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The Role of the Laboratory School
As Perceived By Laboratory School Faculty,
Directors of Laboratory Schools and

Selected Non-laboratory School Administrators

James L. Kelly, Ed.D.
University of Nebraska, 1984

Adviser: Donald W, McCurdy

The purpose of this study was to determine the role
of laboratory schools as perceived by secondary labora-
tory school faculty, the directors of laboratory schools
and selected non-laboratory school administrators. Three
objectives were identified: (1) the compilation of
census data on present operating laboratory schools that
have some form of a secondary phase, (2) the compilation
of viewpoints of the role of laboratory schools as per-
ceived by the designated individuals above, and (3) the
organization, analysis and presentation of data to
facilitate understanding of these objectives.

A survey instrument was designed to obtain the in-
formation and sent to 35 laboratory schools that have an
operating secondary phase. Numerous descriptive data were
obtained, analyzed and summarized. Four major umbrella
null hypotheses with each having five subordinate hy-
potheses were tested at the .05 level. The following

conclusions were obtained from the analysis:
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1. Five roles that are normally associated with
laboratory schools are viable roles as substantiatgd by
the amount of time the respondents actually spend ful-
filling the responsibilities for each role.

2. The five roles established with this study can
be ranked from least attended to most attended.

3. There is a shift in the perceived importance of
the roles as they apply to future trends for laboratory
schools.

4., ©Non-laboratory school administrators tend to
agree that laboratory schools must (a) work more closely
with other departments within the university, (b) be
more accessible for research projects, and (c¢) must

continue to work closely with teacher education programs.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



ii
TABLE OF CONTENTS
Page
CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION . « « o o o «
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM . « ¢ o ¢ o » o

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY o o o « o s o o s & & 7

DELIMITATIONS « « « o = o o o o o« o o o o o o o 8
OBJECTIVES OF THIS STUDY+ « o o o « o « o « « o 9
ASSUMPTIONS « o = + o o o o o o « o o o o o o o O
DEFINITIONS OF TERMS. « o o o « o o o o o o o« o 11

ORGANIZATION OF THE STUDY « « o ¢ o o« o o o o o 13
S UMMARY - L) . . . - L - - Ll L] - - L] . L]
CHAPTER II. RELATED LITERATURE . « &+ ¢ & o « o« o » 16

THE LABORATORY SCHOOL IN THE TWENTIETH
CENTURY « o o o + o s s s o « o o o o« o o o » 16

Laboratory Schools Between 1940 and
1960 . - L L] - - L] L L3 - L - . * L] . . * 18

What is the Role of the Laboratory
Scho0l?e « o &« o ¢« o o o & o & o o« o « & 19

The 1960'sS - « o ¢ ¢ o o ¢ o o o &
1970-Present - 3 . - . . . . - . . . 21

The Role of Laboratory Schools in
the Seventies . . . « ¢« « + ¢« ¢ & o« . 23

The Future of the Laboratory School

SUMMARY &« o o o « o « o o o = s o s o o o« s o« & 29
CHAPTER III. METHODS AND PROCEDURES ., . . & o o « . 32
PROCEDURE . ¢« v ¢ ¢ 4 4 4 o o o o o o o o « & » 32
POPULATION SELECTION + . o e

QUESTIONNAIRE DESIGN . 4+ & o o o o «

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



DATA COLLECTION , . . . .
TREATMENT OF DATA

HYPOTHESES . . . « . .

CHAPTER IV. RESULTS AND ANALYSIS OF

DATA PROCESSING . . . . .

Completed Questionnaires

Contingency Tables . .
Chi—Square 3 - [ ) L3 L3 .

Contingency Coefficient

Testing for Combined Significance
Bonferroni's Joint Confidence Interval

RESULTS OF THE DATA AND HYPOTHESES

First Umbrella . . . . .

Hypothesis 1 . .
Hypothesis la
Hypothesis 1b
Hypothesis lc
Hypothesis 14

Hypothesis le

Summary of the First Umbrella

Null Hypothesis

Second Umbrella . . .

Hypothesis 2 . .
Hypothesis 2a
Hypothesis 2b

Hypothesis 2c

.

iii
Page
36
38
39
44
44
44
47
48
439
49
50
51
52
52
54
55
58
60.

62

63
64
64
65
67
70

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Hypothesis 24 .

Hypothesis 2e .

- . . . Y

- . . . .

Summary of the Second Umbrella

Null Hypothesis . .

Third Umbrella . . . . . .
Hypothesis 3 . . . .
Hypothesis 3a .
Hypothesis 3b .
Hypothesis 3c .
Hypothesis 34 .

Hypothesis 3e

Summary of the Third Umbrella

Null Hypothesis . .

Fourth Umbrella . . . . .
Hypothesis 4 ., . . .
Hypothesis 4a
Hypothesis 4b
Hypothesis 4c
Hypothesis 44
Hypothesis 4e .

Summary of the Fourth
Null Hypothesis ., .

SUMMARY OF THE RESULTS . . . .
CHAPTER V. SCHOOL VISITATIONS . .
INDIVIDUAL SCHOOLS VISITED . .

Metcalf Laboratory school,
Illinois State University

Umbrella

iv
Page
72

73

76
76

76
77
79
82
83

85

87
89

89
90
92
92
94

95

98
98
100

lol

101

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



University High School,
University of Illinois .

Mission of School . .
GovernanCe. « « o« «

External Governance .

Outreach Activities of the School

Teacher Titles. . . .

.

-

Lab Schcol, Indiana State University .

Burris Laboratory School, Ball State

University . . .« . « . .

University School, Southeast Missouri

State University . . .

Malcolm Price Laboratory School,
University of Northern Iowa

Pre-teacher Education ,

Inservice . . . . . .

Curriculum Developmeht

Research .« . « . . .
SUMMARY « o o o « s ¢ & s s o

CHAPTER VI. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS =« & o o « o o «

SUMMARY OF RESEARCH FINDIXNGS .
PUrpose « « s o & o+ o ¢ &
Procedure . . . . .

Analysis of Questionnaire

Findings for the Null Hypotheses

Sub-null Hypothesis la

Sub-null Hypothesis 1b

.

-

.

Page

103
104
106
108
109
110
111

111

114

116
117
117
118

121

121

123
123
123
123
124
125
125

125

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



vi
Page
Sub~null Hypothesis 1l¢ . . . . . . 126
Sub-null Hypothesis 1d . . . . . . 126
Sub-null Hypothesis le . . . . . . 127
Umbrella Null Hypothesis 1 . , . . 127
Sub-null Hypothesis 2a . . .« . . . 128
Sub~null Hypothesis 2b . . . . . . 128
Sub-null Hypothesis 2¢ . . . . . . 129
Sub-null Hypothesis 2d . . . . . . 129
Sub-null Hypothesis 2 , . .« . . o 130
Umbrella Null Hypothesis 2 ., . ., . 130
Sub-null Hypothesis 3a . . . . . . 131
Sub-null Hypothesis 3b ., . . . . . 131
Sub-null Hypothesis 3¢ . . « . « . 132
Sub-null Hypothesis 34 . . . . . . 132
Sub-null Hypothesis 3e . ; e« . . 132
Umbrella Null Hypothesis 3 . . . . 133
Sub-null Hypothesis 4a . . . . . . 133
Sub~-null Hypothesis 4b . . . . . . 133
Sub-null Hypothesis 4c . . . . . . 134
Sub-null Hypothesis 4d . . . . . . 134
Sub-null Hypothesis 4e . . . . . . 135
Unbrella Null Hypothesis 4 . . . . 135
CONCLUSIONS &« + o « o o o o o « o o« IR 135

IMPLICATIONS « o o« o « s o o s o « o « o o« o 139

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



RECOMMENDATIONS « & =« o o o ¢ o o o o
EBEducational Recommendations . .

Future Research Recommendations
BIBLIOGRAPHY o « o « o o« o o o o o o o o &
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS +« o « o o s o o o o o« o &

APPENDIX A: LETTER INFORMING DIRECTORS OF
UPCOMING STUDY ¢ =« o « o + o « o « o o«

APPENDIX B: COVER LETTER ACCOMPANYING
QUESTIONNAIRE =« o o « « o o o o ¢ s o &

APPENDIX C: FOLLOW-UP LETTER .« « « « o .

APPENDIX D: QUESTIONNAIRE ¢ « « « « « o &

APPENDIX E: PARTICIPATING LABORATORY SCHOOLS

APPENDIX F: LABORATORY SCHOOLS VISITED AND

PEOPLE CONTACTED » =« o ¢ ¢ ¢ o &+ o o o =

APPENDIX G: RAW DATA: TENURE, RANK AND
GOVERNANCE ¢ « o « 5 o o + 8 « o o o o o

APPENDIX H: VISITATION SITES OF CLOSED
LABORATORY SCHOOLS FOR SUMMER OF 1984 .

APPENDIX I: VISITATION SITES OF ACTIVE
LABORATORY SCHOOLS FOR SUMMER OF 1984

APPENDIX J: QUESTIONNAIRE TO STATE SCIENCE

CONSULTANTS . . ¢ o o ¢ o & «

-

vii
Page
142
142
143
l4e

152

153

155
158
160
165

170

172

185

187

189

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

LIST OF TABLES

Activity Emphases in Laboratory
Schools as Determined by the
Research Studies Included . . .

Laboratory School Priorities
Beyond Teaching the Children
Enrolled. . . . ¢« <+ + v o . .
Number and Percent of Responses
to the Questionnaire by Type of
Institution . . . . . . . . . .

Number and Percent of Responses
to Questionnaire by Faculty and
Directors . . . . .« « « « « o .

Crosstabulation of the Emphasis
Placed on Inservice to Other
Schools and to the Percent of
Time Budgeted for the Same Role

Crosstabulation of the Emphases
Placed on Supervision of Student
Teaching and Graduate Practicums
and the Percent of Time Budgeted
for the Same Role . . . . . . .

Crosstabulation of the Emphasis
Placed on Curriculum Development
and to the Percent of Time
Budgeted for the Same Role. . .

Crosstabulation of the Emphasis
Placed on Pre-student Teaching
Experiences and the Percent of
Time Budgeted for the Same Role

Crosstabulation of the Emphasis
Placed on Research and the
Percent of Time Budgeted for the
Same Role . . . . . . .+ . . « .

Crosstabulation of the Percent
Priority Rank of Inservice to

Schools and the Percent of Time
Budgeted for That Role. . . . .

viii

Page

22

31

4%

46

55

57

59

61

63

67

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

1o.

Crosstabulation of the Present
Priority Rank of Supervising
Student Teaching and Graduate
Practicums and the Percent of
Time Budgeted for That Role . .

Crosstabulation of the Present
Priority Rank of Curriculum
Development and the Percent of
Time Budgeted for That Role . . .

Crosstabulation of the Present
Priority Rank of Pre-student
Teaching Experiences and the
Percent of Time Budgeted for
That Role . . . « ¢« ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ « @
Crosstabulation of the Present
Priority Rank of Conducting
Research and the Percent of Time
Budgeted for That Role. . . . . .

Crosstabulation of the Future
Priority Rank of Inservice to
Schools and the Percent of Time
Budgeted for That Role. . . . . .

Crosstabulation of the Future
Priority Rank of Supervision of
Student Teaching and CGraduate
Practicums and the Percent of
Time Budgeted for That Role . . .

Crosstabulation of the Future
Priority Rank of Curriculum
Development and the Percent of
Time Budgeted for That Role . . .

Crosstabulation of the Future
Priority Rank of Pre~student
Teaching Experiences and the
Percent of Time Budgeted for
That Role . . « « « ¢ o ¢ o« o« « &

Crosstabulation of the Future
Priority Rank of Research and
the Percent of Time Budgeted
for That Role . . . . . . . « . .

ix

Page

69

71

74

75

79

81

84

86

88

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Page

Table 20. Crosstabulation of the Present
Ranking of the Inservice to
Other Schools' Role as Compared
to the Desired Future Rank of
the Same RoOle . & & ¢« ¢ ¢ o o« o « o« o & 91

Table 21. Crosstabulation of the Present
Ranking of the Supervision of
Student Teaching and Graduate
Practicum Role as Compared to
the Desired Future Rank of the
Same Role ¢« ¢ v v ¢« v v ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o o 93

Table 22. Crosstabulation of the Present
Ranking of the Curriculum
Development Role as Compared
to the Desired Future Rank of
the Same Role . . . .« « ¢« ¢ ¢ o o « « & 94

Table 23. Crosstabulation of the Present
Ranking of the Pre-student
Teaching Role as Compared to
the Desired Future Rank of the
Same RoOle .« v ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o o o o o o @ 96

Table 24. Crosstabulation of the Present
Ranking of the Research Role
as Compared to the Desired
Future of the Same Role . . . . . . . . 97

Table 25. First and Second Choice of
Present and Future Priority
Rankings of Roles and Percent
of Change . . + « . « & & « « « « « o o 137

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



xi
LIST OF FIGURES

Page

Figure 1. Bar graph showing the present
and future priority rankings
of roles by total number of
first and second choice
FESPONSES v v & o o o o o o &+ o o o o 138

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Chapter I
INTRODUCTION

There is a need to identify the roles laboratory
schools have in our present educational system and to
suggest future directions for them. This need may have
a greater sense of urgency now than ever before as the
trend is to eliminate the laboratory school from its
host institution. Institutions which once felt a com-
pelling need to have a laboratory school and its function
as a vital part of their curriculum, now find they are
able to get along without them. This trend would suggest
the role the laboratory school played with the host in-
stitution has diminished, making it an unnecessary part
of the institution.

For a long time, laboratory schools have been a part
of the American educational system. Laboratory schools,
as we know of them today, had their beginning in the very
early 1900's. The campus laboratory school concept,
however, was originally established in normal schools.
with the premise that this would be a place where pro-
spective teachers could observe current teaching practices
as well as practice the same. There was a need for a
school under the control of the teacher education insti-
tution where practice student teaching could be carried

out.
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Men such as James G. Carter, John Quincy Adams and
Daniel Webster spoke out to promote the existence of
places where teachers could learn to teach.

The beginning of the normal school dates back to
April 19, 1838, when the governor of Massachusetts
authorized, by signing into law, a bill establishing
three normal schools at Lexington, Westfield and
Bridgewater. These three schools set the precedence
for the development of public normal schools in nine
additional states beginning with Massachusetts in 1838
and ending with Minnesota in 1860. The other seven
states were: New York, Connecticut, Michigan, Rhode
Island, New Jersey, Illinois, and Pennsylvania.,

The normal schools, almost from the beginning, in-
cluded demonstration and supervised practice as a part
of their training programs, a practice that has continued
in laboratory schools.

Yet, like today's laboratory schools, early normal
schools had their problems, least of which, their name.
Hutton referred to this problem:

"Normal School" was an unfortunate name. To

English speaking people it carried none of the

significance of "Normale" in the French "ecole

Normale", There was something at least faintly

ridiculous about the term and an automatic sug-

gestion of its antonym. (17, p. 5)

Harper identifies that during the novitiate years of

the normal school, they were almost closed because the

Massachusetts Committee on Education was directed by the
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House of Representatives to expedite the abolition of
the Board of Education and all normal schools. Their
reason, according to Harper:

"Academies and high schools cost the Common-
wealth nothing; and they are fully adequate to
furnish a competent supply of teachers....Con-
sidering that our district schools are kept, on
an average, for only three or four months in the
year, it is obviously impossible, and perhaps it
is not desirable, that the business of keeping
these schools should become a distinct and
separate profession, which the esgtablishment of
Normal Schools seems to anticipate." (11)

This, of course, was exactly the role that normal
schools had in mind, to make teaching a recognized pro-
fession. The first real laboratory schools included
Cook County Normal School where Colonel Francis Parker
became the principal in 1883; John Dewey's University
Elementary School at the University of Chicago where
Mrs. Alice Dewey, his wife, served as principal until
1904; and the Horace Mann School at Columbia Teachers
College, a school that Dewey would eventually serve as
director. Kelley describes the Horace Mann School as
follows:

This laboratory school was designed to be one
in which "professors of education might experiment
with the curriculum and methods of teaching as
professors of science experiment in the laboratory."
(19, p. 26)

In 1926, the American Association of Teachers Col-
leges (AATC), now the American Association of Colleges

for Teacher Education (AACTE) adopted the following

standard as a criterion for accreditation:
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4
Each teachers college shall maintain a training
school under its own control as a part of its organi-
zation for purposes of observation, demonstration,
and supervision of teaching on the part of students.

(24, p. 9)

Today, the National Council for the Accreditation
of Teacher Education (NCATE) has as one of its standards,
a role similar to that of the 1926 American Association
of Teacher Colleges standard; namely, the role of practi-
cum for teacher education. The standard reads as follows:

The professional studies component of each
curriculum includes the systematic study of teaching
and learning theory with appropriate laboratory and

clinical experience. (28, p. 6)

From these two standards, it would appear that prac-
ticum, a term often used to mean student teaching, was a
required part of teacher training and, as a result, one
of the leading roles of laboratory schools.

According to Howd and Browne (15) in 1969, 208
institutions of higher learning had a laboratory school
as a part of their teacher education program, a means of
meeting the NCATE standard. In his 1964 report, Kelley
(19) has reported a high of 212 laboratory schools exist-
ing at one time. No literature reference suggested a
greater number of such schools having been in existence
at one time.

Institutions that did not have laboratory schools
provided for practicum experiences by contracting with

existing private and public schools. Observation and

participation phases were also handled in a like manner.
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The point to be made here is that an emphasis on practi-
cum existed with teacher education schools and those that
had laboratory schools gave this a high priority. At the
same time, other institutions were able to meet their
responsibilities without laboratory schools.

When this study was conceived in 1979, the number of
laboratory schools that existed, as identified by Howd
and Browne (15), had diminished by half to 104. 1In 1983,
this figure had dropped even further to 87.

A few studies, Kelley (19), Howd and Browne (15),
Cornthwaite (4), McConnaughhay (23), and Duea (7) have
been conducted to compile data on the history, demography
and function or role of laboratory schools. Most of these
data were confined to specific campuses or to the descrip-
tion of programs associated with a specific institution or
a sample from a geographical region, such as the south-
eastern region. In such instances, the laboratory schools
from five to nine states were studied. 1In most instances,
only directors of laboratory schools took part in the
study as the source from which data was collected. Such
limitations are acceptable as they were the expressed
limitations when the study was established.

Duea (6), in 1981, conducted a limited survey where
72 institutional members in the National Association of
Laboratory Schools (NALS) responded to the priorities
of laboratory schools. The faculty polled represented

a cross-section of K-12 teachers.
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STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

On a national scope, there has been very little
recent research completed where data have been collected
with regard to the present function and future direction
of laboratory schools.

Several studies were listed in the previous section.
0f those listed, Howd and Browne's (15) 1969 "National
Survey of Campus Laboratory Schools" and Duea‘s (7) 1976
"An Assessment of Provisions For Practical Teacher Edu-
cation Experiences and Research in Public, Private and
Laboratory Schools" have been recognized by NALS members
as best covering the scope of laboratory schools. Kelley's
(19) 1964 study, "The Historical Development of the Campus
Laboratory School", is rated as one of the best studies
of the history of laboratory schools.

The two former studies received financial support,
Howd and Browne's (15) from the American Association of
Colleges for Teacher Education (AACTE) and Duea's (7)
from the National Association of Laboratory Schools (NALS).

This investigation is, in part, a continuation of the
aforementioned studies. Its primary purpose is to iden-
tify the role of the laboratory school as perceived by
secondary faculty of laboratory schools, laboratory
school directors and related administrative personnel of

selected host institutions where laboratory schools exist.
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