The Questionnaire

Development of the Questionnajre

Following the development of the theoretical framework
presented in Chapter 2, several steps were taken to produce a
survey questionnaire. PFirst, nine professional development and
resource centres in the Lower Mainland area of British Columbia
sere visited, and the services and products of these centres
were examined in considerable detail. Second, a service matrix
wvas designed ({see Table 15 below), the purpose of which was to
find as many areas as possible to examine and analyze within a
centre, Third, a question was devised for each item listed

inside the matrix.
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Table 15: Centre Product and Service Matrix

PRODUCT ORIENTATION

SERVICE ORIENTATION

WHO? staff staff-teaching
consumers =-support
suppliers consumers

WHAT? software on-site
hardvare off-site
production needs assessment

dev., activities
research

WHERE? physical layout facilities
storaqe

WHEN? ordering hours of operation
acquisition availibility of
' staff

WHY? rationale rationale
decision making decision making

needs assessment

HOW ? dissemination Tecruiting
acquisition and servicing

consumers

These questions were then rewritten as sample questionnaire
statenrents in order to determine the type of information that
might be gleaned froa the study.

For example, the cell on the service matrix labelled
ORIENTATION/WHY led to the two areas of 'rationale!' and
'‘decision making' as possible items for examination, The first
stage questions for these items were: (1) What is the rationale
behind the selection of products to be used in the centre? and

»
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(2) Who decides what products will be used in the centre? These
questions were then rewritten as follows in order to examine
them as actual items on a survey:
1« Please describe the rationale behind the selection of itenms
to be used in the centre.
2. Please note who makes the decisions as to what products will
be placed in the centre. Please note YES or KO,
a. elected board members __
b. board officials eseeese__
¢, cehtre director eseseeo__
de teachersS eseceeevtoceccoe__
€¢ OtherS seencesceconces__

When such a survey item had been developed for each part of
the matrix, extensive regrouping and refining was done in order
to eliminate those items that were redundant, those that were
too lengthy, and those that would give information either too
obvious or too difficult to analyze effectively. The guestions
were further modified to downplay the product orientation aspect
of centres, since many centres have limited materials but stili
provide extensive in-service, while others are merely resource
centres, and the present study is not concerned with these
latter places.

The next step was to develop questions that examined the
role and policy of the centre. These were primarily

scaled-resppnse and open-ended guestions. (See Questions A and
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G respectively on the questionnaire below.) These questions
vere designed to test the assumptions made on the model. Each
assumption is couched in more than one of the survey itenms,
however, in order to insure a more accurate analysis of the
results., (See Chapter V, Comparison of Centres With the

Theoretical Model.)

The Layout

In laying out the questionnaire, an attempt was made to
balance the types of questions, the degree of difficulty
involved in determining an answer, and the area of examination
(policy vs service).

Thus, Question A asks the most probing questions, through
the use of positive statements and scaied response answers.
This is intended to be the most difficult question, and it
relates almost entirely to policy. This question is placed at
the beginning because the statements may be interpreted as
showing an apparent bias, and this can be overcome by later
questions that are more neutral,

Question B is gqguite straight forward, using YES/NO
responses to determine who uses the centre. This should serve
to counteract any hesitancy caused by the apparent bias shown in
Question A, and, consequently, was on the same page,

Question C appears straight forward, but it asks for a lot

*
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of information concerning the staffing of the centre, and may be
quite time-consuming to ansver., It is designed to indicate soume
of the policy of the centre, as well as the structure.

Question D, as a checklist, should be the easiest question
to answer, and for this reason was placed on the same page as
Question C, It is designed to gather data concerning facilities
and products,

Question E is a two-part question that examines the
services offered by the centre. The first part is a
forced-choice ranking question, and the second part is a scaled
response question. The ranking should help to show the
underlying philosophy of the centre, and the question concerning
the degree of perceived effectiveness wvas designed to provide
information helpful to the resolution of the problem under
study.

Question F, in asking who is responsible for fhe decision
making, examines both policy aund philosophy, and, consequently,
provides information concerning the model and its application in
centres.

Question G, as the last gquestion, is designed to allow the
respondent to have the last word. It examines centre policy,
but as a short~ansver, open-ended type of response is asked for,
following several forced-choice and checklist type questions, it
should be viewed as an unbiased question, (contrary to Question

4) and ansugred openly. The space is limited in order not to

"



make the respondent feel compelled to write a long and detailed

answer,
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The Questionnaire

A,

1.

2.

3.

4,

5.

6.

7.

8.

9,

Please note the extent to which each of the following
represents the policy or underlying assumptions

of your Teachers' Centre.

S=ALWAYS 4=USUALLY 3=SOMETIMES 2=RARELY 1=NEVER

The director of a Teachers' Centre
should have prior classroom experience

The consultative staff of a Teachers!
Centre should be classroom teachers
on tern appointment..........-........

Serious reform is needed in education.

Reform must originate with classroon

teaACh@rSeseevecoseonsssossssssnscsssse

University personnel can be of
assistance in curriculum development..

Needs assessment is necessary in order
that programs can meet the real
concerns Of teaCheLSesssessescssescesns

Teachers' Centres should take the lead
in developmental activitieS.ecsesecssses

Teachers! Centres should undertake
research studieSescesssscccsencsensons

Teachers' Centres should be a resul:
of cooperation between teachers,
school boards, and the communitye.esess

10, Teachers' Centres should be places

where dialogue and debate on critical
issues in education take placC@siecesssoe
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B. Do the following cateqgories of people have access to, and
tend to use, Centre services and products? Please check (/).

L 2R BN BN BN BN BN NS BN BN NN RN BR BN R BN BN B RE BN B BE BN BN BK I N OB BN B Ik BE BN AR BN ]

{ ACCESS | TEND TO} ACCESS | TEND TO§
i TO | UsSeE | TO i OSE |
§ PRODUCTS JPRODUCTS |SERVICESYy SERVICES|
jYes | NojYes | NojYes | NojYes | Noj|
........................'.'..‘....‘.'
1. Elected board members., l....lo.o'..ool...‘o...l...loo..‘.a.l
2. Board office staff.es. ‘oo.oln.oloo..‘.oolt..a‘on.l.o..‘.-o‘
3. Classroom teachers...‘ ‘....‘...l....'...‘....‘...-‘....l...‘
i, Substitute teachers... 'oa..iot.l..a.‘.ool..oo’oo.‘no..‘o.o‘
S5« Student teachersSeecese loo-o‘oooln-oo‘ooo]o-oo‘aoo‘voo.‘oon'
6o ParentSeseccescccccoss 'ooo.’...'ooo..oo.‘...o‘ooo‘c.oo‘o-aol
7o StudentSeeccecoccsssncses loosoleoeloooslsoefococfoscfocsoslonal
8. Conm“nity menbersSeecesce Joeoeoeofoeosloossleooslooeslooofooonlonsi

C. Please indicate the staffing structure of the Centre
as follows:

ROLE: Give the official designation (eq. coordinator,
consultant, typist, etc,) and note whether the
position is considered to be administrative (A),
teaching staff (T), or clerical/technical (7).

NUMBER: Give the total number of people who occupy that role.

TERM: Give the length of the appointment.

AVAILIBILITY: Note the general on-site and off-site hours.

| ROLE { NUMBER | TERM ] AVAILIBILITY |
) | i 4§ ON-SITE | OFF-SITE |

’cooofoooooooooooc’oooooooooo‘oooaooooooioooaooooo‘oooo-oooooi
‘ooqo0000Ooooooooo‘ooooooooool-ocooooO.o]ooooooo.oioooo..olOoi
l-oooooooooo.oooonlnooooooooo‘ooooooooon‘o.ooooooo‘oo.ooooooo‘
iol.o.ooo.oooo.ooo.o.ooco.ao.,oo.oooooo.‘oaoooo.oo‘o.oo.oo.oo‘
ioooooooooooooooo-‘ooooooo-oo‘o.oooooooo‘onooooooo‘ooooo.oc.c‘
‘.toooooooo.o.oo.o’oooooonooo‘oooooooooo’o.ooo.ooaloooooo.ooo‘
looooooooooo.oo.o-‘c.oooooooo‘onooooo.oo‘oooooooooloooooooooc]
]oooaoooaoo.oo-oooloooooooooolonoooooo.o‘ooooo.oool-ooo-ooooo‘
'oooo.ooooooooo.oo‘oooo-noooo‘oooo.oooco‘ooooo-ooo‘ovootooooo‘
l.................l..........I'........“.........‘0.........‘

l...l..l..........I»....CO....I‘........l‘.....0.....‘......00‘
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D. Please check (/)

LOCATION

Complete use of a school building .see.

Partial use of a school building

Rented facilities
Oother (please specify)

® 0% 60 99 00 00 DOO SISO AE OSSR OEINIOETNES

Number of rooms total

HOUBS OF OPERATION

before school hours
during school hours
after school hours
in the evening
Saturdays

Open
Open
Open
Open
Open

ROONS

Horkshop space

Storage space

Library facilities
Lounge area

Consultation area
Reading roon

Publishers!'! display area
'Make and Take' area

Other {please specify)

®0 5 00 500050 8000008080 000

L2 I N )

209000

HARDWARE/SOFTWARE

L I )
L2 R B O )
o 9000
LI B )
200090
oo 0 o
oo R0
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Movies

Video tapes
Filastrips

Tapes

Records
Instructional kits
Video tape eguipment
Movie eguipment

Other (please specify)

(20 28 BB AU B B A AU BE BN BB BN BN BN IR BB I BB AN J

200

2 e

the type of facilities that the Centre has.



E.

Please rank the following in ascending order to show

which activities form the main focus of Centre programming,

Rank the most impcrtant activity as 1, the least important
as 8, Please also note beside each item whether you feel
your centreto be Very Effective (VE), Effective (E),
Marginally Effective (ME) or Ineffective (I).

In~-class consultation for classroom teachers ess.es VE E HME
Curriculum development eeses VE E ME
Staff retraining esese VE E ME
Materials distribution seeee VE E ME
On-site consultative services senss VE E ME
Workshops and other in-service activities sesse VE E ME
Program iEplementation eesse YE E ME
Long~tern professional development activities ..... VE E ME

F.

Please note who makes the decisions regarding each of the
following areas. (egq., director, teachers, superintendent's
office, etc.)

Choice of materials to be purchased.......... "0 800800000 0
Choice of "OrkShOpS to be oOfferedesecescessscsccsavececvossns
Choice of curriculun developnent Al€ASeesssensscssssssansos
Staff job descriptions..........-....................-u-.
Staff positions: type and nNudberecsessesccssssssesccscccss
Centre facilitieSecesesseesccessssevsconcsecnssosssssosccnsss
Hours of operation.........o....'.........................
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2,
3.
4,
5

6.

Please answer or comment on each of the following
as fully as possible,

Under your mandate, what is the defined role of the
Teachers! Centre?

Is there an implicit role that goes beyond the defined role?
What is the process of needs assessment used by the centre?
vhat developmental activities are undertaken by the centre?
(eg. curriculuam development, etc,)

Please describe any research in which the centre is
involved,

By what means does the centre distribute materials that are
developed?
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Appendix B: The Covering Letters

September 7, 1979

Dear csesevvses

A study is being undertaken at Simon Fraser University
(Paculty of Education) in order to analyze the organization,
policy and philosophy of Canadian teachers' centres, to provide
an overview of centre development in Canada. The study is being
done in the recognition that while teachers' centres provide a
valuable base for professional growth and iannovation in
education, little is kpown about their development in Canada.
Thus, the study is expected to make a useful contribution in
helping those working to establish and maintain teachers'?
centres, and in contributing to the research literature,

The accompanying three-page survey is designed to examine
several aspects of teachers! centres., #e ask that you fill in
each section and return the questionnaire in the enclosed
stanmped, self-addressed envelope as soon as possible, but no
later than September 30th, 1973,

Also enclosed is a blank label that you may fill in and
return should you wish a copy of the survey results,

We would like to thank you in advance for your cooperation.

Yours Sincerely,

Marvin F. ¥ideen
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Decesber 13, 1373

DeACe sssnnes

Early in September a guestionnaire was mailed to you and to
other Directors of teachers! centres across Canada. The purpose
of this survey was to develop an overview of teachers' centre
development and function across the nation,

Response has been generally hiqgqh and a very interesting
pattern is emerging. ¥e hoped to have an even higher response,
bowever, and therefore we are again asking you to take the time
to complete the form. For yvour convenience, in case you have
lost or did not receive the first package we sent, we are
enclosing an additional survey form, stamped, self-addressed
envelope, and blank label that you may £fill in should you wish a
copy of the survey results.

We ask that you fill in each section and return the
gquestionnaire before January 1st, 1380,

Thank you for your cooperation in this matter.

Yours sincerely,

Marvin F, #ideen
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{The following Centres completed gquestionnaires,

Appendix C: Teachers' Centres im Canada

represented in the results presented.)

BRITISH COLUMBIA

1

Teacher Centre
123 E. 6th Ave,
Vancouver, B.C.
V5T 136

Professional
Development Centre
350 5.Holdom Ave,

Burnaby, B.C.

District Services

& Teacher Ceantre
1000 Austin Ave.
Port Coquitlam, B.C,.
V3K 3P1

Resource Centre
22435 Selkirk Ave.
Maple Ridge B.C.
v2xY 3X1

Curriculum
Service Centre
135 W.12th St.

North Vancouver, B.C.

VIH 1R2

Stu Corsan

Blake Ford

Ian MacSveen

Lloyd Wishart

Blair Greenwood
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and are

872-2631

2939-8lU el

336=-0431

467-1111

387-8141



ALBERTA

The Teacherage
13310-122nd Ave,
Edmonton, Alta.
TS5L 2W3

St. Anthony Teacher
Centre

10425=-84 Ave.
Edmonton, Alta.

T6E 2H3

Strathcona Teacher
Centre
2001 Sherwood Drive

Shervood Park, Alta.

T8A 3W7

Lillian Wight

Tom Glancey

RsaJ. Schmidt

121

452-0730

439-7356

4o64-8235



MANITOBA

1

Teachers' Library
& Resource Centre
436 William Ave,
Winnipeg, Mazn.

David Livingstone ERC
270 Flora Ave,
Winnipeg, Man.

R2W 2P9

Seven Oaks Teachers!'
Centre

395 Jefferson Ave,

¥innipeg, Man.

R2V ON3

St. James-Assiniboine
Teacher Centre

150 Moray St.
Winnipeg, Man.,

R3K 0M2

St. Boniface
Teachers' Centre
50 Monterey Road
Winnipeg, Man,
R2J 1X1

Transcona-Springfield
Teacher Centre

605 Wayoata St.
¥innipeg, Man.

R2C 138

Park Ave. Teacher
Centre
Lac du Bonnet, Man.

Teacher Centre
Shevchenko School
Vita, Man.

ROA 2KO

Assiniboine South
Teacher Centre
2240 Grant Ave,
winnigeg, Man,

Gerald R. Browrn

William Zuk

Peter L. Mingo

Dr. Linda Asper

Wally Kimpton

E. Lewko

Ann Friesen

Carol Wright

122

I43-3541

586=-9631

586=1057

B85=-5662

257-3576

345-8816

425-3535

475-5839



10

11

12

13

14

St, Vital
Teachers' Centre
770 St. Mary's Road
Winnipeg, Man,

R2M 3N7

Human Resource Centre
211 Main St,

Selkirk, Man,

R1A 1R7

Rhineland
Teachers! Centre
Box 3930

Altona, Man.

ROG 0BO

Teachers"'

Activity Centre
103-6th Street
Brandon, Man.
R7A 4K5

Hanover Teachers! Centce
Steinbach, HMan,
ROA 2A0

123

Keith D, Walker

Beverley Smith

Mary Hume

Debbie Mainman

233-3386

482-8224
482-8294

324-6622

728-0184

326-3325



ONTARIO
1 Dufferin=-Peel
Roman Catholic
Separate School Board
100 Dundas St., W,
Mississauga, Ont.
L5B 1H6

2 BEtobicoke Bd, of Ed.
! Civic Court Centre
Etobicoke, Ont,

M3C 2B3

3 S5t. Mary's
Teacher Centre
280 Brack St.
Kingston, Cnt.
K72 154

4 Halton RCSS Board
Teacher Resource Centre
530 S. Cumberland St.
Burlington, Ont.
L7N 2X2

5 Hamilton Bd, of Ed.
100 Main St, ¥#.
Hamilton, Ont.

L8N 3L1

6 Learning Material Centre
338 King St. ¥,
Hamilton, Ont.

7 Bancroft Education Office
Box 160
Bancroft, Ont.
KOL 140

8 Hastings-Prince Edward
County RCSS Board
158 George St,
Bellville, Ont,

J. Hugel

P.¥W, Buddenhagen

Mary Anne Miller

Joan Ann Smith

A, Krever

Carol pPitt

A., Vinall

270-4630

626~-4360

542-1587

632-6280

527-5092

525-29330

332-2165

362-3511



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

Queen Elizabeth
Public School
61 Poplar Ave.
Kirkland Lake,
P2N 2M7

Ont.

Lambton County Bd. of EAd,
200 Wellington St,
Sarnia, Ont,

NTT 712

Primary Teachers' Centre
401 Queens Ave,

London, Ont,.

Region 2 Metro RCSS
126 Rathburnave.
Etobicoke, Ont,

Toronto Region Office
38 Hazleton Ave,
Toronto, Ont,

M6H 3N4

Professional Development
Centre

100 Dalemont Road
Toronto, Ont,

M6B 3CH

Media Services Centre
North York Bd. of Ed.
85 Perkham Ave,
Willosdale, Ont.,

Lyndwood Teacher
Centre

498 Hartsdale Ave.
Mississauga, Ont,
L5G 2G6

Earlscliffe Teacher
Centre

50 EBarlscliffe Circle
Brampton, Ont.

M., Barnes

Gordon Swan

Sister Valerie

L.S. Power

Dr., A.,J. Barone

¥.M. Day

Douglas Pettenm

Eleanor Serson

John Berges

567-7070

434-0282

231-3385

421-8350
(317)

787-1171

225-4601

274=-1231

453-8329



18

19

20

Windsor Separate
School Board
1485 Janette Ave.
Windsor, Ont,

N8X 1Z2

Teacher Centre

Kane Sr. Public School
300 Kane Ave,

Toronto, Ont,

M6M 3P1

Teachers' Centre
110 First St.
Welland, Ont,
L.3B 452

126

Dr,

Nancy Murray

Robin Rigby

Daina Salciunas

253-2481

653-2350

735-6313



THE ATLANTIC PROVINCES

1 Rockwood Park Lorna Hutchinson 642-6252
Teachers' Centre
P,0., Box 1227
Saint John, N.B.

E2L 4G7

2 Community Arts Centre Wendy Burnett 536-2678
Middle Sackville, N.B.
EOA 2EO

3 Halifax Teachers! R.F, Edwards-Daugherty
Resource Centre 426-67173

6225 Chebucto Road
Halifax, N.S.
B3L 1K7

4 Kings County David Maddock 678-8361 -
Teachers' Centre
Highbury Road
New Minas, N.S.
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Appendix D: An Analysis of The Raw Data

The following tables and graphs present a breakdown of the raw
data as drawn from fregquency distributions and crosstabulations,
using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences.
Summaries of the data presented here are given in Chapter 4.

The tables and graphs are presented in six parts,
representing A: Policy, B: Access to and Usage of Products and
Services, C: Staffing, D: Facilities, E: Program Ranking and

Effectiveness, and F: Pecision Making.
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Table A1: An Analysis of Teachers' Centres Policy in B.C.

POLICY TOTAL RESPONSE %AGES MEAN PRIORITY
RESP, 5) (4) (3) (2) 1)

1 5 100 0 0 0 0 5,000 1

2 4 50 50 0 0 0 4,500 2.5
3 3 33 0 67 0 0 3.667 6

4 3 0 0 100 0 0 3.000 10

5 4 0 50 25 25 0 3.250 3

6 4 50 50 0 0 0 4,500 2.5
7 4 0 50 50 0 0 3.500 745
8 4 0 50 50 0 0 3. 500 7¢5
9 4 25 75 ¢ 0 0 4.250 5
10 3 67 0 33 0 0 4,333 4

RESPONSE CODE
(5) Always {4) Usually (3) Sometimes
{2) Rarely (1) Never
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Table A2: An Analysis of Teachers' Centre Policy in Alberta

POLICY TOTAL RESPONSE %AGES MEAN FRIORITY
RESP, (5) (4) (3) (2) (1)

1 3 100 0 0 0 0 5,000 2,5
‘2 3 100 0 0 0 0 5,000 2.5
3 3 0 33 67 0 0 3.333 8.5
4 3 33 0 67 0 0 3.667 7

5 3 33 33 33 0 0 4,000 5.5
6 3 100 0 0 0 0 5.000 245
7 3 0 33 67 0 0 3.333 8e D
8 3 0 0 67 33 0 2.667 10

9 3 100 0 0 0 0 5,000 245
10 3 33 33 33 0 0 4,000 5.5

RESPONSE CODE
(5) Alwvays {(4) Usually (3) Sometimes
{2) Rarely (1) Never
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Table A3: An Analysis of Teachers' Centre Policy in Manitoba

POLICY TOTAL RESPONSE Z%AGES MEAN PRIORITY
RESP, 5) ) 3) 2) (V)

1 13 56 38 8 0 0  4.462 1
2 13 31 46 8 15 0 3,923 4
3 1 9 9 82 0 0 3,273 9
y 12 8 50 42 0 0 3,667 6
5 14 14 50 21 14 0 3,643 7
6 14 36 57 7 0 0 4,286 3
7 13 8 31 54 8 0 3,385 8
8 12 8 25 42 17 8 3,083 10
9 12 50 33 17 0 0 4,333 2
10 1" 27 27 36 3 0 3,727 5

RESPONSE CODE
{5) Alvays (4) Usually (3) Sometimes
(2) Rarely {1) Never
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Table A4: An Analysis of Teachers' Centre Policy in Ontario

POLICY TOTAL RESPONSE %AGES MEAN PRIORITY
RESP. (5) (4) (3) (2) (1)

1 20 85 10 5 0 0 4,800 1

2 19 21 32 42 0 5 3.632 5.5
3 17 12 12 76 0 0 3. 353 8

4 19 10 21 63 5 0 3.368 7

5 20 S 30 50 10 5 3. 200 3

6 20 55 40 5 0 0 u.Soo 2

7 18 17 44 33 6 0 3.722 4

8 20 0 20 40 35 5 2.750 10

9 18 39 33 6 17 0 4,000 3
10 19 16 42 32 10 0 3.632 5.5

RESPONSE CODE
{5) Always {(4) Usually (3) Sometimes
{2) Rarely (1) Never
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Table AS: An Analysis of Teachers' Centre Policy
in the Maritimes

POLICY TOTAL RESPONSE %AGES MEAN PRIORITY
RESP, (5) (4) (3) (2) (1)

1 4 75 0 25 0 0 4,500 2

2 4 0 25 5¢C 0 25 2.750 845
3 4 0 50 50 0 0 3.500 6e5
4 4 25 50 25 0 0 4,000 5

5 4 0 0 75 25 0 2,750 8e5
6 4 50 25 25 0 0 4,250 4

7 4 0 50 590 0 0 3,500 6.5
8 4 0 0 50 590 0 2,500 10

9 4 75 0 25 0 0 4,500 2
10 4 75 0 25 0 0 4,500 2

RESPONSE CODE
(5) Always (4) Usually (3) Sometimes
{2) Rarely (1) Never
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EUPEET y

Table A6: An Analysis of Teachers' Centre Policy in Canada

POLICY TOTAL RESPONSE %AGES MEAN PRIORITY
RESP. (5) ) (3) (2) 1)

1 45 78 16 7 0 0 4,711 1
2 43 30 35 26 5 5 3.814 5
3 38 10 16 74 0 0 3.368 8
4 41 12 29 56 2 0 3.51¢ 7
5 45 9 36 40 13 2 3. 356 3
6 45 51 42 7 Y 0 4,444 2
7 42 10 40 45 5 0 3.548 6
8 43 2 21 44 28 5 2. 884 10
9 41 43 34 10 7 0 4, 244 3
10 40 30 30 32 8 0 3.825 4

RESPONSE CODE
(5) Alwvays (4) OUsually (3) Sometimes
(2) Rarely {1) Never

134



Table B1: An Analysis of Centre Usage in B.C.

USER ACCESS TO GIVEN ACCESS ACCESS 10O GIVEN ACCESS
PRODUCTS TEND TO USE SERVICES TEND TO USE
PRODUCTS SERVICES
YES | NO YES } NO YES | NO YES ) NO
1 100 0 60 40 100 0 100 0
2 100 0 100 0 100 0 100 0
3 100 0 100 0 100 0 100 0
4 100 0 80 20 100 0 80 20
5 80 0 100 0 80 0 75 25
6 60 20 67 33 100 0 40 40
7 80 20 50 590 80 0 50 50
8 60 20 33 67 60 20 33 67
USER CODE
(1) Board Members {2) Board Staff {3) Teachers
(4) Substitutes (5) Student Teachers (6) Parents
(7) Teachers (8) Community Residents

N/A responses affect the total percentage in some cases,
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Table B2: An Analysis of Centre Usage in Alberta

USER ACCESS TO GIVEN ACCESS ACCESS TO GIVEN ACCESS
PRODUCTS TEND TO USE SERVICES TEND TO USE
PRODUCTS SERVICES
YES | NO YES i NO YES | NO YES | NG
1 100 0 0 100 100 0 0 100
2 100 0 33 67 100 0 33 07
3 100 0 100 0 100 0 - 100 0
4 100 0 67 33 100 0 67 33
5 100 0 100 0 100 0 100 0
6 67 33 50 50 67 33 50 50
7 33 67 0 100 33 67 0 100
8 100 0 33 67 100 0 33 67
USER CODE
{1) Board Members (2) Board Staff (3) Teachers
(4) Substitutes {5) Student Teachers (6) Parents
{7) Teachers {8) Community Residents
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Table B3: An Analysis of Centre Usage in Manitoba

USER ACCESS TO GIVEN ACCESS ACCESS TO GIVEN ACCESS
PRODUCTS TEND TO USE SERVICES TEND TO USE
ERODUCTS SERVICES
YES |} NO YES { NO YES | NO YES |} NO
1 33 0 23 717 93 0 38 62
2 79 14 64 36 73 14 73 27
3 93 0 100 0 33 0 100 0
4 93 0 38 62 93 0 46 54
) 93 0 69 31 93 0 77 23
6 50 36 14 86 64 23 33 67
7 57 29 25 62 64 29 56 44
8 36 57 40 60 50 36 57 43
USER CODE
{1) Board Members {(2) Board staff {(3) Teachers
{4) Substitutes {5) Student Teachers {6) Parents
(7) Teachers (8) Community Residents

N/A responses affect the percentages in some cases.
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Table Bld: An Analysis of Centre Usage in Ontario

USER ACCESS TO GIVEN ACCESS ACCESS TO GIVEN ACCESS
PRODUCTS TEND TO USE SERVICES TEND TO USE
ERODUCTS SERVICES
YES | NO YES | NO YES | NO YES |} NC
1 35 5 11 89 90 10 28 72
2 95 0 58 42 85 15 76 24
3 100 0 100 Q 30 0 100 0
4 30 10 61 39 30 10 56 Ly
5 80 15 69 31 75 20 67 33
6 50 g5 30 70 65 30 62 38
7 55 49 82 18 50 45 160 0
8 40 50 50 50 50 40 80 20
USER CODE
(1) Board Members (2) Board Staff {3) Teachers
(4) Substitutes {5) Student Teachers {6) Parents
{7) Teachers {(8) Community Residents

N/A responses affect the percentages in some cases.,
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Table B5: An Analysis of Centre Usage in The Maritinmes

USER ACCESS TO GIVEN ACCESS ACCESS IO GIVEN ACCESS
PRODUCTS TEND TO USE SERVICES TEND TO USE
PRODUCTS SERVICES
YES | NO YES | NO YES | NO YES 1 NO
1 75 25 33 67 100 0 75 25
2 75 25 67 33 100 0 75 25
3 100 0 100 0 100 0 100 0
4 100 0 75 25 100 0 50 50
5 50 50 100 0 100 0 75 25
6 25 75 100 0 25 75 0 100
7 25 75 100 0 25 75 100 0
8 25 75 0 100 50 50 100 0
USER CODE
{1) Board Members (2) Board Staff {3) Teachers
{4) Substitutes {5) Student Teachers {6) Parents
(7) Teachers (8) Community Residents
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Table B6: An Analysis of Centre Usage in Canada

USER ACCESS TO GIVEN ACCESS ACCESS TO GIVEN ACCESS
PRODUOCTS TEND TO USE SERVICES TEND TO USE
PRODUCTS SERVICES
YES § NO YES |} NO YES | NO YES | NO
1 33 4y 21 79 93 4 42 58
2 89 b 61 39 87 6 75 25
3 98 0 100 0 94 0 100 0
4 36 2 57 43 33 4y 56 44
5 83 11 76 24 85 3 74 26
6 50 41 35 65 65 30 47 50
7 54 39 56 40 54 39 72 28
8 4y 48 40 60 54 35 64 36
USER CODE
(1) Board Members {2) Board Staff (3) Teachers
(4) Substitutes (5) Student Teachers (6) Parents
(7) Teachers (8) Community Residents

{5) -Student Teachers (b)-Parents (7)-Students
{8)-Community Residents

R/A responses affect the percentaqges in some cases,
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Graph B1: Crosstabulation of

Province with 'Board Use of Services, Given Access!

BOARD USE OF SERVICES

I YES NO

-------- I--====I-=--=-1

P B.C. I 5 I 0 I 5
R -I------ I------ I

0 ALTA, I 0 I 3 I 3
v ~I-----—- I-=-=--- I

1 MAN. I 5 I 8 I 13
N -I-=---- I-==--- I

o OFT. I 5 I 13 I 18
E ~I--==-- I------ I

ATL, I 3 I ¥ I 4
-I-====-I-==---1

18 25 43

Chi Sguare = 12.43794 with U4 Degrees of Freedon
Significance=0.0144
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Graph C1: Crosstabulation of

Province with Voluntary Staffing

VOLUNTARY STAFFING

I YES NO
I
I 1.1 2,1
--------- I-=====]======]
P B.C. I 0 I 5 I 5
R -I-=====I-=----1
0 ALTA, I 0 I 3 I 3
v -[-=====I-====-I
I MAN, I 4 I 10 I 14
N -I--====I--=---1
c ONT, I 0 I 20 I 20
E -[======I-===--1I
ATL. I 2 I 2 I 4
e e D !
6 40 46

Chi Square = 11,93285 with 4 Degrees of Freedonm
Significance=0.0174
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-before school
-during school
-after school
-evenings
-Saturdays

Ta

-workshop area
=-storage
~-library
-lounge
~-consul%t., area
~-reading roonm
-pub. display
-'make & take!
-other

Table D1:

An Comparison of the Hours

of Centre Operation Across Canada

BC

100
100
100
100

40

ALTA

100
100
100
67
33

MAN

50
86
33
M
517

ONT

65
30
35
75
25

ble D2: An Comparison of the

ATL

75
75
100
100
100

Facilities

Available in Centres Across Canada

BC

100
100
80
60
80
40
100
40
100

ALTA

100
33
100
100
67
33
100
100
100
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MAN

86
6u
71
71
50
43
57
7
50

ONT

80
80
65
70
75
40
50
35
30

ATL

100
100
100
75
75
75
15
100
100

CANADA

67
83
96
78
4y

CANADA

87
76
74
72
67
Ly
63
83
48



Table D3: A Comparison of the Hardware and Software

Available in Centres Across Canada

BC ALTA MAN ONT ATL CANADA
-movies 80 67 43 50 50 52
-videotapes 80 67 64 55 100 65
-filmstrips 60 67 71 70 75 70
-tapes 80 67 71 70 100 74
-tecords 60 33 oU 60 100 63
-instr, kits 100 67 33 85 75 87
-v.t.r. equip. 80 100 57 70 75 70
-movie equip 80 67 50 65 100 65
-other 60 33 71 50 100 61
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Graph D1: Crosstabulation of

Province with Location

LOCAT ION

I WHOLE PART  RENTED BOARD

I N/A SCHOOL SCHOOL SPACE OFFICE
e SRS S I-=---- I-=====I=====- I
P B, C. 1 0 I 3 1 1 I V1 0TI
R -I------ I--===- I[-=---= [-=-—-- I------ I
0 ALTA. I ©0 I 1 I 1 I 0 I % I
v S [------ I------ I-=====I==-=--1
I MAN, I 0 I 1 I 10 I 0 I 3 I
N S SR R St [-==--- I-—---- I
c ONT. I 3 1 2 1 131 0 1 2 I
E ~I-==========c]======]-=-==c]-=-==-]
ATL. I 0 I 4 I o0 I O0 I O I
-I------ [------ [-=----- [--=--- [---=-- I

3 11 25 1 6

Chi Square = 35,57306 with 16 Degrees of Freedonm
Significance = 00,0033
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Table El: An Analysis of

PROG,  TOTAL RESPONSE RANK

RESP. (1) (2) (3) (4) (
1 4 25 25 0 O
2 4 0 0 0 25
3 4 0 0 0 25
4 4 50 0 0 O
5 4 25 0 25 25
6 4 0 50 25 0
7 4 0 0 25 0
8 4 0 25 25 25

PROGRAM CODE

(1) In-Class Consultation (2)
(3) Staff Retraining (4)
(5) On-Site Consultation (6)
(7) Program Implementation (8)
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Centre Programming in B.C.

ING - RAGE MEAN RANK
5) (6) (7) (8)
25 0 25 0 3.75 3
25 25 25 0 5,50 7

0 0 0 75 7+00 8

0 25 0 25 4,00 4.5

0 25 0 0 3.50 2
25 0 0 0 3.00 1
25 25 25 0 5.25 6

0 0 25 0 4,00 4.5

Curriculum Development

Materials Distribution

Workshops

Long Term Development Activities



Table E2: An Analysis of the Perceived Degree

of Effectiveness in Centre Programming in B.C.

PROGRAM TOTAL RESPONSE =~ RAGE MEAN
RESP, {4) {(3) (2) (1)
4 50 25 25 0 3.250
2 4y 50 25 25 0 3.250
3 4y 25 25 0 50 2.250
4 100 0 0 0 4,000
5 4y 75 25 0 0 3.750
4 75 25 0 0 3.750
4 25 75 0 0 3.250
4 25 75 0 0 3.250
PROGRAM CODE
(1) In-Class Consultation {2) Curriculum Development
(3) staff Retraining {4) Materials Distribution
(5) On=-Site Consultation {6) Workshops
(7) Program Implementation (8) Long Term Development Activities
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Table E3 : An Analysis of Centre Progqgraaming in Alberta

PROG. TOTAL RESPONSE RANKING - X%AGE MEAN RANK
RESP. (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 67 33 7.33 8
2 3 0 0 33 0 0 33 33 0 5.33 6
3 3 0 0 0 0 33 33 0 33 6.33 7
4 3 33 0 0 0 0 33 0 33 5,00 5
5 3 0 0 33 0 67 0 0 0 4,33 4
6 3 33 67 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,67 1
7 3 0 0 33 67 0 0 0 0 3.67 3
8 3 33 33 0 33 0 0 0 0 2,33 2

PROGRAM CODE

(1) In-Class Consultation {2) Curriculums Development

(3) staff Retraining (4) Materials Distribution

(5) Oon-Site Consultation {(6) Workshops

(7) Program Implementation (8) Long Term Development Activities
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Table E4 : An Analysis of the Perceived Degree

of Effectiveness in Centre Programming in Alberta

PROGRAM TOTAL RESPONSE - %RAGE MEAN
RESP. (4) 3) (2) )
2 0 50 0 50 2.000
2 3 0 67 33 0 2.667
3 2 0 50 50 0 2.500
3 33 33 0 33 2.667
5 2 100 0 0 0 4,000
3 100 0 0 0 4.000
7 3 0 100 0 0 3.000
3 67 33 0 0 3.667
PROGRAM CODE
(1) In-Class Consultation (2) Curriculum Development
(3) Staff Retraining {(4) Materials Distribution
(5) On-Site Consultation {(6) Workshops
(7) Program Implementation (8) Long Term Develcpment Activities
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Table ES5: An Analysis of Centre Programming in Manitoba

PROG.  TOTAL RESPONSE RANKING - %AGE MEAN RANK
RESP. (1) {(2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

1 8 13 0 12 25 0 0 25 25 5,25 8
2 8 13 12 13 0 12 13 25 12 4,88 6
3 9 0 22 o v 22 11 1y 22 5.22 7
4 1 27 18 18 0 18 0 3 ) 3. 46 2
5 9 0 22 1 0 22 22 22 0 4.78 5
6 11 45 36 0 18 0 0 0 0 1. 91 1
7 8 0 0 25 38 12 25 0 0 4,38 3
8 3 1" 0 33 11 11 N 0 22 4,56 4

PROGRAM CODE

{1) In-Class Consultation (2) Curriculum Development

(3) Staff Retraining (4) Materials Distribution

(5) On-Site Consultation (6) Workshops

(7) Program Implementation (8) Long Term Development Activities
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Table E6: An Analysis of the Perceived Degree

of Effectiveness in Centre Programming in Manitoba

PROGRAM TOTAL RESPONSE - ®AGE MEAN

RESP, (4) 3) (2) )
1 10 10 10 30 50 1.800
2 11 9 27 18 46 2.000
3 11 0 27 36 36 1,909
u " 36 9 46 9 2.727
5 11 18 36 27 18 2.545
6 11 46 46 9 0 3.364
7 11 0 46 36 18 2,273
8 11 3 36 36 18 2,364

PROGRAM COLE

(1) In-Class Consultation (2) Curriculum Development
{3) Staff Retraining (4) Materials Distribution
(5) On~-S5ite Consultation {6) ®Workshops

(7) Program Implementation (8) Long Term Develcpment Activities
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Table E7: An Analysis of Centre Programming im Ontario

PROG. TOTAL RESPONSE RANKING - RAGE MEAN RANK
RESP. (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

1 12 33 8 8 8 o 17 17 8 3.92 3
2 11 0 39 3 36 18 9 9 9 4,73 6
3 1" 0 9 0 0 36 18 0 36 6.00 7
4 12 42 8 0 8 0o 17 17 8 3.75 2
5 12 0 17 25 25 17 0 8 8 4,17 4
6 12 8 42 33 17 0 0 0 0 2.58 1
7 12 17 8 8 8 25 25 8 0 4,25 5
8 12 0 0o 17 0 8 17 33 25 6e25 8

PROGRAM CODE

{1) In-Class Consultation (2) Curriculum Development

(3) Staff Retraining (4) Materials Distribution

(5) On-Site Consultation (6) Workshops

{(7) Program Implementation (8) Long Term Development Activities
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Table E8: An Analysis of the Perceived Degree

of Effectiveness in Centre Programming in Ontario

PROGRAM TOTAL RESPONSE - RAGE MEAN

RESP. (4) (3) (2) n
1 16 38 44 0 13 3.000
2 15 20 60 7 13 2.867
3 16 12 13 56 12 2.313
4 16 62 25 12 0 3.500
5 16 4y 38 6 12 3.125
6 17 59 41 0 0 3.588
7 16 19 44 31 6 2,750
8 15 27 33 33 7 2.800

PROGRAM CODE

(1) In-Class Coansultation (2) Curriculum Development

(3) Staff Retraining (4) Materials Distribution

(5) On-Site Consultation (6) Workshops

(7) Program Implementation (8) Long Term Development Activities
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Table E9: An Analysis of Centre Programming in The Maritimes

PROG.,  TOTAL RESPONSE RANKING - %AGE MEAN RANK
RESP. (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

1 3 0 0 0 0 33 0 0 67 7.00 7
2 3 33 0 0 33 ¢ 33 0 0 3.67 3.5
3 3 0 33 0 0 0 33 33 0 5.00 b
4 4 25 25 25 0 0 25 0 0 3.00 2
5 3 0 0 67 0 33 0 ¢ 0 3.67 3.5
6 4 50 25 25 0 0 0 0 0 1.75 1
7 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 67 33 7.33 8
8 4 0 25 0 50 25 0 0 0 3.75 5

PROGRAM CODE

(1) In-Class Consultation (2) Curriculum Development
(3) Staff Retraining (4) Materials Distribution
(5) On-Site Consultation {6) Workshops

(7) Program Implementation (8) Long Term Development Activities
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Table E10: An Analysis of the Perceived Degree

of Effectiveness in Centre Programming in The Maritimes

PROGRAM TOTAL RESPONSE - %AGE MEAN
RESP, (4) (3) (2) (M
1 3 33 0 0 67 2.000
2 3 0 33 67 0 2.333
3 3 0 0 100 0 2.000
4 4 50 50 0 0 3.500
5 3 33 67 0 0 3.333
6 4 100 0 0 0 4,000
7 3 0 0 67 33 1.667
8 4 0 75 25 0 2,750

PROGRAM CODE

(1) In-Class Consultation {(2) Curriculum Development
(3) Staff Retraining (4) Materials Distribution
(5) On-Site Consultation (6) Workshops

(7) Program Implementation (8) Long Term Development Activities
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Table E11: An Analysis of Centre Programming in Canada

PROG.  TOTAL RESPONSE RANKING - %AGE MEAN RANK
RESP. (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)) (8)

1 30 20 7 7 10 7 7 23 20 4,30 7
2 29 7 7 10 2% 14 17 17 7 4,83 6
3 30 0 13 0 7 23 117 7 33 5.83 8
4 34 35 12 3 3 6 15 3 12 3.71 2
5 31 3 13 26 13 23 10 10 3 4.23 3
6 34 26 41 18 12 3 0 0 0 2,24 1
7 30 7 3 17 20 17 20 13 3 4.67 4
8 32 b 3 13 16 I 3 16 16 4, 81 5

PROGRAM CODE

(1) In-Class Consultation (2) Curriculum Development

(3) Staff Retraining (4) Materials Distribution

(5) On-Site Consultation (6) Workshops

(7) Program Implementation (8) Long Term Development Activities
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Table E12: An Analysis of the Perceived Deqree

of Effectiveness in Centre Programming in Canada

PROGRAM TOTAL RESPONSE - %AGE MEAN
BRESP. (4) (3) (2) (N
1 35 29 29 11 31 2.543
2 36 17 4y 19 19 2.583
3 36 8 22 47 22 2.167
4 38 55 21 18 5 3.263
5 36 42 36 11 11 3.083
6 33 64 33 3 0 3.615
7 37 11 43 30 11 2.535
8 37 22 43 27 8 2.784

PROGRAM CODE

(1) In-Class Consultation {(2) Curriculum Development
(3) Staff Retraining (4) Materials Distribution
{(5) On-Site Consultation (6) Workshops

{7) Program Implementation (8) Long Term Development Activities
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Graph E2: Crosstabulation of
Program Effectiveness with Program Ranking

for Curriculum Development
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Graph E3: Crosstabulation of
Program Effectiveness with Program Ranking

for Staff Development
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Graph E4: Crosstabulation of
Program Effectiveness with Program Ranking

for Distribution of Materials
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Significance = 0.0053

161



Graph E5: Crosstabulation of
Program Effectiveness with Program Ranking

for On-Site Consultation
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Graph E6: Crosstabulation of

Program Effectiveness with Program Ranking

for Workshops and Other In-Service Activities
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Graph E7: Crosstabulatiocn of

Program Effectiveness with Program Ranking

for Curriculum Implementation

EPFECTIVENESS
I N/A  VERY MARG. IN-
1 EFF. EFF. EFF. EFF.
I
I 0. I (V) I (2) I (3) I (4) I
e G B S s S S
R 6. I 7 I 3 I 2 I 3 I 1 I 16
A ~I------ I----- -Ie=-ee- I------ I------ I
N 1. I 0 I o0 I 0 I {+ I 1 I 2
K e I-=-=-- I-----= I---==- I------ I
I 2. I 0 1 O I 0 I 1t I 0 I 1
N -I-----=I----=- I-===-- [----=-- I------ I
G 3, I 0 I 0TI 1 I 4 I 0 I 5
~I------ I------ I------ I---=-- I---=~- I
4%, I 1 I 0 I 1 I &% I 0 I 6
-I------ [------ [--=--= I------ [------ I
5, I 0 I o0 I 1 I 2 I 2 I 5
-I------ I--=-m- [---=== I------ I------ I
6 I 0 I 0 I 4 I 2 I 0 I 6
-I------ I------ I-=--—-I--=-=- I------ I
7. T 1 1 1 I 11 1 I 0 I 4
~I--==-- [----—- [-=-=—--- I-=-=--- I------ I
8. I 0 I 0 I 1 I 0 I 0 I 1
-I-==-=-I-=====[=====c]====oc[-=o===]
9 4 11 18 4 46

Chi Square = 41,23906 with 32 Degrees of Freedon

Significance = 00,1269

164



Graph EB8: Crosstabulation of
Program Effectiveness with Program Ranking

for Long Term Professional Development Programs
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Graph E9: Crosstabulation of
Program Ranking with Perceived Effectiveness

for Ali Responses
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Table F1: An Analysis of Decisiopn-Making in B.C.

#AGE INVOLVEMENT IN DECISION HMAKING

AREA BOARD SCHCOL CENTRE TEACHERS
ADMIN, DIRECTOR

1 60 0 60 80

2 100 0 40 40

3 80 0 40 20

[ 100 0 40 0

5 80 0 40 20

6 80 0 40 20

7 80 0 80 20
AREA CODE
{1) Materials (2) vorkshops
(3) Curriculum Development (4) Job Descriptions
{5) Staffing (6) Facilities

{(7) Hours Open
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OTHERS

20
20

40

40

20

40



Table F2: An Analysis of Decision-Making in Alberta

RAGE INVOLVEMENT IN DECISION MAKING

AREA BOARD SCHCGCL CENTRE TEACHERS QTHERS
ADMIN., DIRECTOR

1 33 0 100 33 0
2 33 0 33 67 0
3 67 0 33 33 0
4 33 33 100 67 33
5 100 0 0 50 0
6 33 0 67 0 0
7 33 0 100 0 0

AREA CODE

(1) Materials {2) Workshops

(3) Curriculum Development (4) Job Descriptions

{5) staffing (6) Facilities

{(7) Hours Open
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Table F3:

AREA BOARD

1 21

2 29

3 33

4 70

5 75

6 57

7 25
AREA CODE

(1) Materials

{3) Curriculum Development

(5) Staffing

An Analysis of Decision-Making in Manitoba

®*AGE INVOLVEMENT IN DECISION MAKING

(n

SCHOOL CENTRE TEACHERS
ADAIN, DIRECTOR

7 64 73

0 57 93

0 50 83

0 50 50

0 42 42

7 57 73

0 67 75

(2) Workshops

Hours Open

1693

(4) Job Descriptions
(6) Facilities

OTHERS

36

21

10
17

29



Table FU4

AREA BOARD

1 20

2 45

3 89

4 84

5 83

6 83

7 78
AREA CODE

(1) Materials

{3) Curriculum Developnent

(5) staffing

: An Analysis of Decision-Making in Ontario

%XAGE INVOLVEMENT IN DECISION MAKING

SCHOOL

ADMIN,
15
10
11
10
11
11

17

(7) Hours Open

CENTRE
DIRECTOR

75
70
33
37
22
by

39

TEACHERS

40
55

11

{2) Workshops

(4) Job Descriptions
{6) Pacilities
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OTHERS

40
35
11

16

17

17



Table F5: An Analysis of Decision-Making in the Maritimes

XAGE INVOLVEMENT IN DECISION MAKING

AREA BOARD SCHCOL
ADMIN,
1 0 0
2 0 0
3 25 0
4 50 0
5 50 0
6 25 0
7 25 0
AREA CODE

{1) Materials
(3) Curriculum Development
(5) Sstaffing
{7) Hours Open

CENTRE
DIRECTOR

100
100
50
50
50
715

100

{2) Workshops
(4) Job Descriptions
(6) Facilities

171

TEACHERS

75
50
50
25
25
715
50

OTHERS

50
75
50

25

50

25



Table F6

AREA BOARD

1 24

2 41

3 64

4 76

5 80

6 66

7 55
AREA CODE

{1) Materials
(3) Curriculum
{5) Staffing

: An Analysis of Decision-Making in Canada

%AGE INVOLVEMENT IN DECISION MAKING

SCHCOL CENTRE TEACHERS
ADNIN, DIRECTOR

EJ 74 53

4 63 65

5 40 38

7 46 22

5 32 20

7 52 36

7 62 31

(2) Workshops

Developnent

(6)

(7) Hours Open
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Facilities

(4) Job Descriptions

OTHERS

35
30

17

10
23

17



Graph Fi1: Crosstabulation of
Province with
'Board Helps Choose Workshops!

BOARD HELPS CHOOSE WORKSHOPS
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Chi Square = 11.04760 with 4 Degrees of Freedon
Significance=0.0260
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Graph F2: Crosstabunlation of
Province with *Teachers Help Decide Areas

of Curriculum Development!
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Chi Square = 18.04611 with 8 Degrees of Freedon
Significance = 0.,0209
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Graph F3: Crosstabulation of
Province with 'Teachers Help
Define Job Descriptions!

TEACHERS HELP DEFINE JOB DISC.
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Chi Square = 13.,20488 with 8 Degrees of Freedon
Significance = 0,0138
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Graph P4: Crosstabulation of
Province with 'Teachers Help
Determine Facilities!

TEACHERS HELP DETERMINE FACILITIES
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Significance = 0.,0010
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Crosstabulation of

Control with Province

Graph F5
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Table G1: A Comparison of the Types of Needs Assessment

Done in Centres Across Canada

METHOD B.C. ATLA MAN ONT ATL CANADA
-formal asses, 60% 33% 50% 55% 25% bo%
=-informal asses. 0% 0% 14% 30% 25% 20%
-administration 40% 0% 0% 5% 0% 6%
-advisory board 40% 33% 14% 10% 0% 15%
~-personal contact 0% 33% 43% 10% 75% 26%
-requests 0% 0% T% 15% 0% 9%

(1) FPormal Assessment - includes surveys, questionnaires,
review of services, analyses

(2) Informal Assessment - includes hunches, verbal feedback

(3) Administration - includes principals, consultants

{(4) Advisory Board - includes staff of centre, steering
coamittee

{5) Personal Contact - includes representative meetings,
school visits

{(6) BRequests - includes individual and group requests

N.B. Percentages may not total 100% in all cases since
all forms of needs assessment used have been considered
in drawing up this table.
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B.C.

Graph G1: Crosstabulation of
Province with Types of Needs Assessment
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Significance=0.0232
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Graph G2: Crosstabulation of Province
with Use of Administrative Input

in Needs Assessaent
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ONT, I 193 I 1 I 20
-I------ I-=---- I

ATL. I 4 I 0 I 4
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43 3 46

Chi Square = 10,73333 with U4 Degrees of freedom
Significance=0,0297
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Graph G3: Crosstabulation of Province
with Personal Contact as a Means

of Needs Assessment

PERSCNAL CONTACT

I NO YES
I

—mmmmeeeI-=-eee-==---1I

B.C. I 5 I 0 I 5
-I--====I---=--1I

ALTA, I 2 I 1 I 3
-I-=---=I----=-I

MAN, I 8 I 6 I 14
-I-====-I-=-=--1I

ONT. I 18 I 2 I 20
-I------ I------ I

ATL, I 1 I 3 I 4
-I------ I--—--- I

COLUMN 34 12 46

Chi Square = 11,53537 wvwith U Degrees of Freedomnm
Significance=0.,0212
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Graph G4: Crosstabulation of Province

with 'Visits as a Means
of Distributing Materials'
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Chi Square = 12.20277 with 4 Degrees of Freedom
Significance=0.0159
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Graph G5: Crosstabulation of Province
with Use of Displays to Distribute Materials
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Chi Square = 13,88213 with 4 Degrees of Freedon
Significance=0,0077
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Appendix E: The Defined and Implied Boles of the Teachers!
Centres Examined in the Survey
Following are the responses given by centre directors in answver
to a request for the role of the centre as defined, and for any
implicit role that might go beyond the defined role, Centres
are numbered as in the address list given in Appendix C. The
defined role is given first, and the implicit role, if there is

one, follows in parentheses,

British Columbia

1. The teachers' centre is the sum of its parts, Each
component has its defined role,

2. To enhance the professional growth and development of all
professional staff in the district, To develop, review,
supplemept and implement curriculum. (To develop individual
and organizational potential,)

3. To provide a comprehensive service package of support
facilities and resources with a decided emphasis on staff
develcpment,

4. To provide supportive services to the district educational
programs by facilitating curriculum implementation,
in-service programs and professional development; the
evaluation, acquisition, circulation and storage of
supplementary instructional materials; and to house the

[

184



school district's communication systems. {The centre is
called upon to provide many services that are required by
the district but are either tedious or too mundane to be
carried out by the people that originate the perceived
need.)

5. Service in all areas of curriculum to teachers.

Alberta

1. To provide a place to work and have workshops, (To bLe a
sounding board,)

2, To provide direct services to teachers: a meeting place;
collection and distribution of materials; technical and
consultion services,

3. To provide services, encourage collegial sharing of
materials, exchange of ideas; general professional

development,

Manitoba

1. TLRC is to provide support services to the library/media
services and consultant services in all areas of progra® in
the Division. ERC are designed to provide specific and
specialized consultant support services directly to the
classroom teachers., (Leadership in methodology and content

develoPment with articulation K-12, Encouragement in
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2,

4.,

5.

6e

7.
8.
9.

10.

professional self-evaluation and growth of individual
teachers,)

To provide support services to classroom teachers and school
staffs, to coordinate workshogs, special projects and
displays, to encourage teacher participation, to select
materials,

To provide professional library services, meeting spaces,
work space, display space, in-service and curriculum
development, {Liason between superintendent's department
and staff,)

To provide professional development activities to teachers
from K-12. {It is up to the coordinator to initiate,
organize, publicize, and evaluate all P.D. activities which
go on in the School Division.)

To improve classroom instruction by providing a focus and
some resources.

To provide make—-and-take, duplication and laminating
services to the professional staff. To provide a meeting
area for small group meetings. (To expand operations to
other areas and to build up teacher response to the
teachers?! centre functions.)

A place designed for those interested in learning.

To assist in the professional development of teachers,
Mainly for holding P.D. workshops. (Lifeskills)

To provide an area for meetings, workshops, in-service, and
¢
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11,

12,

13,

14,

other professional development activities.

To bring support services to the schools.,

Acting as an ad hoc committee of the P.D. Committee of the
local Teachers!' Society. Originated as an extension of the
Special Education/ Reading Consultantt's office using a
R.E.A.P. (Rural Education Alternatives Program) grant. (To
try to meet some of the teachers' needs in P.D., zeroing in
mainly on small groups, and offering workshops on weekends
and in the evening. To try to provide a variety of
alternate materials, on loan, for classroom use.,)

The centre is a materials resource facility and a location
for meetings of teachers. (The director is expected to have
some knovwledge of reading programs, and to maintain files of
periodicals related to administration as well as
professional areas.)

The teachers'! centre is a meeting and workhouse as well as a
resource centre for all Hanover teachers. It is the home of

the files and records of the Teachers?'! Association.

Ontario

1.

In-service location, professional library, display of

curriculum approved material, circulation of learning kits
and AV kits, teacher preparation area. (To be a source of
information for any requests regarding materials; to be a

*
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3.

4,

5.

6.

7.

8.

meeting and office area for consultative staff,)

A principal, teacher and school team resource; a place for
in-service advice and assistance; curriculum development and
evaluation; an asset to curriculum implementation. {An area
of support, development and improvement.)

A place where a teacher will find materials, workshops, and
people who will help him or her become more effective in the
classroon, (Flexibility to change as different needs are
expressed by teachers.,)

Depeﬁding on area needs, to establish resources that schools
could not afford and to inform teachers in the effective use
of media in their classrooas. (Making teachers aware of
objectives, content strategies and evaluation of the whole
and its parts, and that all media is used in relation to the
above according to the needs and abilities of the student.,)
Curriculum initiation, implementation, implanting, and
evaluation,

To facilitate the use of instructional materials in aiding
teachers to grow professionally. (Staff professional
development.)

To provide an Instructional Media Centre for schools located
in northern area; offices for Special Education Coordinator,
APSY¥ and technician; a meeting place, small workshops,
distribution of curriculum materials.,

To provide professional inter-action for teachers; to
[ 3
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provide resource materials to support classroom teachers’
programs,

9. To provide professional services to teachers. To provide
the best possible A,V, services that available funds will
supply.

10. A place where teachers can learn about children and
teaching, and grow. (Professional development.)

11. To improve the quality of instruction in the school,
(Assistance to teachers in specialized areas of curricuium.)

12, To serve the schools of the area; provide resources,
workshops, etc.

13, Primarily a centre for workshops, conferences, seminars,
etc, The specific role of the consultant lies within staff
development in terms of organizational development, tean
barilding, communication, goal setting, process workshops,
and content vworkshops.

14, To provide materials and services to teachers for
improvement of classroom instruction; includes acquisition
and production of materials, consultative services, and
in-service training.

15, To provide leadership for teachers.

16, Program implementation, teacher assistance, curriculum
design. (Teachers' counselling.)

17. The teachers' centre is a resource centre for teachers, an

examingtion centre of new materials to try out, a place to
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18.

19.

make learning aides to produce lessons, tapes, etc; to
borrovw books, films; to meet teachers, to take in a workshop
to listen to a noted educator, to bring the family, to take
a university course in a curriculum area of interest - the
scope for professional development is open and flexible and
responds to nev needs and to new opportunities. (All
professional development activities. All curriculum
materials development aund distribution.)

To provide in-service programs for teaching and non-teaching
staff, To provide facilities for P.D. programs, workshops,
etc. To provide an area for the preparation and display of
learning materials. To provide an internship program for
teacher enrichment, {To act as liason between teaching
staff, consultative staff and administration. To rejuvenate
teaching staff at a time when no new teachers are cowing
into the system due to declining enrollment.)

To offer support to teachers by the provision of displays,
commercial materials, workshops, meeting space, and
classroom ideas, To encourage sharing among teachers in
these areas., {To serve the needs of teachers, thereby
serving the needs of children. To offer a vehicle to build
up community effort among various educational groups as an
effort to combat the growing operation of groups as isolated

anits,)
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The Maritimes

2,

3.

A teachers' centre is a local physical facility in which
programs are organized and operated primarily by teachers.
They are conceived as a means of improving and furthering
professional development by providing an opportunity for
interaction among teachers in various ways. {It is implicit
that we try to serve teachers in any reasonable way.)

The goal of the Community Arts Centre is to go beyond
exposure to basic skills in the arts and crafts - to stretch
the teachers' and students! imaginations, to encourage thenm
to learn new concepts, and to help them become aware of
their ovwn creativity. (Teachers should not only use the
centre workshops to enhance their programmes, but must be
prompted to use the resourses of the centre on their own
initiative,)

To provide a place for meetings, work, materials and
equipment, technical advice, and assistance., To provide

opportunities for the exchange of ideas.

191



4.

Professional development facilities for the exchange of
ideas; a source of new resource materials; a repository of
complementary teaching materials; a resource for material
and prograsme development; in-service., (The centre provides
the opportunity for a select group of teachers = directors
and school representatives - to grow professionally in an
intimate administrative way. This growth results from their
involvement with teachers and planning the development for

other teachers - they direct their own development.)
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Appendix F: Developmental and Research Activities Undertaken by

Teachers' Centres in Canada

Following is a list of developmental and research activities as

given by the centres surveyed. Centres are numbered as in the

address list given in Appendix C.

British Coluambia

1. ae.
b.
2. ae.
b
3. a.

Developmental Activities: The centre undertakes no

development activities, People undertake activities
using the facilities at the centre.

Research: People use the teachers' professional library
in a number of ways, some of which are probably
research.

Developmental Activities: Curriculum development; staff
developnment.

Research: Implementation of Elementary Science,
evaluation of inservice on slow learners; pilot testing
of curriculum programs on cancer education, decision
making and reading programs; analysis of specific
teachers' behaviours.,

Developmental Activities: Supervisors participate in

committees to reach decisions as to how developmental

activities will be undertaken.
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4, a.
b.
5. Ao
be
Alberta
1. a.
b.
26 A
b
3. a.
ba
Manitoba

Research: None

Developmental Activities: Since the arrival of the core
curriculum on the educational scene, nothing has been
done of any siqgnificant nature.

Research: A research project involving computer booking
and materials utilization is planned.

Develormental Activities: Considerable curriculum
development,

Research: None

Developmental Activities: None

S —y e

Research: None

Develormeptal Activities: The centre does not initiate -
ve support. Most ?'service! is offered in the language
arts.,

Research: None

Developmental Activities: Various

Research: None
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4.

5.

doe

b.

b.

- 9

Developmental Activities: School, area, and divisional

work with content groups of teachers; skills analysis
and development - scope and sejuence - by grade and
subiject; promotion of special approaches: content
reading, visual literacy, outdoor education,

gggggggg: Language Arts Kkesearch Group - development of
a L.A, curriculum model K-12; development of integrated
learning skills modules.

Devejormental Activities Primarily in the areas of
program and professional development to meet evolving
needs.,

§g§§§£g§: Research projects peculiar to responsibilities
of particular consultants, Eg. inner city consultant -
student mobility patterns, socio-economic
characteristics of school communities, evaluation of
migrant student program, etc.

Developmental Activities: P.D. Program affiliation,

Research: Administer kit development (Youth and the
Law).

Develgpmental Activities: Re-writing of curriculum in
some of the subject areas, eg. secondary science
curriculum is being reviewed this year.

Research: Secondary science curriculum review.
Develogpmental Activities: Curriculum projects, materials

development, courses, needs assessment, teaching
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6.

8.

10.

1.

12,

13.

b.

packages, retraining..
Research: Teacher evaluation.
Develormental Activities: None

P2 A L L B >

Research: None

gggelggngg;g; Activities: Grade 2 teachers are piloting
a social studies program; othervise very little.
Research: Nomne

Developmental Activities: None

Res ch: None

Developmental Activities: Curriculum development,
teacher effectiveness teaching.

Research: None

Developmental Activities: Curriculum development is
usually initiated through the superintendent's office.
Research: None

Developmental Activities: Language arts; special
education.

Research: Depression in elementary school; Gifted
education,

Developmental Activities: None

Research: None

Developmental Activities: None by the centre itself -
apart from programs related to the supervisor of
libraries jurisdiction; the director has assisted in

planning programs for gifted students.
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14, a,
b.
Ontario
1. a.
b.
2. a.
b.
3. a.
be.
4, de
b,
5. a.

Research: None

Developmental Activities: None of libraries
jurisdiction; the director has assisted in planning

programs for gifted students.

Research: None

Developmental Activities: Focus of board is major focus

T

of activities,

Research: None

Developmental Activities: Curriculum development and
evaluation.

Research: Development of test bank items, subiject
inventories, standardized achievement tests,
longitudinal studies of program effectiveness; drop out
studies, etc,

Developmental Activities: None

Research: None

Develormental Activities: Use of media.

Research: Linmited.
Developmental Activities: All major subject disciplines.

qutical thinking skills, research techniques, social
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9.

10.

11.

12.

be

de

b.
de
b.

QAo

skills.

Research: 'Drop outs?,

-l i e e v ——

Developmental Activities: Provide leadership in

developing curriculum by coordinating sessions in which
all teachers write objectives, sequence them acroass
grades, and write test items. Introduction of new
teaching strategies which fit objectives and the
training of teachers in these.

Research: None

Developgpental Activities: Curriculum development,
resource packages, classroom support materials,
Research: None

Developmental Activities: One per year.

Research: None

Developmental Activities: Not as such; centre 1is
involved when resource materials are being suggested.
Resegrch: None

Developmental Activities: Primary program development.
BResearch: Signposts of Learning

Develormental Activities: Regional centres are adjuncts
to curriculum established in main office centre and aid

in jisplementation.
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13,

14,

15,

16.

17.

18.

19,

b.

b.

b.

A

b.

Research: Informal classroom projects.

Develormental Activities: Curriculum, special education
processes, plant facilities requirements, etc.
Research: Teacher and principal evaluation, early
identification of children's needs.

labs.,

Research: Survey of needs, uses, evaluation of
professional activity days.

Developmental Activities: Focus primarily cn resources.

Research: Developmental technology.

Developmental Activities: Piloting of an English
curriculumr K-6; units developed on women's studies:; unit
and novel studies.

Research: None

Developmental Activities: Curriculum units,

Research: Gifted and talented; women's studies; early
identification program; piloting langquage documents;
language across the curricuiunm,

Developmental Activities: Writing and testing of local

guides.

Research: None
Develormental Activities: Curriculum development; group

analysis.

Resgagrch: None
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20,

de

ctivities: Plans to develop a cooperative
plan with the superintendent of programs and
professional development committees,

Research: Measurement of immediate response to workshops
by feedback forms; recording of comparative response and

attendance if the workshop is given in a different

location in the following year,

The Maritimes

T

2,

Ae

b,

de

b.

As

Developmental Activities: More often respond thanm
initiate,

Research: Provide space.

Developmental Actjvities: Nomne

Research: Research is purely accidental, from
observations.

Developmental Activities: Materials desigrn and
production; program development,

Research: None

Develormental Activities: Encourage interest groups to
develop teaching aids and materials; offer extension

courses.

Research: None
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