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Section I

A: by L. 0. Andrews
"~ The Ohio State University
For Sub-Committee Three
July 15, 1975

Definition, perimeters and benefits to be derived from Teacher Education
Consortia.

1. Consortium Etgdy and Development: From a careful study of the

events and macerials listed atove several generalizaticns may be
attempted. ‘

a. The word “consortium" essentially refers to the efforts of a
group of institutions with some real or assumed common goals
to band together formally or iaformally to aghieve these
goals.

b. The 1iterature (including reports of various studies) of
consortia in higher education is rather extensive, but usually
refers only to one genre of institutions - colleges and
universities.

c. The literature (and unfortunately the studies) of consortia
in TE which includes various types of institutions - colleges,
school systems, professional organizations, state departments,
et cetaera - is very scanty. Coooerative arrangements in TE
have confused terminalogy, varied objectives, governance

~ ranging from personal cooperation to incorporated, highly

organized structures, and an extremely varied track record of
successful accomplishment. The word "consortium" is really
not broad enough to cover the wide range of cooperative
arrangements used in TE.

d. Philosophically and generically, consortia are organizations
of autonomous bodies (or individuals, as in marriage) which
band together by some relatively formal agreement to secure
some benefits. But in so doing the organization assumes some
new prevogatives as a basis for service to its members; and
its members, in turn, aive up some rights, privileges, or
whatever, as stipulated in the agreement.

e. The U.S.A. is relatively unique in its need for consortia in
TE, since most countries in the world have nationa® or state
min1s;ries,af,educatian which have control over buth the
schools and the teacher preparing institutions -~ thus a
unified system.

f. In the U.S.A. beginning in the middle of the last century in
the single purpose teacher preparing institutions (the Normal
Schools, later becoming Teachers Colleges) a unique institu-
tion emerged - the campus, laboratory, model or practice
school. Later many universities and some private colleges

:
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developed such schools as a laboratory for TE students.
These schools were college controlled schools, ~This fact led
to a point of view which shows up ciearly 1in ist of principles
for directed teaching written by Raleigh Schorling in the

34¢h Yearbook (1935) of the National Soctety of College
Teachers of Education, as follows: ,

"principle 11. An institution should not give credit
for directing teaching unless that institution exercises

control over the directed teaching situation.“

Not only would this principle not be written today, it would
not be permitted by either school systems or teachers organi-
sations., It is interesting to note that the basic ideas in
all the other 13 principles could be accepted by most teacher
educators today. ;

With the sudden doubling of S-T enrolliments in 1948-52, due
to the "veteran bulge", placements shifted to off-campus,
chiefly public schools, and placements in labcratory schools
declined until few are made today. ‘

Historically until the late 1950's consortia in TE have been

chiefly of three types; o

(1) Formal contracts between colleges and individual schoal
systems, chiefly to set conditions for use ¢f the schoals
as S-Ting laboratories. In the first half of the century
these agreements were usually for private co1ieges and
those universities.without, or with small campus schools,

(2) Formal contracts between colleges and individual school
systems to govern the operation of off-campus (sometimes
on-campus) laboratory schools, wherein the colleges ‘
received some control (usually with limitations) over
the schools, such as, use as a laboratory, the selection
of staff, the development of curriculum, the budget, and
sometimes for on-campus schools the selection of pupils.

(3) Teacher Education Councils, usually extra-legal, policy
recommending agencies, chiefly in southern states as a
result of the efforts of the Teacher Education Commission
(1938-1943), and other less formal organizations of

teacher preparing institutions.

Since the late 1950's a series of waves of concern have

- emerged in attempts to find some solutions to- this double-

headed problem: the development of quality TE laboratories

in the public schools, and governance structures to facilitate
the joint effort of two disparate types of institutions.
Fundamentally the problem has been to find a solution to the
dilemma of trying to cperate a professional curriculum of one
insitution - the coliege - in another institution as the i
laboratory - the public schools, and more recently the private
schools as well. ; o ,

a .
ﬁ



In summary, the tragic fact is that serious study of the ways te organize
disparate institutions into consortia to provide-TE laboratories has waited
from 1950 until now. In the meantime, a few small flurries of effort occurred
in scattered places, but no extensive, serious national effort to develop

the models and rescurces necessary for this very important task. A review

of the literature reveais 1ittle more than some surveys, some descriptions

of structures and the operation of unusual situations together with a few
nrojections of new approaches. '

1.1

Surveys, Studies and Major Reports: Since the pubiicatiaa of the
Flowers Report in 1948, few in-depth studies and reports have
collaboration in TE. Many minor publi-

appeared in this area of . y minor pL
cations, committee and conference reports, individual institutional
plans and reports of patterns of cooperation have been issued; but
since the number of institutions is so iarge and the variety of
situations so great, these efforts. have usually been like little
ripples in a very large body of water. Briefly 1isted the follow-
ing seem to be of special concern to the Commission: '

ge Relationships in Teacher Education:

a. School=Colle

a National Survey of Cooperative

Ventures. AACTE,

b.  Cooperative Structures in School-College Relationships for
Teacher Education. AACTE, 1965 o

Circular, AASA, NEA, May T964
d. Who's in Charge Here? NCTEPS, NEA, 1966

c. Cooperation in Student Tea;hing. Educational Research Service

e. A New Order in Student Teaching: Fixing Responsibility for
* Student Teaching. NCTEPS, NEA, 1967

t.  dJdohnson, James A., A National Survey of Student Teaching Programs.
M-STEP, 1968 e A

g. Obligation for Reform: The Final Report of the Higher Education

. Task Force on Improvement and Reform in American Education.

AACTE, January 1974 ' .

h. “Thematic Section of Teacher/Teaching Centers", Journal of Teacher
Education, Spring 1974 ‘

i.  Schmieder, Allen A. and Sam J. Yargar, Teaching Centers: Toward
the State of the Scene. AACTE, November 1974

j. Teacher Centers in Japan, England and the United States by
M. Vue DeVault, University of Wisconsin and LTI of U. S.
O0ffice of Education, Washington, D.C., 1973

k. In West Virginia, It is Ngfﬁing;rgThg,Teagher Education Center

in_Action by Kathryn Maddox (Washington, D.C.: The American

Association of Colleges for Teacher Education, 1973)




Governance by Consortium - Syracuse University and National

1.

Consortium of Competency-Based Educaton Centers, 1974

Of the above, a and b have the most detail on types of arrangements
and actual details on the structures themselves. b and e have
several statements and diagrams of suggested models and state
arrangements. ¢ and ¥ have data on S-Ting but very 1ittle on the
arrangements for cooperative effort. The essential problem is
analyzed in d. h and i do not differentiate between types of
structures for TE in terms of function except as examples are
given. The most useful material for the Commission may actually be
in a and b, though these are the oldest of the group listed. But,
in any event, this group of publications probably give more back-
ground for the work of the Commission than other.publications,
except for the papers Tisted earlier. ,

the Commission: The Commission members

Perimeters for the Work of 7
Themselves are engaged in a rather wide variety of types of cooper-
ative efforts, which most of the members would consider very impor-
tant and worthwhile. However, it is very clear that a definition
of consortia would have to be very broad to encompass all these and
their related efforts. At the same time a very strict and narrow
definition would not be helpful to many teacher educators looking
for enlighterment and guidance in conducting their cooperative
ventures.. Rather than propose exactly the types of structures or
functions that should be included in the work of the Commission it
appears wiser in this report to attempt a rather broad, but rough
classification of types of arrangements with some examples of each
type. The Commission then could select those types for study on
the basis of which would be most helpful to workers in the field.

SuggesﬁeéﬁTyﬁeg,inCDT?abgrativeﬁEffgrtAjprE,inrghg U.s.A.

a. Institutional policy of cooperative effort with many other
institutions: '

University of Northern Colorado, Placement of S-Ts in many

states and foreign countries, and service for guest S-Ts from
other institutions, - ~

Indiana University program for cross-cultural S-T placement in
Mexican-American.and Native-American communities.

Institutional program designed to_serve as a vehicle to arrange
special s-1ing experiences for students from other institutions:

Uniyersityiof'ﬁiabama'prcgram'af S-Ting abroad, especially in :
Latln'Amer1cauggen to students ftrom other institutions.

Cooperative Urban Teacher Education (CUTE program in Fansas
City originally under the Mid-Continent Regional Educational
Laboratory), which provided an urban S-Ting experience for.
students usually from small private colleges.
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making power over program and policies.

advisory and coordinating bodies

TE Councils as chiefly inating bodi
inf ] no council staff as -

with informal governance structures and
such:

Troy State University (Alabama) Teacher Education Council,
multi-institutional with several school systems.

Marion County (Indianapolis, Indiana) TE Council, multi-insti-
tutional with several colleges and many school systems.

Under this type the arrangements vary greatly, ranging from
advisory or feedback mechanisms to formal structures, but with
no budget, staff or administrative and decision making control
over policies. . o

TE Councils with formal governance strug;uggs}* Many -variations
of the two examples can be found throughout the country.

Central Minnesota TE Council (St. Cloud State College), single
institution working with many school systems, the Council has
formally incorporated as a non-profit corporation with a consti-
tution, dues, budget to spend, and administrative and decision

An Agreemert of Cooperation between the Metropolitan Board of
Edvcation and Local Colleges and Universities (Nashville,
Tennessee). A council for one school system and eight colleges,
professional organizations and the state department, which
depends on staff service donated by the school system, but
working under Council approved policies.

Agreements between a college and a public school system to
urchase from the schools complete S-Ting service, but some-
times also complete professional instructional service for
courses and experiences for extended periods of time:

The City of Los Angeles provided placement and supervision for
SﬁTsltthugh its own staff for local colleges since the mid-
1930's.

Some small colleges in New England and Washington state made
arrangements to turn their students over to specific schools to
provide all their professional instruction and experiences for
given college terms.

Consortia of institutions chiefly for the cooperative operation

of curriculum elements and for long-range curricular improvement

in TE: |

Wisconsin Improvement Program consists of 16 higher education
institutions with advisory committees from the schools, which’
operate a state-wide internship program, and 1s projecting
movement into a post-degree, post-certification residency
program., : :



- Student Teaching or Teacher Education Centers consisting of a
small number of continuous schools “into.which, usually only one
Pl college, would place a fair y high concentration of 5-Ts. '
e Such centers should be designated as instructional or learning. . .

' centers, and are the commonest type oV TE arrangment esignated
by the name "Center". Their types may vary in many ways, and.
probably several dozen different patterns could be designated.
A few samples: ,

University of Maryland models as presented in the ATE National
Clinic in 1971, and University of Maryland-Baltimore County,
more recently, models in which a resident coordinator is
jointly selected and paid with funds supplied by both insti-
tutions. ’ 2

Towson State College type, in which the resident coordinater is
a full college employee, but is assigned to a particular
center. This appears to be the commonest model judging by data
found through a doctoral study done at Ohio State University.

Teacher Education Centers with a _governance structure,
budget and staff usually serving several colieges and several
school systems. These are faciiitatiﬁgljcaardinatin?wgenteEgv
of an over-arching umbrella type in contrast to the earning
centers described in g above. : s T

h.

West Virginia with a 1963 enabling act has established the
first state-wide network of such centers. .They have three-part
financing - state, college and school - administrative, coordi-
nating and facilitating staff service for-a wide range of '
functions for local schools .and colleges. - :

Texas and Florida have state mandates to establish a system of
TE Centers with similar purposes, which are in various stages
‘of indigenous development. .~~~ .- .

One might hazard a guess that the five types for which analysis
and guidelines would be the most useful to institutions across
the country would be types a, b, d, g and h. But looking ahead -
to the long future f probably should also be studied. . An early
~decision on this point must be made by the Commission in order

to expedite its work. - o

3. Benefits to be derived from Consortia: At this point it would be
premature to any more than sketch.very briefly the areas of benefits
which might accrue to these different potential members of consortia.
To be:very useful these areas-of benefits should be carefully . .
identified and possibly allocated to particular types of consortia.

a. To School Systems:  Probably this -area has been more poorly = -
deveToped than any other. . Over the years school administrators,
school boerds, and negotiated contracts have set up restrictions
on the assumption. that any great concentration of prospective

Lo ‘teachers 1in a given school situation would be harmful to the

T e T TR




best interest of pupils. Yet research and experience both
amply demonstrate that good TE programs-in schools can assist -
in producing a better learning situation than schools are
1ikely to produce alone. Alsoc there is evidence to suggest
+hat comprehensive programs provided by Teacher Education
Centers encourage and support innovative activities in school
systems. - - , :
Unfortunately the corrollary is also true that administrators
of colleges and school systems and most Education faculty .=
members do not realize what it costs in organization, and human
and material resources to produce and maintain an exceileni

. teacher education laboratory. - T

Several of these types of consortia have demonstrated that a -
single agency can facilitate and expedite preservice TE frem -
the earliest contact by prcspective teachers, but also do the - -
same for inservice TE and continuing education to provide for -
teacher growth from beginning teacher status until preparation
for retirement. R o L

wave of the future, and that most universities will likely - -
put more resources into inservice than preservice by 1985. -
However, it is clear that teachers and teachers organizations
are demanding much more field-based, problem-centered inservice
courses and less campus-type, theoretical courses. A comprehensive.
Teacher Education Center can be very effective in identifying
needs, - coordinating efforts and expediting delivery of such
types of experiences.

Many now suggest that inservice and continuing TE are the

To divorce school systems from higher education institutions

- altogether would run the risk of isolating practitioners from
the major source of much of the research, program development
and theoretical knowledge ac it is produced. Certainly the
cultural lag between the development of a new idea or technique
and the time of its use by teachers generally:-is catastro-.
phically long now, sometimes spoken of as a generation.
Cg11abaratian ought to, and has been demonstrated to shorten
this gap. ; = T

b. To Colleges and Universities: To any college person . J has
been involved or witnessed the result of a school system
declining to continue a TE laboratory contract, the dependence
of the colleges upon school systems. becomes an absolute need. = .
Leaders have preached collaboration very generally since about .
1950, but college personnel have-seldom acted as if they =
believed that they could lose their laboratories. More recently
as teachers organizations have negotiated contracts including
TE clauses the critical nature of firm, working agreements has
become much clearer to many. In the next few years.some o
colleges may very well drop their TE curricula altogether ,
because of their failure to maintain working relations with .-
local schools. Talk of collaboration, parity and representa- - o
tion for all groups will not be enough. Functiening, effective ...

= 17 . | ‘




structural arrangements will become a necessity in many places,
where they have not previously been seen in this Tight. In
New York state consortia arrangements have been mandated by
the Board of Regents for the colleges to develop and use in
preparing their plans for implementing mandated CBTE programs.

Colleges and universities have been increasingly using many
kinds of informal plans for getting field input into curriculum
planning for the professional sequence. Teachers organizations
are more and more demanding a voice in such decisions.

Proper consortia arrangments would make this type of flow
easier and a perfectly normal expectation.

Frequently one notes words of caution, that while consortia
“are often organized on the assumption that some kind of
financial savings can accrue, this expectation seems not often
realized. Still, colleges of education as well as schools are
under real budget crunches which are not expected to be
alleviated in the near future. One way to reduce costs is to
drop marginal programs of high cost, ard share facilities.
Fewer colleges should offer some of the specialized programs:
in a given state. Also money for .developmental grants and
evaluation projects for pilot programs is much less available
than recently. But because of the reduced demand for large .
numbers of new personnel, now is the time to push for develop-
ing higher quality programs. ‘

To the casual observer every institution should not expect to -
"reinvent the wheel" by developing all aspects of a given new
program within its own institution. If colleges could reach
the point of believeing in the desirability of “sharing", -
probably much better programs could be developed ‘and much more -
intensive evaluation made of the results of pilot programs.

For example, in a consortium of eight institutions developing

a proposed new program with eight major components, each
college could put its best resources into developing the model
for one component, trying it out, evaluating it in depth, and
finally sharing all the results with the other eight ccileges.
Surely the developmental costs would be greatly reduced and

the level of confidence in the worth of the new elemants
greatly increased. . v o

ie; as_the Bgdi

_ c. To the State, as an Agency, or to the Peo) ,
PN Politic: 1In this country the constitution has de egated to
‘ the states the responsibility for education, and now. all
states officially assume the responsibility for certification. L
Then in view of the -fact that teaching is a public profession, =
the quality of performance of practitioners is certianly a
direct concern of the state, since state departments usually
assume some responsibility for monitoring quality of the _ S
schools. On these bases 1t can be very.logically argued that o
the stake of the state (all the people through their state
government) is very real in TE. If then it can be demonstrated
that quality of TE can be enhanced by collaboration of institutions,

8
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then the state might well see that policies for operating -
collaborative structures. be set up, and that some:of the ..
. cost and some coordination be provided by the state, as is
~actually done in West Virginia. . - T

To the Community: - Probably teacher educators are.not accus-
tomed to think in:these. terms, but rather just in:relation. - .
- to good education for pupils in.the schools.: In these days .
gF»@ﬁéSSUPé”far-aésguntabiiity;;theFe,may;be*iﬁéﬁeasing’i

presSure‘tq;demqhstrateCthét;thr@ughg;epSartja;mpfe;effeéen,fﬁ{*a o
tive use may be made of ‘resources and that the quality of ™ " = -

the preservice and inservice experiences: in TE:may be enhanced. ... -

As a result public representatives on  governance:boarc
press far_moreféffe;tiyezcgilabgratign,thrgugh':gnsartiﬁ;-*=-- :

The R:
in T

riy this step must follow:-several :other

tionale and Research Basis for the Devel

work of the Commission. - However, the importance. of these two - =
phases must not bE'unﬁerestimated;-_Thertheary%base,underAmu:h_Qf»‘

" what has been done in TE for the ‘last hundred.years has-been very -
thin indeed. There are many concepts.in the ‘related-social and
behavioral sciences which could be used to support-much of our. - -
best thinking in-developing. collaborative relationships.. .Unfor-
tunately, most -teacher educators’ are not good enough scholars-in"-
these fields -to identify and use many: of.these concepts. A

ance boards may . .

thorough exploration in this area is more than most-Commissions, o

without extensive budgets, could ever-undertake.

The strength of this Commission is that it includes a goodly
number of very able and experienced people in the areas of:

concern. Therefore, 'probably the best that can be hoped for is . =

~ that some carefully developed rationales may emerge together with
-suggested guidelines as an.aid to workers in the field. The next.
and really the most critical -stage is to design research tech-
niques that can gather data on feasibility, efficiency, satisfac-
tion on the part of all types of participants, -and.hopefully some -
evidence on effectiveness. The ultimate goal would be to get =~
some indication of the influence consortia can have on the people
they serve and their success as practitioners in the schools.
These-are difficult tasks;-and the Commission-is not likely to
engage in that kind of research as a Commission. Rather its
greatest service may be to lay some carefully developed guide-
Tines upon which research efforts may be designed.
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Section I

B: By Dona1d Oriasky
" University of South FTor1da
Tampa, Florida : _

Drgan1zatinn and Imp1ementat1on “of Consortia

'.In1t1tat1an o’ Ccaperat1ve Re1at1nnsh1ps Drganizat1nn

A consgrt1um is not merely an .arrangement for 1nst1tut1ans to organize
and cooperate. Prior considerations, characteristics of the institu-
tions, and a pracedure for identifying appropriate institutions are v
vital elements in determining success for cooperation. ‘These factors

emerge as important elements when those who have studied consortia of
Institutes of Higher Educations report their findings. *Cnn51der the

fnT]cwing statements in respect to these early steps

The first problem is institutional se]f-appra1sa1 As someone
has inferred, this is pre-organizational. Exactly what do we
want to achieve? Herein are we incomplete with need for rounding
out? If we want to communicate, do we really have anything to
say? . If we want to cooperate, what are we prepared to give and
“to receive? Is there any genuine mutuality of interest among
proposed cooperators?  What do we have which is realiy distinc-
tive, or could be made so by cooperation?- In any case, before

cooperators are rounded up, the first task is critical insti-
tutional analysis. This is a matter af discavery - se1f-d1scﬂv—
ery. (8: SDQBT)

It 15 not known whether a prnm1s1ng praaect fgr one group of

- ~colleges wil1-turn-out to be-as advantageous-:for- another group.
Such variables as campus 1eadership, quality of coordination,
particular needs of member institutions, the geographical spread -
of membership, and the history of successes" and. failures of the
- cooperating groups concerned will have much-to.say as-to which of .
several potent1a1 pra;ects tend to bemost pramising, (22 243)

Assuming that bgth the quantitat1ve and quaiitative grawth Qf
‘consortia-will continue, it becomes: 1n;umbent -upon’persons =
working with these organ12at1nns to recagnize ‘that some probTems
and limitations are common to all cooperative organizations.’
Unless this is the case, institutional personnél” ‘who found -
consortia can hardly begin to. deal with. these’ nrganizations in.
either an appropriate or a sophisticated fashion.  Realizing that
two or three years may pass before major projects “Jeave. ground <
- zero requires sophisticated patience, and watching the downfall
of pet project ideas demands unusual flexibility- if a phoenix is
to rise from the ashes. The’ very low mortality rate of formally-
organized consortia provides strong evidence that these organiza-
t1an5 succeed more uften ‘than not. Thus, these traits are

* Thrnughaut this report the analysis is based on the experience of
‘IHEIS In many cases, consortia will include relationship between
IHE's and LEA's (Loca1 Education Agenc1es) or amang several LEA's.
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generally present. At the same time, however, research on
consortium formation has shown that problems such as geographic.
'separation, equipment incompatibility, intracolleye comnunica--
tions failures, or just plain apathy emerge as more significant
obstacles than is admitted when such organizations are created,
(5:750) : ; S o

In a survey conducted by the author, more than 80 percent of the
consortia reporting were found to have been formed:without . ~
having developed concise plans for administering the: programs

" they eventually undertook. This percentage might easily have
been higher were it not for the incentives provided through

funding sources that required -the preparation of well-developed, =

concrete program designs before a grant was awarded. ' Thus, an
early "search for:identity" is quite common among. new consortia. -
(5:755) ‘ ‘ S :
The potential to magnify the uti1izatidnAaF personnel and progféms',a
through corsortia was emphasizedfby:échnsgn who said: '
Professors in a particular discipline can gain from participation
in a community of 1ike-minded scholars enlarged enough to be =
;exceedingly-stimu]ating»but.not»engggh{tg"be”seif=defgatingg:;In;
other words, one of the potentialities is the ‘capacity to develop
~the required “critical mass" for professional stimulation, for . .
attacking common problems, and for operating complex and.costly
programs.  This is a new way of extending institutional responsi-
bility and action to new areas without threatening institutional
integrity. (9:344) SR
The essential factors to take into account in géttingza'cansartium
underway include (1) carefui selection?of schools that,wi11 become
members of the consortium (i.e., common probléms,-cahmgn?iﬂfErests,
geographical proximity, eagerness to parti;ipate); (2) a purpose in
coming tagetherlthat binds the s¢hcc1s_phi1gs§phieaiiy; (3) and suffi-
cient flexibility in the planning stages to pefmit individua1%tyraf

the participants.

15
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PURPOSES AND OBJECTIVES

Some consortia have been déve1aped for specifie purpgses but most

'There is no evidence to suggest that one or the other is a more effective

strategy. Consortia that cut across total aperatiuns must often settie on.:
specific programs and areas of cooperation that facus on the needs aF a
given program, however. Any institution that participates in"a consortium
might also be a member of other consortia and a]ready be the beﬁéficiary‘af
cooperation in budgeting, purchasing, accounting, fringe benefits, and so
forth. |

The programs that have arisen fram'cansértia ﬁuite often involve cost-

effectiveness, broadening of student opportunities, improvement of communi ca-

tion, and coordination of expertise and facilities. A few EXampies illustrate

these gains: ;
The Interuniversity Communications Council (called EDUCOM) was formed
as a nonprofit corporation in 1964 by six universities interested in
the furtherance of biomedical communications through the appiicatian :
of modern technology. Now the Council membership:is. close to 100 -
institutions of higher education with some 250 campuses, and all.
aspects of education are within ‘the F]exibie baundaries ﬂf EDUCOM
activities. (12:1071).

They give ‘the un1vers1ty facu1ty member an oppnrtunity tn tap off or
round out highly specialized library collections and laboratories to
have overseas research platforms for launching prajects related to
foreign cultures, and to break out of the confines of his own box,
however commodious it may be, with his own seed: money to: exper1ment
with Tike-minded colleagues in the cooperating universities. . There
can be no doubt that extension of.opportunity, the provision of .new N
dimensions for both faculty and students, is ‘one -of the most appealing =
of the caaperat1ve pntent1a]1tiesi (9 344)

The geographical spread of a consortium's membersh1p, and the interest and
1nc]1nat1nn5 of faculty and staff af_member institutions will have much ta

do with which projects might be undertaken and whether, in turn, significant

': savings might be achieved. The experience of consortia suggests that

“'savings are possible in some of the following areas.
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1. Business travel insurence, ‘provided to e11 inetitutienei emp]eyees;”.j a

can be jointly purchased at savings up to 26 percent_ over jdentical
plans individually purchased. Personal accident insurance.handied
through payroll deductions and purchased through a consortium een
provide savings of five pereent as compered with ether group -
kp]ans. _ , :

2. Medical expense coverage, . 11fe ineuranee and disebi]ity 1nsurance, o
with a measure of institutional choiee e116wed, can be jeintTy
pureﬁesed at a eevingse e = . ,

3. In the academic area, - the emergenee of - the Jenuaty 1ntereterr hes
offered consortia .a néw opportunity to gather: sufficient student
. enrollments to make advantageous 1eerning experiences eeenemieeily

feasible. - While student exchanges -for semester or term enrollments B

have been available, only in a 1imited number of" eon ortia and- _
~ subject fields. has significant activity been.noted Geogrephice] j-
proximity of institutions has been a consideration,. partieuleriy
when students avail: themselves ef courses at severa1 1nstitutiene
“in the ‘same semester, ) CELET e e ,

4, Pureheees ef ut111ty—type serViees such as a te1ephnne canferencing
system.and comf ter time-sharing ‘and other computer-related. - =
services such as prngremming and . eysteme deve1epment heve preved o
adventegeeuse BRI A . N o

5. Joint efferts in etudent recru1tment end pubiie reietiens seen to
offer some potentiai. Microfilm banks and other means of sharing:

'11brary per1ed1eai resources :an shew significant savings. o

6. With grew1ng emphes1e on field experience as. e part ef a eeilege .
’1netruetiene1 program, off-campus ‘centers -and instructional "
supervision can be obtained more eeonamicei]y threugh eel1ec*1ve :
arrengements- (22 248—249)

A un1vere1ty press was ereeted by nine campuses in Kentueky and. the 3

- director of the Un1ver51ty Press of Kentucy stated that

Of all the things that heve heppened to me.in a quarter of a centuny ST

of pub11sh1ng, the nine-campus Kentucky consortium for scholarly
publishing is the most satisfying. The reason is that so. many voices

had been raised in doubt that cecperatien among “Kentucky's" education
institutions was impossible on any level - and many. more had felt that
the consequence of cooperation, if it did work, would be endless
bickering and weter1ng down of the quality of our books. It is there-
fore both a surprise and a delight to be able to report that cooperation
could not be smoother or more effective or more pleasant, and that e]]
the other campuses are as interested as our own in maintaining and-
building the quality of our list.  (6:21) ,

The Kansas City Regional Council for Higher Education (KCRCHE), made!

up of 18 colleges, is previding an effeetive aeedemie and administrative

13
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1. The Aﬂer1can F11m Institute in1t1ated the services n : o
""" - network by monitoring a conference, call arrangement abgut a o
" pecent film shown among the consortium members. . ‘The. director of

the film was put on the tanference circuit for an 1ntercampus o

’ critique. a ‘ . AR .

2. A black 5tudies pragram was - EDﬁdUGtEd on a conference caTB by a -;5'7‘
S 1eading professer from a biack campusi s e

3. Twa campuses which have unequaT Iaboratnry Faciiities share the
special feature. of each: in-a series of telelectures and conference
arrangements, a practice which. cﬂmpiete]y eliminates: the necess1ty
Df transpcrt1ng students fram ane campus ta the ather. (18 22)

%
P

'rhst KCRCHE“ T

It is obvious ‘that cnﬁsortia have devised numergus wa¥s tg capitalize  '!'f’ﬁF'

_ﬂn their a]1gnments. The advantages in the genera1 area nf f,f

are nat the chief concerns in thls dacument However, the exam?ies cf

fringe benef1ts and other cnuperat1ve endeavnrs suggest‘;"

ccnsart1a have found in their allTances.; The advantages sh9u1d be equa1ly -
beneficial in improving teacher educat1un p?agrams 1f cnnsﬂrt1a are ade-.f
quately planned tg insure a 5a11d Fauadat1gn and suff1cient]y f]exibTe tu
permit the ta1ents ‘of the- members Df the consartia ta generate the 1mprave-'-
ments in.teacher education that one institutjgnvalgneAisingt ijkejyvtu“ -

develop.

18
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‘“J;}f;-a censertiumi

'ffend 51mp1e ae peseible witheut Jeepardizing the Functie:t
"”j‘A few stetemente frem these whe havei neTyzed the ergenie jona}-

”‘_nf eeneertie deeeribe the menner in which the eentrei coordinatin

o of heVing en adm1nistretive ergenizetien threugh whichii

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE

The administrative structure typiee11y ineiudee a eeﬁtrei eeerdireting

‘=~;reepeneibiity and an advisehy beerd te determine the pregre ;

'Lfbereeme ehd expeneiv lntrai adminietretien i'fnut '

,:A censertiu,-sheuid wree he pertieipeting member

arrangements:

g_fdhetienléf

a eensertium een be met. Gne eseeeietien ef eei1eges str 'Fe'impertenee

'aperatien wae eeh' ve'

“(9 342) In enether cooperative a eentrei effiee with a Feetsfinding egency
of eniy twe prefeeeienaie servee e reie ef 1ieisen with the members ef the jﬁ:;“f

tf:CQDpE?EtTVE (19 357) Anether epekesmen urged thet the f,_'tien ef the eentre]f’

of 1eye]ty and a sense eF beieng1ng fer a cemmen cause (8*84) In ne instance:»:é-_f
did anyone reeemmend that the eentre] ceord1net1ng errengment 5heu1d dem1n;¥ O
| the 1net1tutiene in a eonsertium to the extent thet .t eentre]]ed the behavier Effi
bef the eo]ieges whe hold h;hberenip in the eenee?tium., The ergenizetienei |
. etructure muet eFTer a eentrei eieering heuee te hand]e eerrespendenee, prevideai_

' Fer meetings pien egendee, esteb1ieh meet1ng datee and Iecetiens, meintain ;,;"

.‘:lgai:):i




files on pruceedings, submit repgrt to: 311 members, manage discussions made by -

the representatives of each institutian, and attend tg the numernus detaiTs

assnc.ated with data cn11ectian, surveys, needs assessments, deve]opment nf

pub1icatian5, “and exchange of ideas and prnb1ems, Hnwever, a minimum Iayer of i'”

ﬂrgan1zational structure should be deve]oped to manage- the cansortium.

20
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BUDGET AND FINANGE

Y cansartia has thraa anna1derations in tha area af fisaaI management

- These three components entail (1) the costs of developing. and maintaining
a consortium; (2) a consortium's capacity to contribute to the aduaatiana1
administrative opportunities of 1ts members; and (3) a cnnaartium §ov
capacity to save or maka money for- 1ta mambers.: (1 252i253)

~ The First two af thasa threa faators muat be prasant 1f”"ﬁ:ansaritum is

B ta suacaad Tha basia machinary to maintain a aansartium 15 an abv1au5
membership warthwhiia. Tha th1rd is often tha basia an whicj ’?f}jfT;lffjf;fﬁ
ragard a aansartium tn ba attractive but is tha Taaat dapandab1a.:_;; ,

significantly tn thair membar 1nst1tutinn s anviranmants Tha cnnsnrtia

arrangement, hnwavar, has not yet’ pravad its abi]ity tn raliav: membars af
their immadiata cash squeeze;- and 1nst1tutiana abnut tn entar - nr airaady
in - consortia should be raa]istic abaut thair axpactatians (1 252) | |

Thara are 1nstancaa of cansartia saving and making mnnay Fnr 1ts mambara,
-and thaaa saving faaturas are 1mpcrtant but an 1nstitutian that axpacts to-
F1nd a major source of revenue through ‘the tnnsnrtia approach 15 likaiy to ba
disapp91ntad The axperianca of axisting cnnsartia on- fisca] matters 15 nnt ;
uniform, but some rathar aiaar pr1ncip1as amarga Fram tha tota] viaw of
consortia afforts and the ahanging t1mes nver “the 1ast 'F'iftaan _yaars. A look
at some of these expariances 5hau1d prnva usafui

One quastian always asked by ca]iaga raprasantativas cantampiat1ng

membership in a consortium is, "What will it cost.us?". The answer

varies with the vision and objectives of the members.- ‘Dues- ganara]iy

range from $5,000 to $10,000 per- year per member." This provides a

minimum budget for staff and a modest amount of program activities.

Additional amounts are usually contributed for spacifia program.comni tments.

However, it should be stressed that certain economics can be. raaTizad
 through the association cancapt. (13: 38=39) _

mw o
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- ;m1ght. In an unusual. exempie the CIC made smaii seed grents te

A ,i’start1ng a cnnsnrt1um but commi tment from eech institutinn sheuid inciude

vaieusiy questione such as whe ehnuid pay, Far what how mueh_and for.

- what period of time must be answered. In:some instances; ‘a:consortium

“‘office has been financed initially;. in whole:or in part; b e%fQUndatiqn

-~ Such support prabebiy will be . temporary, eithough "temporary" can be fc

" several years. “Ultimatel. the pertieipating Anstitutions:will have to
'-lfaee eiternetives. (EQ 74{ _ o

It eoete meney to ennperate.. Tnn 'ten, one encnuntere unr;aiietic ks
,expeetatinne.» Some opt1m15t1eaiiy _believe. that if activities are pne!ed :
not only will thé increased volume reduce- ‘costs .but 11 be-1ittle
or no expense for the coordination: required. - Ho inatien hae
two kinds:of expenses:.. those 'associated: with the ce
that puts the individual campus: parts - tegethe : ,“! S
) eperatign, and those on the participating campuses-: that interfaee with :
the coordinated effort. The campus-costs invaive meetingsrameng participating
institutions to set policies as well as. Fnr en—eampue funet ons end L
routine. precese1ng aetivities- Lo e , Do

Beyand the cnre budget a specia] preaeets cetegnry cen}be used tn gt,'

- reflect the ups and downs of annual funding, shifts in program emph!;i S
or, new -directions. - Moving away' “from a hand-to-mouth annial"go- =n0=go on -
the entire cooperative effort ‘is essential to'the’ maturation of -a’ eensartium.

- The consortium-that fails to achieve at least-a- minimai .core: maintenance -
level will probably not survive, “and the early years- of” effert invested :

" in deveieping that cnnsnrtium wii1 be Tost.: (22 244—247) : >

Some eensurtie have been Suceessfui in ‘the. paet in ebteining funds whieh

a ennsnrtium could put tn werk more . e ffectiveiy than eny eingie inetitutien 5*3?-’

: prefeesans tu enver basic trensportatiun cnste te meet end 1a

cnepenetieni The first seed grant of $1 OUD was fniiowed by —we mnre'seed

sgrente of $1 GDD tD $2 ODD each As a cansequenee DF the

was deveieped to the United Stetee Pubiie Heaith Serviee tha ieﬁited?in:en?

Anitial grant of seee 016 and anether grent ef $794 724 a"return"af $ese
:;eech $1 1nve5ted o o __" k'v ; :
i The permenent finianc1ei suppgrt fﬂr censnrtie must eventuaiiy eume frnm_

"the membere of the ennsnrtium 1tee1f An externai snuree mey sueeeed 1n

. contribution of time and reseurces ta mainta1n the nrganizetinn.; Funding frem ff

22
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':?’ .ﬁDut5ide saurces shauld a]ways be E part ﬂf the agenda as each year 5 pragram

:fis reviewed,ebut the censortium shou1d nat enter any year - depending on

;fduubthT external Financ1a1 support tg cantinue its aperatian F1nancia1

71?:1n5t1tut1ﬁna1 ;nmm1tment
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iuﬁéfur th;;cnnsartium 1tse1f have tg da with =

‘ EVALUATION AND PLANNING

Dee1signs to cantinue ar discantinue prngrams within a canaartium

va uaaiﬁn uFﬁth95= pregrams

ﬁN‘iunder the auspices of the cunsnrtium. Quite’ EPﬂVt f?amifisca1 cirﬁ“mSta"Ees

:N;', wh1ch may dictate dec1s;nns abnut pragrgms,ﬁthe queat*nn rema1ns as, tu

"’and what has been TEarned 1n the management gf ahprggram that might be '57ifi'”'"

':'useful in nther programs EvaTuatinn af programs “is. alsy centraT to

decisions abaut pTans far future effarts.” If we 1D9k F1rst a fquestians .7'

on the effectiveness cf the consortium, what are the que:tiﬁns ta be .
answered? The Fo11ﬂwing questiuns are the questiﬂns ta be asked by

donors or the members of a cansortium to determine 1f the grganizaticn

shauid be sunt1nued or abcndaned aFter a reasnnab]e tria? effartr'

1. What kind DF leadership has the cgnsortium attracted?

Né;;"uhe are the 1nstitutinna1 repfesentat'ves tn the consartium?

3. Is there a. discernib]e sense o'ﬂéammunity?fN;""

4.  Does news and descriptigns of consortium agtivitiesfge,‘inta
-+ —alumni news, reports.to trustees; catalogs, presidential: S
->speeches, and arE»fazulty and student *aware’af the sgrtium? PR




be started and continued within the organization. The best appraach anv

this questian is to insist that the baard of directﬁrs of the consortium .
authorize only those projects that can specify the purpases Df the projecf -
and identify the infnrmatign that the pr@aect has met its gaals nr has -
“advanced sufficientiy ta "deserve cﬂnt1nuatign. The leadership af the ,
censurtium must be. carefui to avoid fnrcing premature eva1uatinn, which 15 -

frequent]y the case, thus requir1ng prﬂject d1rectgrs ta spend mgre energy

on aﬂcumu1at1ng data that ;uppgrts their effort rather than canducting “the © o

best pr@gram ‘possible with the funds and resaurces ‘that- have been provided;ff‘r

w

25

Y

)




o VDi. 48, pp 341 B47.,Fal] 1957

BIBLIOGRAPHY
~ Acres, Henry A "Cnnsart1a and Fiscal Eff1c1ency", LIBERAL EDUCATION
Vol. 57, pp. 252-254, May 1971. :

(‘;.“ampbe’l’l,i Jack M. "Federation Pramgtes EducatianaI Change“, COMPACT
Vol. 4, pp. 15=17. April 1970 '

Frampton, David. "Developing Colleges Thrcugh Interinstitut1anaI Ccoperatian“,;“ ¥
EDUCATIONAL RECORD. Vol. 4B PP. 348-354. FaII 1957 L ) i

Grose, Robert F. “Inter—InstitutianBI Prngrams - Some ExampIes" R
 COLLEGE AND UNIVERSITY. VDI._4B pp. 470-479. Summer 1971

ﬁ'Grupe, Fritz H. ZNFbunﬁing Céhsoﬁtfa Idea and Reaiity",: JOURNAL OF HIBHER
_EDUCATION. Vol. 42, pp. 747=762 December 1971 o : E

. Harrison, Lowell H. "Gooperation is the Key 1n Kentucky"' COLLEBE~NANABEMENTQfRJT
vol. 5 PP. BO-BI December IB7O T ‘ ; ,' IR

Hézdra, James J.- "Arg nnne—Associated CcIIeges Cnsperative Prngram : : ,
JOURNAL OF CHEMICAL EDUCATION. Vol.: 44, p.. 403—404 - Number . 7 Ju]y 1967,»

Johnson, Eldon L. "New Collegiate Opt1an5 Thrnugh Jnint Actian",'LIBERAL
EDUCATION. Vol. 54, pp. 80-87." March 1968.. .. =~ = .~

. "Cansart1a in- Higher Educat1nn“, EDUCATIONAL RECORD '
Keetnn, Merr1s. '“Regiona] Cagperatinn in Higher Eﬂucatian“; LIBERAL EDUCATION ,j
Vol 54, pp. 1071 1073.- December IBBB S I

~ Kroepsch, Rnbert H. "Reg1onaI Cunperation in Higher Educatien“,. COMPAC?!'FECCQ
S VOI. 4, pp 35-38 ApriI ]57@: ' co 5 » o

' McCartan, Edward F. "EDUCOM and the App11catians Df TechnaIngy",} AUDIOVISUAL |
INSTRUCTION Vol. 13, pp.. 30-40. March IBSB LT AT st

'”M:Cny, PressIey C. "The. Forms of Interinstitutianai Coaperation 5 LIBERAL -
" EDUCATION. Vol. 54, pp.30-40. March 1968. . S

PaItr1dge, James G1Ibert RZ"UPban Hit herfEducatiCn Cﬁnsart1a"; THE CENTER FOR
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT IN HIEHER EOUCATION pp 1-71. University Df
CaI1Farn1a, BerREIEy, 1971 , w7

Patterson, Lewls D. "The Potential of. canartia"; COMPACT
pp.- IBeEB Octaber 1971. »

Salwak, Stanley F "New Patterns QF Institutignal Cﬁaperatian'Campacté'aﬁé_' L

“Consortiz", JOURNAL OF HIGHER EDUCATION. Vol. 39, pp. 490-496;
December 1968. ) ' .
26

22 _




Schwenkmeyer, Barry and G@edman,’Mary,E11en (ed.). "Putting Cooperation to
" Work™, MANAGEMENT DIVISION. Academy for Educational Development, Inc.
Cpp. 1-20. April 1972. ' ' . o .
~ “nTelephone Network Provides Links for 18 Colleges to Share Academic Expertise”,
“COLLEGE MANAGEMENT. Vol. 6, p.22. March 1971. ‘ -
Thomas, Charles (Presentation). "WICHE: A Progress Report Records and
Registration", COLLEGE AND UNIVERSITY. Vol. 46, pp. 635-654. Summer 1971.
“Wells, Herman B.- "A Case Study of Interinstitutional Cooperation", - -
EDUCATIONAL RECORD. Vol. 48, pp..355-362. Fall 1967. -
rwest,,ETmer~§.- “0pefatiana1f?réb1ém§ that%Arisé,Betweéﬁ‘Caaperating-3,x a
' - Iﬁstituticnsﬁ,,LIEERAL EDUCATION.. Vol 54, pp.73-79.. March 1965.. . -

‘Wood, Herbert H. “anperatian Am@ﬁg Institutions”, LIBERAL EDUCATION.
~ Vol. 57, pp. 242-251," May 1971. = A

23



ADVANTAGES OF CONSORTIA
Peer Intervention:
Peer Intervention provides for institutions to share in each others
planning and program development. The tendency to maintain_good
programs when othei institutions are sharing the responsibility for
planning and implementation increases the permanence of development.
Shared Resources:

The combined resources of several institutions.may provide a more

economical utilization of resources and an expansion of the potential
of any given school's program. Sharing of faculty, sharing of

settings, sharing ot facilities are but a few of the possibilities.
Shared Program:

Institutions that provide unique experiences for their students
could share those experiences with students from allied institutions.

Innovation:

The ingenuity of any given faculty member should be spread among as
many other faculty as possible. To share in discussions about the
improvement of educational programs by engaging faculty from several
institutions will probably increase the level innovative thought
for all institutions. .

Reduction of Resistance to Change:

When individuals from several institutions convene to change teacher
education they are less 1ikely to resist ideas than they are by
remaining within a single institution.

Cost Effectiveness:

It is not possible for most institutions to create new facilities
and hire new faculty to implement new ideas or to conduct extensive
research. If any given institution can capitalize on the expertise
and facilities of other given institutions, expense to each can be
reduced and the quality can be improved. B ‘

Retention of Institutional Identity:

Many institutiDﬂSIDGSSESS great pride in their charactéristics and
remain relatively constant, even though they wish to keep abreast
of new developments. By forming consortia, an institution does not

need to engage in the major overhaul of its characteristics to try
innovation. They can either share in the effort without reaching a
point of no return or they can examine the success or failure of a
program before installing it themselves. The risks of change are
reduced when they are spread amorig a variety of schools.

24
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H. Diversity within a Consortium:

Several institutions can each be doing different things while

reaping the benefits of the opinion and judgment of other institutions.
Thus the benefits of a cooperative are available but the integrity

and identity of individual institutions can be protected.
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SECTION II
STUDENT TEACHING EXCHANGE PROGRAMS
Summary by: James M. Mahan, Director
_ Office of Field Experience
Indiana University '
Bloomington, Indiana

The following consortium members cnntributed to SectTnn II of th15
report: :

 Bob Richardson (Un1vers1ty of Northern CD]Qrada), Helen Richards (Gramb11ng -
“University), Bill Fullerton (Arizona State Unive:sity), Ross Korsgaard

(University of N1scnns1n at RTVEP Fa11s) and Jim Mahan (Ind1ana Un1vers1t&)

Subcommittee Number One

1.

followed three paths:

Papers have been received from the following educators:.
a. Donald E. Orlosky - "Consortia in Higher Education"

The paper incliudes a brief history of interinstitutional cuoperating
and then focuses upon logical characteristics of effective consortia.
The author cites: (a) a rationale for the establishment of a
specific consortium. (b) institutional self-appraisal followed by
the construction of cooperative re]atinnships, (c) determination of
specific consortium purposes and objectives, (d) construction of a

. supportive consortium administrative structure, (e) provision of

adequate fiscal support and acceptable budgetary procedures,  (f)
consortium evaluation plans as major topics meriting the careful
attention of consortia creators. Dr. Orlosky's paper is re1evant
to the development of student teacher exchange prngrams '

b, Rabert Richardsgn —~“The University of Nﬁrthern Caiorada

~ Out-of-State Field. Experience Prngram"

This paper highTights the rapid grnwth in the number nf aut-af- .

state placements made and 'guest' placements received by the’ Un1versity ) .
of Northern Colorado between 1969 70 (11 out, 6°guests in) and - PR

1974-75 (103 out, 32 guests in). Students in this program are

~_permitted to teach out-of-state if: (a) the student's: spouse must

leave Colorado for some reason, (b) the student wishes a field
experience in d very different and challenging setting, (c) the

“student has a job. placement possibility in- angther state. A1l

tuition and credit transactions remain with UNC. - The out-of-state
host institution places, visits, and evaluates. the student as per
UNC procedures.’ warkin? arrangements -and fiscal provisions: have _
a)-a few colleges ‘exchange:student. teachers
with UNC without the payment of any: money. to any educator; (b) some
colleges cooperate with UNC on a “"courtesy" basis but the home -
institution does provide a stipend:to the public school supervising
teacher, (c) ather 1nst1tut1ansﬁcauperat1ng with UNC wqu on ‘the
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agreement that the "guest" student and/or his home institution pay
both a college supervisor fee and the classroom teacher honorarium,
Thus there are times when out-of-state student teaching costs the
preservice teacher extra money. .

Evaluation of the program has been conducted via a three page
questionnaire completed by the participating student teacher at the
end of the field experience. .~ - o

c. Robert Richardson - "Position Paper: Interinstitutional
Cooperation cooperation in Teacher Education"

In this paper, Dr. Richardson reviews the Orlosky paper and encourages
the Consortia Commission members not to: . (a) limit the survey of - -
coﬁsortiumstype_effartS't@_pfe¢en§€?&ed,nr-affisial]y baptized o
structures (1ike education centers, inter-state councils, et cetera),
(b) demand that every "true" consortium have an.initial and -fully-
developed purpose and rationale, (c) dismiss 1ightly the:impeding -
power of interinstitufional differences and rules, but rather to

spend some time discussing solutions ‘to these blockades, (d) over
organize and structure any consortium; (e) underestimate the strength -
of informal, timely, common-interest based, flexible cooperation,
(f) expect a consortium effort to save money for your institution,

(g) eschew standard forms and testimonials as the basis for evaluation -

of cooperative exchange programs. .
'vd_ Ross Korsgaard - "The University of HiscgnsineRiveriFa11s
Overseas PracticE‘Teaching,Prpgram“ ‘

This paper describes how Wisconsin student teachers or student
teachers from other states can be placed and supervised in Australia,
England, Ireland, Scotland, and Wales by UW-RF. A1l students
register and pay tuition/fees on their home campus. Home campus '
officials then transfer $110 per participating student (approximately
the "hard money" spent by most colleges/universities to place and °
supervise a student teacher) to UW-RF. ° Some institutions require
the student to pay all of a part of this $110. Of the $110, $60 1is
set aside for periodic overseas site visits by a supervisor from
Ehe home campus. Participants pay an additional $25 registration
fee. : ‘ : - :

Objectives for overseas practice teaching are much the same as for
in-state practice teaching but are augmented by cross-cultural,
comparative education, and tollerance development thrusts. The
__paper states that "this program represents a-loose type of consortium
“arrangement by which a great number of people, both-here and overseas,
have a valid yet relatively inexpensive dverseas experience." It
should be noted that many participating institutions require a

United States school placement (4 or more weeks) either before or
after the overseas placement. ' o S
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-The . students exchanged dormitory rooms.:§
- were used.: The Gremb]ing student teae;,r supervisor
‘_visit 1n Hiseensin SRR E

The' paper else indieetes thet three edditiene Gremb11n preserviee'f”*

- of Kirkland, -Washington. -The cross-. euiturel advantages?et*these¥;_._"
-feut—nf—state pIacements ere emphasized j:»rr

}}'9§ " James Mehan : "Cel]abarative Arrengemen

. ;Ind1ene University s eut-eF—state
- teaching projects: serving appreximateiy 60,

- -described.- Selected, “important project componen

and ‘actual eenditiens are. desired eenditi”; e
;-~“eemponent5 expesed

: j[ffExp]ieit purpeses for the pregeets and. aeeeeiated ce1iebaratien,;»-tiﬁ
“i;partieipent reeruitment and se]ection,- - , '

e. 3111 Fu]]erten and westen Brook - SEFTES of- pepers regerding .
. "Placement of Student Teachers .
Frem Other Un1Versities"

One paper emphasiees the 1nterest euteof—etete etudent teeehere
have in obtaining placements in schools serving. large numbers of "
Native Americans. The fee structure for ASU- ‘placement -and supervifien

| -of out-of-state students is detailed, . Another. paper indicates. thet

ASU students also are able to obtain’ nen—Arizena placement in -
alternative schools. In such’ cases, “the student teeeher must pay :
311 the expenses Jdncurred”. : . - S L

- A third paper “describes. the "DxFerd Semester Program" ~“an, eppertunity

for 24 students per year to enroll in 8 weeks:‘of -courses and: 8
weeks of student teaching (18 total semester: hours). in and near . Lo
Oxford, England. An ASU professor aeeempenies the perticipents and-> o
serves as vie1ting prefessor to Oxferd. _ . S

A feevth paper- exp]eins the ASU Teeeher Corps Prejeet_,esigned te :
prepare new teachers to more adequately meetthe needs of society's
alienated youth. The. project staff is deveieping a speeie?izetien

in Correctional Education. . Enrollees are placed in-departments. of _
correction and community treatment eenters es we11 as’ with pub1ie o

sehae1s and un1versitites

HeTen L Richards - "Grembling s Interdiseipiinehy Appreaeh T ey
te Prefessienel Lebetetery Experienees" : ;'t,_*;4;g'ﬁ§

A portian ef this peper deseribes a smal1 see1e, eﬁ-geing student

teacher exchange relatienship between-Grambling and ‘the- University (
of Wisconsin at Whit=zwater. ~Two "exchanges" from each campus were’
involved in 1974-75. No extra: institutional expen curred,
Standard: eva1uet1e .Ferms

teachers: joined nine-students from-four ‘other ‘southern: 1nstitutiene/** -
to accept intern plaeements in7the Lake -Washington- District schools

th

or. the Dutsefa5tete P1aeementf?
- ‘of Student Teachers:in- Cress;Cu1tur’ ’ttings Aetue1
Cnnditiens/ —sired Cenditiaﬁ'" ' ' , :

in-and ‘American Incia student
_dents er-year ‘




of enrollees, evaluation of project erformance of participants,
post-project employment success of graduates, modification of

- conventional university/state rules are viewed as above average

 (quite satisfactory) components..

Contractural agreements with schools/agencies, external supervision

" of student teachers, critic teacher supervision of student teachers,
fiscal support for the projects, are viewed-as average ("tolerably"
satisfactory) components. Interinstitutional differences in student
teaching procedures are rated as a below averageL(1ess_than»satisfact§ry)

component of the cross-cultural placement projects.

‘The paper concludes with a proposal that a few interested institutions
unite. to construct a multi=culturally oriented student teacher
interchange consortium encompassing many of ‘the ‘characteristics

- mentioned in-the Orlosky paper. -

h. Tom Stebbins and Katy Maddox - "Kanawha Valley Multi-Institutional -
' B ‘Teacher Education Center (MITEC) -
- Enrichment Modules" Charleston, = -
- West Virginta -~ . - oo

~ MITEC offers student teachers-and interns from its six participating -
colleges and universities a choice of 16 distinctive enrichment -
experiences in-addition to student teaching. These enrichment
modules from four weeks up to a full semester are in'a variety
of local, state and international settings. -MITEC has contract
agreements with McGi11 University, Montreal, Canada; Hampton o
Ifstitute, Virginia; Gladstone School, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania;
University of Mexico for a multi-cultural enrichment through
cooperative arrangements with the University of Alabama; and =~
St. Lawrence University, New York for an experience in working -
‘with children of Indian culture. In addition to MITEC's :
sending student teachers to the above. named options,-MITEC ,
also accepts. student teachers from any of the named.institutions,
as well as occasional guests from other colleges-and universities
throughout the country. There are no additional fees charged -
for the exchange student teaching program. .. "~ . -

i.  Ronnie Stanford (Alabama University, Tuscaloosa) f'te1ébhéne‘canvefsatién;;

Ronnie Stanford reports that Alabama University accepts and
“places a few student teachers from out-of-state institutions
for personal reasons of the applicant and:on a "courtesy"

basis. In addition, Alabama-University operates an.International .

program in Student Teaching ‘(major emphasis on Latin America). . =

Auburn University, ‘Kentucky University and other institutions

channel their.interested students to Alabama University where . - = -
- they register. for student teaching in:foreign:sites: A consortium -~
~ has been developed to publicize and operate this foreign - S
Alabama:University. =~ '~ =

student teaching effort. Tuition 1s paid to




Consortia Research

Mr. Jess Rase - ductura? student 1n curriculum and 1nstructiun at

’ Titérature and made a report to the cummisssiun un February 19,
1576. , :

His final report has been submitted to the executi#e éummittee'uf
“ATE as a part of the final report by the Cummissiun on Consortium
Study and Deve1upﬁént.

Comments on Student Teacher Exuhange Prujects ' , ' o

Examinatian of the papers submi tted by Subcommittee Number One
members and informal conversations. with other teacher educatars
tend to push one toward these cﬂnc1u51uns- ' ,

a. There are relatively few true student teacher exchange (or
interchange) projects in existence in the nation. The word
"exchange" seemingly implies that institution A receives,

places and supervises student teachers from institution W
uh1ié institution W, in turn, receives, places and supervises
W”student teachers frum'1nst,tutiun A. : .

b. There are several uut—ofastate, ca11aburat1vg student teacher
placements projects. For example, institution A receives aid
from institutica W in placing and supervising A's students in
a unique field setting in geographical proximity to institution
W. However, institution W sends no student teachers to institution
A. Angther example involves institution A placing and supervising
studeats from institutions K, L, and M 1n nutiuna1 site Ror
foreign site T. .

d. - The most frequent reason fur uutﬁnfsstate student teaching

' placements is the personal desireslcunstraints of individual
student teachers. Less common are projects designed to accomplish
a major instructional purpose, - incorporate thorough eva1uatiun,
1ncTude special preparatory training, et cetera.,- :

e. Wnea an uutsuf—state ur exchange project 15 cunstructed With a
-central instructional purpose, multi-cultural and-cross-

- cultural experiences are the most frequent goals. of that ' o
project. There is some evidence to indicate that alternative .
school experiences and exposure to the phi1asnphy/methuds of
educators in alternative schools will" undergird many uut—uf—-
state piacements in the future. = I .

f. Gut—ufsstate and: exchange pruaects tend tu be suppurted ona-
."hard money" basis with students often. being: asked to".cover
-all or part of any extra“expenses. Exchange projects seem tu '
~ -result in less need for extra money - than do out-of<state - -
- projects. External supervision in out-of-state and exchangg o
projects appears to meet, but not exceed, the mininium ‘number
- of visits required hy state or university ﬂertiFicatiun : -
L cammissinns. ‘
, = o - 3g




g. There is a growing interest on the part of the student teachers
- in out-of-state or campus-distant field placements.

h. Out-of-state and exchange projects of all kinds probably have
"~ ' resulted in the modification or softening of many state education
department, school of education, and public school rules and
_ fiscal procedures. This means that there are valuable precedents
to use in organizing more comprehensive consortia.for the '
exchange of student teachers. - S I

i. Many collaborative-placement -arrangements- have -been made over. -
the telephone or in the corridors-at the national-ATE conference

between two or more teacher educators who already were supportive
- friends. Sophisticated consortia can not be built under these

conditions. .Teacher educators merit development time to o

develop examinable, cooperative programs that can'be evaluated.

j. Literature and conversations reveal 1ittle preliminary preparation
: of students who are being "exported" to distant and unique
 sites. Assumptions are apparently made that:an institution's
methods courses and general education:course prerequisites
adequately prepare preservice teachers for all ethnic settings,
all types of school organizations, all types of innovative °
curricula, et cetera. Is this a safe assumption? = =~

A Rough Framework for On a basis of incomplete data gleaned
Examining ostudent leacher = or inferred from subcommittee papers
Exchange Efforts . and additional telephone conversations,
I - - - .selected student teacher exchange
~efforts have been classified in the
following table. It is inftially -
admitted that the author's understanding
of the projects is imperfect and certain
classifications may be erroneous.:
‘However, -this crude attempt to classify
"exchanges" may motivate us all to
build a sophisticated, practical, - o
widely useful categorization scheme for
analyzing on-going projects and constructing
future projects. - Obviously several.
- more-columns could be added-to the-- -
. table - nature of supervision, extent
- of evaluation, et cetera. '




TABLE 1 APPRONHES T0 THE EXCIAGE OR EXPORTTIO OF STUOENT TEACHERS

PDSS'“ﬂE EXamp
Drawn from
~ Reports/Conversations

Cormon Purpose
- Behind Effort

Hagnitude

Target of e
of Effort

 Type of Prodect n I
Placement

Happy Hour Language

A Yeah - I'"MTbeglad  In-state

< to.place & supervise - and

- X acouple student out-of-state
-~ teachers for you, -

Dozens-of institutfons f.e.
 Kabama, 1.U., Indfana State, :
3150 often done by ‘regional . -
\ ampuses within the sane stateg

Solve & student's

. Anoccasional studer
personal problem -

student

- B, You informally take  In-state Very small number Solve student WNNMMM‘”‘“
-~ care of a couple of and ~of students persanal problens
% ine - and I'] out-of-state | - or provide a -
' informally fake , unique placement
a couple of yours, o
G, Let's work out the In-state Larger number Solve student personal  Unfv, of North Colorado -

~project; Unlv. of West
Virginia with Nedill and
Hampton Institute, Grambling
ith Wisconsin. L

problems or provide
a Unique placement
desired by student

of students -

reciprocal placement.  and -
perhaps 10-100

® of sone student  out-of-state
“teachers on a formal
fiscal and supervisory
basis.

. 2E :

Arizona State, AriZana Univ;gti

Make specfal struc-  Arizona §
North Arizona, Nertheastern'*‘

Out-of-state ~ Larger numbers
tured, ethnic cross-

© D My institution Wil g
. most commonly of students -

help you find sites,

place students, and
find supervisors for
your project,

Will you accept 2

institution's special
project on your terms
“1f tuition 1s patd

F, I've arranged directly  In-state
~with a distant school  and
eg ﬂmmMmhm$ﬂ%WmE
" ments and supervisory
T“EHWMTmoMMr -

o st 1nvo] T f 
RiC ty Involve ?_.' 5

: In-state
-~ colple of our stu- and

. dents into your out-of-state

perhaps 10-50

An Qccaéiﬁnal
student

| Eomman1y used effort :?
~ and can involve many
studont teachers

cultural or alters

native school experi-

ences possible,

Permit .student to

- participate in all

the features of a.
_comprehensive

pofect

Cross-cultural ethic,
and‘alternative -
experfences

o outsiders into it Lati
rAmerican project

Sme parts o the L. "
©Jects. One of the Grambling
*:ftprojects R

~ IMinois have aided I.U in = -
~ conducting Indian and Latino .
- projects, >

”WWHMWWMM#;

siders into its overseas pro- -

- Ject, Institutions have sent .
Students. to 1.U.'s projects.

Alabama University accepts




... On the home campus
- N, We sponsor unique proj- Out-of-state  Apparently few Permit student access  Not aware cf an example
S ect Ay you sponsor and such projects and to comprehensive, - -
~unique project . in=state fow students structured, and
Wk Let's interchange a  could be orlented projects
~ negotlated number of  out-of-country -
. students, prepare, o
- place, and supervise
: ~ them within the fwo
o projects,
1. Just enroll our stu--  In-state An occasional University conven- Many 1nstitu;ions when time and
- dent at your school  and student fence and solution trouble must be minimized
X andwe'll accept bis/ occasfomally * of student's per- | ‘
" her student teaching  out-of-state sonal- problems
g credit, o .
~d. e have a state-based  In-state Small numbers - Intensive super-  Network of seven statewide Teacher -
project in which stu- - of students vision or compre- Education Centers in West Virginia -
¥ dents and faculty from hensive project .
other institutions can |
participate ard still
register on the fome
canpus.
K, He can place your st Out-ofsState, Small numbers FUlfill intense  Arizona State University,
* dents through our weually of students mmwﬂdgwe out-of-state placenent package.
X institution as pev o of ndividual |
set fee schedule, students
O OKEY * MaHHmﬁthtaniwﬂ%sﬂ%imymmgafﬂwﬂtAhimﬁmﬁmAfwsmﬁmBin 29

He have a foreign-based (Qut-of-country Larger numbers of
- project {n which stu-
| dents and faculty
~ institutions can parti-
- clipate and sti11 register

of students

institution § and vice versa,
¥y alternative that sometires (but not reguiariy) involves true interchange of students.
coryiebeiy predicated on true fnterchange of student teachers.

vk fn alternative that is
& Mﬂwmhﬂmﬂmmsg

sl University of Wsconstne

comparative educz~  River Falls overseas iy
tlon goals pragran ,

.ave no true interchange of students,




-SECTION III
- TEACHER EDUCATIDN CONSORTIUM MODELS

Summary by: Kathryn H. Maddox, Director =
Kanawha Valley Multi-Institutional
Teacher Education Center (MITEC)
Char]eston, West v1rgin1a

Subcommittee Tasks: The subcommittee composed of Joy Babb, Bob Stevenson,_'i\

Floyd Perry, Duaine Kingery and Kathryn Maddcx was. charged with writing
a three to four page description of the particular type of teacher =~
' educat1on center or consortium with which they are personally. involved.

Summaries of the papers have been.prepared and are. presénted below. . Tne>5? .

 subcommittee was also charged with .exploring statewide movements. in .
establishing consortiums. Only two states, Wisconsin and West. Virginia,
responded to this challenge.” "Summaries of these two state mavements are.
also included in this summary repart. o

1. - Summnaries of: Teacher Educat1an Centers and/or Cansartiums

a. Kathryn Maddox - “Kanawha Va11ey Multi= Institu*‘gna1 Teacher

... Education Center (MITEC)"

The Best of*Two Worlds - The public school and higher edt

are brought together thraugh the Kanawha Valley Teacher E

Center.  The main purpose of the Center is to. improve the '~ o

quality of pre- and continuing education, to improve teacher5.=.r
instructional effectiveness and consequentiy to’ 1mprﬂVE the o
educatianai apportunities for bays and gir]s. R T

MITEC, in operatinn since 1955 1n¢1udes bath pre—service and
cantinuing education. ' The guverning body of the Center hires'a
director and sets the policies and. bylaws by whjch theicnnsortium
functions. By pooling the talents and ‘resources of. the "c¢olleges,
school systenis, state department, prnfessiana] organizations, ‘and

the educational community .a qua]ity ‘teacher .education”program B
results. The principle of parentry is achieved through- cnaperative ~

~ governments and through. cagperative funding fram eagh affthe =

o cansnrtium members. ) [ LA SR o i

”'Thrnugh MITEC appraximate?y 64 diFferent,staff deveTcpment ceurses
are offered each year for' teacher‘ 1n"hE'faun_cQunties of-Region -
~III RESA. A needs assessment de ir

, consu1tants are s*]ected from -the ‘partic

n.,community, statefdepartment and from” natianaily known “educators.

ting’ cn1iege -.the™

.- Teachers receive a team-inservice credit-hours -(with: pay) and in - iU

Vl;fsame cas .graduate credi: as__e?]

- resulted. through. the Center concep ¥
" "based:teacher- education’cnard1nator,iis",kin 1S
;~bat2 ‘pre-service" and inservice pragrams within the “scl
- cen EFS.-~ﬁiif~_Y R :

e’ course .offerings:and .—f,f;;




ce and inservice vnmpan_ft in.
nified: continuous: pm,ram of “the
.15 pravideu by ELJD1'

-;;fthe University and
‘ his persan'has bee

i I ni
. to the teaching taf
l”assumes greater r

o rather_'han being ass gned

SRR ~:5;teacher, are . 3531gnedﬂto :

et varied s~ flexible - and ual perie
© o Center staff ‘assumes a greater'respansibi]i* ,

- providin *,devele merta1 seri 5 af exp r e e

' teachers. - - 5 R :




'f,, educat1cn. “Studeént.‘teachers:an
- in"either a

f-’l

FTayd Perry - “Centra] Minnesota Teacher Education Caunci?

ﬁ for school districts to join CMTEC. .Financil-support.is- .
primarily from membership dues ‘of: the $25 paid;by the school:

‘T teams  to

; The AATES éve1ved frnm the beTieF that cantznuing educatian‘
- needs -of teachers .could best be-solved through a mutually

(EMTEC)

CMTEC 15 a nnnﬁprgfit tax exempt cgrpuratian. Its tata] .
membership of 38 is composed of..33 public. school ‘teachers: and.

'; administrators and five members from St. Cloud State: Eﬁ]Iege.rf

‘The Council involves. 15 public school; districts with the
‘college for the purpose of pramating the . improvement of teacher.
‘education with emphas15 upon student teaching,“nternsh1p and
research , i T e

Specia1 1egis]at1ﬁn was passed in Minnesnta tg make it 12931‘;9'

~.district for each student teacher. Inservice programs-are : R
~sponsored for supervising teachers,’ administratgrs student e
teachers, and cg]]ege supervisars*inw ISR S

He]en Richards 4 "Grambiing Interdisc1p]inary Appraach, o
Gramb1ing, Lauisiana" ST o

Rather than eacher center cancept, Eramb1ing{
‘focuses  on a strong interdisciplinary appraach t

‘laboratory. school or:
“faculty from all’ disciplines .wo ysely-in
-plan, teach and:supervise. he ‘student
aratio

*,1§c1§11ned
ers and

interns throughnut their educat naltpre

The studei ts have he. Fuil support f colle Brvis 1
local schiooT. personnel-in cooperation. with their supervising -
‘teachers. - Students .engage. in team.teaching,: individualized
“instruction, small’'group. instruction and total class® instruction

“" Conferences -and seifsevaiuation are. engaged 1n fbr every

teach1ng—learn1ng activity

Sy1v1a Hygnda and Char]es Franzen —:“At1anta Area Teacher Educatian K %flfﬁi
- Service (AATES) At]anta, Geargia" nLL

“ beneficial .consortium. ~Differentiating AATES from most other

- consortium efforts is its thrust: toward- diversified actiVItiES

rather than afFering an1y courses and workshcps._v<

AATES has been 1n5trumenta] in p]anning and- 1mp1ement1ng

changes at bgth the schco? system, such as: 1mplement1ng the

Anﬁther service of. AATES is tg Spnnsar c11nics on natiana]

Jevels such as. the national conference on teacher centers and
another on competency-based education. The most recent collaborative
effort has been the establishment of a committee to. organize

“and’ 1mp1ement teacher education centers in the Atlanta area.
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2.

.“ _Severe1 other services ceerdinated hy AATES 1nc1ude

Summeriee eF Stetw1de Teecher Educetien’Mdde1s

;"(1) Providing a master fiTe nf reseuree persene eve11eb1e to 7;:; S

(4),58eeuring netidnai ednsu1tents end eseistingwwith reggereh_ v

“Since 1953 Hest: V1rg1n1a has’ had enab1ing 1egie1atien p

- eight geographical. areas

. the legislature and" ere'nen enerab1e; .Each of
“‘and universities in the state is’a member of on
. teacher centers. - A1thnugh each ‘center: operates:

" in such phases of teacher preparation. as student teaching, -
“clinical instruction, continuing education, and many.varied

r1dca1 edueetdrs-

(2) 'Hn1d1ng meetinge amnng edueatere representing verieus .
subject fields for. better: understanding f e1ementery end
v:secendery teecher edueatian. : . TS

(3);ng1d1ng ene—dey 1n5titutee to- he1p'sehed1¥e m1nistreters
g;_keep abreast df current edueetien praet1ees :

when requested

' Kethryn Medddx end Zeb Hr1ght’7’

for school systems and ‘colleges to-engage in’ co11ebnret1ve}}:ﬁgf_;
teacher education -programs, - West: Virginia is now:divided into -
.of ‘the'state —a11ed jional: Education’

Service Agencies (RESA)."

governance structure,-all ‘centers-constitute .a eensertium
consisting of the participating counties, the: ceeperating AT
‘colleges .and universities, the State. Department-of " Edueatiun, A
the Hest: v1rg1n1e Edueetien Asseciet1dn, and gther egeneies. s

These centers are designed to prev1de epportunities fur 1nst1tutidns’f“

of higher education and. county boards of education to. eonperate

and creative eppreaches ‘that show promise of improving the
training of teachers.” Two prominent features of this consortia
approach are readily apparent: (1)- colleges and universities -
have had to willingly give up some of their traditional autonomy .
as they come together in a center, (2) the State. Depertment of
Educetlen is: a fu11 partner in th1e ce11aberet1ve venture

Each yeer the Seven stetew1de centers must subm1t e prepdsa1
to the State Department to apply for continued funding. The

_State Department establishes guidelines for- the ‘proposal

including specific- behavioral objectives for. the. coming yeer;
long-range objectives, pre-"and. inservice program plans,
financial needs, research and evaluation plans. A second part
of the proposal consists of an accounting: of ‘the previeus
year's program, accomplishments and budget. '
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'f‘f?iThe prejected budget suhm1tted with the eeﬂter s prep a] L L

“includes anticipated financial ‘contribution of member nstitutiens, SRR

- "and estimates: of sources-and.amounts:of.other income.. The BRI

" proposal review: committee will take into’ censideretien the - N
-extent to'which the consortium members, - themsélves, are- cantributing L
to the financial support of ‘the center, and the: reperted C

-serviees eaeh pravided far the eensartium membere.‘ F

’ Centers w1th1n West V1rgin1a are eneouraged to ehare reseurces. ;
© - This is especially advisable in the case of out-of-state '
- consultants,.evaluation, and the: purehaee end sharing ef :
,training/prateeal materza1s : , .

The' u1t1mate test ef the effectiveness of - eensartia 15 preduct
evaluation.  Since a basic assumption .of centers is-a consortium .
arrangement, in situ, is a better pattern than prior efforts,
the evaluation program of each center should be concerned with
comparative data of -the preducts of -centers contrasted with
traditional programs. General staff and governing boards are
ever alert in designing sound research.for which edequate _
resources af staff and hudget are evaiieb1e

b. Ross Korsgaard - "N1seenetn Imprevement Prﬂgram A Consortium
fer Teecher Educat1cn“ ' v

In 1959 ‘the w1scens1n Impravement Frugrem - as 1n1t1ated to

improve classroom instruction and-teacher preparation. - Today,

the Wisconsin Improvement Program has -grown:to -become a consortium
- of 16 Wisconsin colleges and universities which, with. approval

of appropriate State Departments,: public 1nstru:tieh, places o

about 1,000 .interns each year in the puhTie sehue1s -of Hiecensin,

Minnesata, I111ne1e and Iowa. B _ ,r_, :

The 1ntern is sa1er1ed 11een5ed and eesigned to an appruved
school system for-one semester. Within the design one or more
interns work as a part of the team under supervisien‘ef_ane or
~ more exper1eneed teaeher T . :

_The beeuty af th15 de51gn 15 thet the financiel structure
allows the Tocal school system $150 for each intern for local SR
inservice programs-and $150 for the Wisconsin Improvement———~= "~ = =
Pragrem office for general inservice aetivities The intern S
receives a ea1ary of $1, SDO per eemeeter :

. The next step in the NIP'e deve1epment 15 » pnst—greduate

 residency program. for all first year teacners in Wisconsin as -
a part of their professional growth, Teachers wequ be aeeigned
on a team ba51e Far a 50-80 pereent teeehing 1aad .

751nce 1mp1ementat1en three years ege, Qver BDO genere] 1n5erv1ee
- projects have been approved by the Wisconsin. ‘Improvement '
Pregram frem the funds scheei d1str1ete eent te thet eff1ee

for un1t e:hoe1 1nservice develepment. Its use is. determ1ned
creatively and un1que1y by the prine1pe1 end teem membere ef '
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;;Eudget farmatian Ais of caurse’afref1ectinn BF -a S
agreements. " Who supplies what and how.much? How much money,*“' o

-Degis1ans on: emquyment practices need" to be ‘made;;

than schan1 system budgets

. the- twu Qﬂ Tine as soon .as possib]e

should be allotted for travel, consultants, and conferences?

. How:muchfor- materia1s ranging from office: supp11e to video 'f‘;”lliv"f
rtape? i o L B ;_ o

"Is a Jcint
appointment salary evenly divided between. the public_ school-
and the university? - Which salary:scale should be followed?

- What vacation.schedule?::What are the position requirements in
- terms of experience and- dégrees? “Universities and’ pub]ic

schca1s snmet:mes d1ffer in nut]aak 1n these areas

‘f?’Haw can recngn1tian for pragram part1c1pants be prnv1ded and _
-what form should it take? - For example in some arrangements; -
‘what the teachers want mgst 15 the hardest to get - reieased

time.
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o de Eva]uaticm snmetmes makes peap]e uneasy whEn 11: comes: up.
~It's helpful ‘to look at the process. “What“and who: wﬂ]
be evaluatgd? Hhat criteria wi 11 be used? “‘Who will ‘do; k
eva‘l uaﬁ cm?
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ADVANTAGES OF CONSORTIA
Peer Intervention:
Peer Intervention provides for institutions to share in each others
planning and program development. The tendency to maintain_good
programs when othei institutions are sharing the responsibility for
planning and implementation increases the permanence of development.
Shared Resources:

The combined resources of several institutions.may provide a more

economical utilization of resources and an expansion of the potential
of any given school's program. Sharing of faculty, sharing of

settings, sharing ot facilities are but a few of the possibilities.
Shared Program:

Institutions that provide unique experiences for their students
could share those experiences with students from allied institutions.

Innovation:

The ingenuity of any given faculty member should be spread among as
many other faculty as possible. To share in discussions about the
improvement of educational programs by engaging faculty from several
institutions will probably increase the level innovative thought
for all institutions. .

Reduction of Resistance to Change:

When individuals from several institutions convene to change teacher
education they are less 1ikely to resist ideas than they are by
remaining within a single institution.

Cost Effectiveness:

It is not possible for most institutions to create new facilities

and hire new faculty to implement new ideas or to conduct extensive
research. If any given institution can capitalize on the expertise
and facilities of other given institutions, expense to each can be

reduced and the quality can be improved. ;
Retention of Institutional Identity:

Many institutions possess great pride in their characteristics and
remain relatively constant, even though they wish to keep abreast
of new developments. By forming consortia, an institution does not
need to engage in the major overhaul of its characteristics to try
Innovation. They can either. share in the effort without reaching a
point of no return or they can examine the success or failure of a
program before installing it themselves. The risks of change are
reduced when they are spread amorig a variety of schools.
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H. Diversity within a Consortium:

Several institutions can each be doing different things while

reaping the benefits of the opinion and judgment of other institutions.
Thus the benefits of a cooperative are available but the integrity

and identity of individual institutions can be protected.
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SECTION II
STUDENT TEACHING EXCHANGE PROGRAMS

Summary by: James M. Mahan, Director
. Office of Field Experience
Indiana University '
Bloomington, Indiana

The following consortium members cnntributed to SectTnn II of th15
report:

 Bob Richardson (Un1vers1ty of Northern CD]Qrada), Helen Richards (Gramb11ng _—
“University), Bill Fullerton (Arizona State Unive:sity), Ross Korsgaard.
(University of N1scnns1n at RTVEP Fa11s) and Jim Mahan (Ind1ana Un1vers1ty)

Subcommittee Number One
1. . Papers have been received from the following educators:.
a. Donald E. Orlosky - "Consortia in Higher Education”

The paper incliudes a brief h1story of 1nter1nst1tut10na1 CJaperating
and then focuses upon logical characteristics of effective consortia.
The author cites: (a) a rationale for the establishment of a
specific consortium. (b) institutional self-appraisal followed by
the construction of cooperative re]atinnships, (c) determination of
specific consortium purposes and objectives, (d) construction of a
. supportive consortium administrative structure, (e) provision of
adequate fiscal support and acceptable budgetary procedures,  (f)
consortium evaluation plans as major topics meriting the careful
attention of consortia creators. Dr. Orlosky's paper is re1evant

to the development of student teacher exchange prngrams :

b, Rabert Richardsgn —,“The University of Nﬁrthern Caiorada
- ) Dutaof—State Field. Experience Prngram"

This paper highTights the rapid grnwth in the number nf aut-af- : ;
state placements made and 'guest' placements received by the’ Un1versity .
‘of Northern Colorado between 1969-70. (11 out, 6°'guests in) and P
1974-75 (103 out, 32 guests in). Students in this program are
. permitted to teach out-of-state if: (a) the student's spouse must

leave Colorado for some reason, (b) the Student wishes a field

experience in d very different and challenging setting, (c) the
“student has a job. placement possibility in- angther state. A1l
tuition and credit transactions remain with UNC. - The out-of-state

host institution places, visits, and evaluates. the student as per

UNC procedures.’ workin? arrangements -and fiscal provisions: have _
followed three paths: a)-a few colleges ‘exchange:student. teachers
with UNC without the payment of any money.to any ‘educator; (b) some
colleges cooperate with UNC on a “"courtesy" basis but the home -

institution does provide a stipend:to the public school supervising
teacher, (c) ather 1nst1tut1ansﬁcauperat1ng with UNC wqu on ‘the

30




agreement that the "guest" student and/or his home institution pay
both a college supervisor fee and the classroom teacher honorarium,
Thus there are times when out-of-state student teaching costs the
preservice teacher extra money. .

Evaluation of the program has been conducted via a three page
questionnaire completed by the participating student teacher at the
end of the field experience. =~~~ - . ST

c. Robert Richardson - "Position Paper: Interinstitutional
Cooperation cooperation in Teacher Education"

In this paper, Dr. Richardson reviews the Orlosky paper and encourages
the Consortia Commission members not to: . (a) limit the survey of - -
coﬁsortiumstypeAeFfartS‘t@_pfe¢en§€?&ed,nr-affisial]y baptized o
structures (1ike education centers, inter-state councils, et cetera),
(b) demand that every "true" consortium have an.initial and fully.
developed purpose and rationale, (c) dismiss 1ightly the impeding -
power of interinstituf:ional differences and rules, but rather to

spend some time discussing solutions ‘to these blockades, (d) over
organize and structure any consortium; (e) underestimate the strength -
of informal, timely, ggmmcn—interest;based,'F]exibTe cooperation,
(f) expect a consortium effort to save money for your institution,

(g) eschew standard forms and tgstimﬁniais'as,the_basis for evaluation _

of cooperative exchange programs. ~ .
'vd_ Ross Korsgaard - "The University of HiscgnsineRiveriFa11s
Overseas PracticE‘Teaching,Prpgram“ ‘

This paper describes how Wisconsin student teachers or student
teachers from other states can be placed and supervised in Australia,
England, Ireland, Scotland, and Wales by UW-RF. A1l students
register and pay tuition/fees on their home campus. Home campus '
officials then transfer $110 per participating student (approximately
the "hard money" spent by most colleges/universities to place and °
supervise a student teacher) to UW-RF. ° Some institutions require
the student to pay all of a part of this $110. Of the $110, $60 1is
set aside for periodic overseas site visits by a supervisor from
Ehe home campus. Participants pay an additional $25 registration
fee. : ‘ : - :

Objectives for overseas practice teaching are much the same as for
in-state practice teaching but are augmented by cross-cultural,
comparative education, and tollerance development thrusts. The
_paper states that “"this program represents a-loose type of consortium

“arrangement by which a great number of people, both-here and overseas,
have a valid yet relatively inexpensive dverseas experience." It
should be noted that many participating institutions require a

United States school placement (4 or more weeks ) either before or
after the overseas placement. ' o T
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| -feut—nf—state pIacements ere emphasized

erdeseribed Selected, “important’ project comp

.- components ‘exposed.

”Ti:pertieipent reeruitment and se]ection,;‘$

e. 3111 Fu]]erten and westen Brook - SEFTES of - pepers regerding .
- "Placement of Student Teachers .
Frem Other Un1Versities"

One paper emphasiees the 1nterest euteof—etete etudent teeehere

have in obtaining placements in schools serving. large numbers of "

. Native Americans. The fee structure for ASU- ‘placement -and supervifien
-of out-of-state students is detailed. . Another. paper indicates. thet

ASU students also are able to obtain’ nen—Arizena placement in -

alternative schools. In such’ cases, “the student teeeher must pay :

311 the expenses Jdncurred”. ‘ . L L

- A third paper “describes. the "DxFerd Semester Program" ~“an, eppertunity
for 24 students per year to enroll in 8 weeks:‘of -courses and: 8 v
weeks of student teaching (18 total semester: hours). in and near . EERRC LA
Oxford, England. An ASU professor aeeempenies the perticipents and-> o
serves as vie1ting prefessor to: Oxferd. g o

A feevth paper- exp]eins the ASU Teeeher Corps Prejeet designed te
prepare new teachers to more adequately meetthe needs of society's.
alienated youth. The. project staff is deveieping a speeie?izetien

in Correctional Education. . Enrollees are placed in-departments. of _
correction and community treatment eenters es we11 as’ with pub1ie o
sehae1s and untversitites T ] ‘ R

HeTen L Richards - "Grembling s Interdiseipiinehy Appreaeh
te Prefessienel Leberetery Experienees" :

A portian ef this peper deseribes a smal1 see1e, eﬁ-geing student _
teacher exchange re¢latienship between-Grambling, and the- University (
of Wisconsin at Whitzwater. :Two "exchanges" from each cai were”’
involved in 1974-75. No extra  instftutional expenses. wi
- The students exchanged  dormitory -rooms;:. andard ‘evalu
-were used.: The- Gremb]ing student teaehe Y
_visit 1n Hiseensin e i e

The paper else indieetes thet three edditiene1* rembiing‘preserviee Lo
teachers: joined nine-students from-four ‘other southern-institutions = -~
to accept intern plaeements in"the ‘Lake:Washington-District: sehee?s

of Kirkland, “Washington.. ~The cross: euitureh;advantages?ef these

Outsefu5tate P1eeementffﬁ

'gg'" James Mehan : "Cel]abarative Arrengement ,fer the
o T ’ttings Aetue1

- ‘of Student Teachers:in- CressQCu1ture1
esired Cenditien"

Cenditien’

| ]Ind1ene University 5 eut-eF—state5L tin andLAme_ueanlincien__tudent
- teaching projects: serving appreximateiy 60.. 3 ' o

~and actual eenditiens are desired eenditiehs"

';’*EXPITCft purposes for the pregeets and. aeeeeiated ce1iabaratien, ;_};f



of enrollees, evaluation of project erformance of participants,
post-project employment success of graduates, modification of

- conventional university/state rules are viewed as above average

 (quite satisfactory) components..

Contractural agreements with schools/agencies, external supervision
" of student teachers, critic teacher supervision of student teachers,
fiscal support for the projects, are viewed-as average ("tolerably"
satisfactory) components. Interinstitutional differences in student
teaching procedures are rated as a below average;(1ess_than»satisfact§ry)
component of the cross-cultural placement projects. ' - . ; S

‘The paper concludes with a proposal that a few interested institutions
unite. to construct a multi-culturally oriented student teacher
interchange consortium encompassing many of ‘the “characteristics

- mentioned in-the Orlosky paper. -

h. Tom Stebbins and Katy Maddox - "Kanawha Valley Multi-Institutional -
' B ‘Teacher Education Center (MITEC) -
- Enrichment Modules" Charleston, = -
oo West Virginta~o. . - oo

~ MITEC offers student teachers-and interns from its six participating -
colleges and universities a choice of 16 distinctive enrichment -
experiences in-addition to student teaching. These enrichment
modules from four weeks up to a full semester are in'a variety
of local, state and international settings. -MITEC has contract
agreements with McGi11 University, Montreal, Canada; Hampton o
Ifstitute, Virginia; Gladstone School, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania;
University of Mexico for a multi-cultural enrichment through
cooperative arrangements with the University of Alabama; and =~
St. Lawrence University, New York for an experience in working -
‘with children of Indian culture. In addition to MITEC's :
sending student teachers to the above. named options,-MITEC ,
also accepts. student teachers from any of the named.institutions,
as well as occasional guests from other colleges-and universities
throughout the country. There are no additional fees charged -
for the exchange student teaching program. .. "~ . -

i.  Ronnie Stanford (Alabama University, Tuscaloosa) f'te1ébhéne‘canvefsatién;;

Ronnie Stanford reports that Alabama University accepts and
“places a few student teachers from out-of-state institutions
for personal reasons of the applicant and:on a "courtesy"

basis. In addition, Alabama-University operates an.International .

program in Student Teaching ‘(major emphasis on Latin America). . =

Auburn University, Kentucky University and other institutions

channel their.interested students to Alabama University where . - = -
- they register. for student teaching in:foreign:sites: A consortium -
~ has been developed to publicize and operate this foreign S
Alabama:University. ~ '~ =

student teaching effort. Tuition 1s paid to




Consortia Research

Mr. Jess Rase - ductura? student 1n curriculum and 1nstructiun at

’ Titérature and made a report to the cummisssiun un February 19,
1576. , :

His final report has been submitted to the executi#e éummitteé'uf
“ATE as a part of the final report by the Cummissiun on Consortium
Study and Deve1upﬁént.

Comments on Student Teacher Exuhange Prujects

Examinatian of the papers submi tted by Subcommittee Number One
members and informal conversations. with other teacher educatars
tend to push one toward these cﬂnc1u51uns- ' ,

a. There are relatively few true student teacher exchange (or
interchange) projects in existence in the nation. The word
"exchange" seemingly implies that institution A receives,

places and supervises student teachers from institution W
uh1ié institution W, in turn, receives, places and supervises
W”student teachers frum'1nst,tutiun A. : .

b. There are-several uut—ofastate, ca11aburat1vg student teacher
placements projects. For example, institution A receives aid
from institutica W in placing and supervising A's students in
a unique field setting in geographical proximity to institution
W. However, institution W sends no student teachers to institution
A. Angther example involves institution A placing and supervising
studeats from institutions K, L, and M 1n nutiuna1 site Ror
foreign site T. ; _

d. - The most frequent reason fur uutﬁnfsstate student teaching

' placements is the personal desireslcunstraints of individual
student teachers. Less common are projects designed to accomplish
a major instructional purpose, - incorporate thorough eva1uatiun,
1ncTude special preparatory training, et cetera.,- :

e. Wnea an uutsuf—state ur exchange project 15 cunstructed With a
-central instructional purpose, multi-cultural and-cross-
cultural experiences are the most frequent goals. of that '

~ project. There is some evidence to indicate that alternative .

school experiences and exposure to the philosophy/methods of
educators in alternative schools will: undergird many‘uut—af—-
state piacements in the future. = I e

f. Gut—ufsstate and: exchange pruaects tend tu be suppurted ona-
."hard money" basis with students often. being: asked to'.cover
-all or part of any extra“expenses. Exchange projects seem tu '
~ -result in less need for extra money - than do out-of<state - -
~ projects. External supervision in out-of-state and exchangg o
projects appears to meet, but not exceed, the mininium ‘number
- of visits required hy state or university ﬂertiFicatiun : -
L cammissinns. ‘
, = o - 3g




g. There is a growing interest on the part of the student teachers
- in out-of-state or campus-distant field placements.

h. Out-of-state and exchange projects of all kinds probably have
"~ ' resulted in the modification or softening of many state education
department, school of education, and public school rules and
_ fiscal procedures. This means that there are valuable precedents
to use in organizing more comprehensive consortia.for the '
exchange of student teachers. - S I

j. Many collaborative-placement-arrangements- have been made over .-
the telephone or in the corridors-at the national-ATE conference
between two or more teacher educators who already were supportive
- friends. Sophisticated consortia can not be built under these -
conditions. .Teacher educators merit development time to o
develop examinable, cooperative programs that can'be evaluated.

j. Literature and conversations reveal 1ittle preliminary preparation
: of students who are being "exported" to distant and unique
 sites. Assumptions are apparently made that:an institution's
methods courses and general education:course prerequisites
adequately prepare preservice teachers for all ethnic settings,
all types of school organizations, all types of innovative °
curricula, et cetera. Is this a safe assumption? =~ <~

A Rough Framework for On a basis of incomplete data gleaned
Examining otudent Teacher = or inferred from subcommittee papers ~
Exchange Efforts = and additional telephone conversations,
I - - - .selected student teacher exchange
~efforts have been classified in the
following table. It is initially
admitted that the author's understanding
of the projects is imperfect and certain
classifications may be erroneous.:
However, -this crude attempt to classify
"exchanges" may motivate us all to
build a sophisticated, practical, - o
widely useful categorization scheme for .
~analyzing on-going projects and constructing
future projects. - Obviously several.
- more-columns could be added-to the-- -
. table - nature of supervision, extent
e of evaluation, et cetera. '
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TﬂBLE

] AFéRbAzHEs 0 TE ExcHA 4 0 EXPORTATIOI\ ¥ srunrm TEACHERS« o

Hagni tude
of Effort

Conmon Purpose
Behind Effort

P0551b1é_Exgmp1e__5__-_‘

Drawn from

- Repnrts/Cchersatibns~

reciprocal placement.  and

of some student

teachers on a formal

fiscal and supervisory
-~ basis.

My institution will
help you find sites,
place students, and
find supervisors for
your project,

Will you accept a

Institution's special
‘project on yaur terms

~{f tultion 1s paid

| Target af
Happy Hour Language P1acement
. Yeh- I Tilbe‘glad In-state
to-place & supervise - and
a couple student out-of-state
~ teachers for you. -

B, . You informally take 'In=s§ate
“care of a couple of ad
“mine - and I'] out-of-state

informally take :
'mmeﬁwm
. Let's work out the In-state

out-of-state

Out-of-state
most commonly

. In-state
~ couple of our stu- and

"~Mﬁmmww out=0f-state

. I've arranged directly In-state

" with a distant school  and

- X -systen to obtain place- out-of-state
© - ments and supervisory ‘

. personnel (o other

Q- niversit i
ERIC ty nvojved?_.

An-occasional

student

Very small number

of students

Larger number
of students -
perhaps 10-100

Larger nunbers
of students -
perhaps 10-50

fn QccasianaI
stident

:.Common1y used effort fi
~and can nvolve many -
student teachers ' _,;:Q

Solve . student's
personal problen

Solve student -

personal. problens
or provide a -

| unique placement

501#&“$tudént,pérsona1
problems or provide

& Unique placement
desired by student

Make special struc-

tured, ethnic cross-

cultural or alter-

native school experi-

ences possible,

Permiit a.student to

participate in all

the features of a .
“comprehensive
project .

?CrﬁSSQCUItﬂrélJethnic,;_
o fects
:v 'Pr°jECt5 B

~and‘alternative -

experiences o

e parts of the 1 pr.

Dozens of institutions 1.e.;
. Alabama, I
“ 450 often dane by regional . -

| campuses within the same state.

., Indfana Stte, °

mwmmMM‘ ‘5;

Univ, of Ncrth'Coiﬂrédo R

raject Univ. of West -

Virginia with Neai Tl and e
Hampton Institute, Gramb11ng 4
with Wisconsin. Y

*hrizon State, Arizona Unvi;

North Arizona, Northeastern - .
I111n0ls have aided LU in .

~conducting Indian and Latino :i
| prujects o

(entral Michigan accepts out-ff

siders into 1ts overseas pro-.-

“Ject, MMMWMEmH

students. to I.U.'s projects.

- Klabana University accepts.
- outsiders into 1ts Latin 7.
 mmwwmwt L

“One of the: Grambling



o project n which stu-
[ dents and faculty
~ institutions can partl-

. Ve have a fgreignabased Out-of=country Larger numbers of

of students

' cipate and still register

on the home campus

We sponsor unque proj=
ect A; you.sponsor
~unfque project Z,
Let's interchange a
negotiated number of
students, prepare,
place, and supervise
" them within the two
projects, -

= 1. Just enroll our stu-
. dent at your school
Sk andwe'11 accept his/
" her student teaching
credit,

Ve have a state-based

- project in which stu-

X dents and faculty from

other institutions can

participate and stili

register on the home
canpus.

K. We can place youi 84
~ dents through oty

In-state .

Qut-of-state Apparently few

and such projects and
in-state few students
could be -

out-of-country

, An occasional
and - student
occasionally |
out-of-state

Small numbers
of students

In-state

Out-of-state, Small nunbers
weually of students

Fulfi1] intense

University of Wsconsin-
River Falls overseas -
progran '

cumparative educa=
tlon goals

Permit student access

: Not aware of an example
to comprehensive, |

- structured, and

orfented projects

University conven- Many 1nstituL1ans when time and

{ence and so]ution trouble must be minimized

- of student's per-

scna1 problens

Intensive super-  Network of seven statewide Teacher -
vision or compre= Education Centers in Mest Virginiazf
hensive project |

Arizona State University,

personal desire  out-of-state placement package.

X institution as per » of individual
| set fee schedule, students
'1 - KEY *  in alternative that rerely involves true Interchange of studéntA in {nstitution A for student Bin 29 |

: institution B and vice versa.
¥ alternative that sometives (but not regular]y) involves true interchange of students,
col }Jehely predicated on true interchange of student teachers.

*k In alternative that is
X MMMthmﬂﬁms

s lave no true interchange of students.




-SECTION III
- TEACHER EDUCATIDN CONSORTIUM NDDELS

Summary by: Kathryn H. Maddox, Director
Kanawha Valley Multi-Institutional
Teacher Education Center (MITEC)
Char]eston, West v1rgin1a

Subcommittee Tasks: The subcommittee cgmpased of Joy Babb, Bob Stevenson, '

Fioyd Perry, Duaine Kingery and. Kathryn Maddcx was . charged with writ1ﬁg ?_  s

a three to four page description of the particular type of teacher

' educat1on center or consortium with which they are personally involved.

~ Summaries of the papers have been prepared and -are pi
subcommittee was also charged with exploring statewide movements. in

establishing consortiums. Only two states, Wisconsin and West. Virginia,

responded to this challenge.” "Summaries of these two" state mavements are.

also included in this summary repart. o

1. - Summnaries of- Teacher Educat1an Centers and/or Cansartiums

a. Kathryn Maddox - “Kanawha Va11ey Multi- Institu*‘gna1 Teacher
... Education Center (MITEC)"
The Best of“Two Worlds - The public school and higher edu}
are brought together thraugh the Kanawha Valley Teacher Ed
Center.  The main purpose of the Center is to. improve the .
quality of pre- and continuing education,: to improve teacherﬁ.

instructional effectiveness and consequently to’ 1mprﬂVE the ; . o

educatianai apportunities for bays and gir]s.

MITEC, in operatinn since 1955 1n¢1udes bath pre—service and
cantinuing education. ' The guverning body of the Center hires'a
director and sets the policies and. .bylaws by which th’?'pnsortium
functions. ‘By pooling the talents and resources of. the "colleges,
school systenis, state department, prnfessiana] organizations, ‘and

the ‘educational community a qua]ity ‘teacher .education:program E
results. The principle of parentry is achieved through- cnaperative ~

~ governments and through. cagperative funding fram eagh af ~the..:

o cansortium memhers. . SR S S _vﬁ

”'Thrnugh MITEC appraximate?y 64 diFfE'ent staff deveTcpment ceurses
are offered edch year for. teache : 1nﬁthe;faur counties-of-Region -
~III RESA. A needs assessment determines. e course .offerings-and

, consu1tants are se]ectedvfrem ‘the ‘participating’ ‘colleges, .the’ ]ﬂir~g~
,.,community, state department and from nationally known: ‘educators.

.- Teachers receive a team-inservice credi heurs;(with pay) and in
-;fscme cases. graduate eredi as:”211 o

iaxAnether distinctive- feature is the e
- resulted. through the: Center. concept. . One
. basedteacher education’ coordinator, 15 making
- both pre-service and inservice prngrams

o centers.-mw:v»,

sented below. . Tne;,}_‘
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A'"';éd!, Floyd Perry - ﬁCéntra1'M§nﬁéSqta:Téééﬁér*Eﬂhﬁéﬁin@chdﬁcii
(EMTEC) . S L T e e e

AT CMTEC 15 a nnn=prgf1t tax exempt cgrpuratian. Its 0t
' ‘membership of 38 is composed of. 33 public.school ‘teachers and. _
o ”"} administrators and five members from St..Cloud State- Eﬁ]Iege.rf
‘The Council involves.15 public school districts with the
‘college for the purpose . of pramating the . improvement of teacher.
‘education with emphas15 upon student teaching—ﬂinternsh1p and
research , e : R

Specia1 1egis1at1ﬁn was passed in Minnesnta tg make it 1egai
ﬁ for ‘school districts to join CMTEC. . Financil-support is- .
primarily from membership dues ‘of: the $25 paid by the- school:
~district for each student teacher.. Inservice programs are . R
spansored for supervising teachers,’ administratgrs student e
teachers, and cg]]ege supervisars‘i»~ . et e

e. . He]ea Richards “ "Grambiing Interd1sc1p11nary Appraach, L
R , Gramb1ing, Lauisiana" S , L

Rather than a teacher center cancept, Eramb1ing pragram o
‘focuses  on a strorg interdisciplinary appraach to teacher - - .
" education. " Student teachers and ‘interns spend-a’ Fu]]?semester ,'*
- in’eithér a:laboratory school®or in:a public schaai, { :
faculty- from all disciplines work:closel, € -d,5c1p11ned
‘f teams to:plan, teach and supervise the ‘studen and: -~ -
interns throughnut thei"educationa' preparatin

The students hav the. Fu11 supp t of- co1lege up rvisars and
local:'school, personnel-in cauperatipn with their supervising .
‘teachers. - Students .engage. in team.teaching, individualized
“instruction;, small’group.instruction and total class® instruction
“" Conferences -and seifsevaiuation are. engaged 1n fbr every
teach1n ']earning activity LTl L

f"l Sy1v1a Hygnda and Char]es Franzen —:“At1anta Area Teacher Educatian - %f:i
_ : <Service (AATES) At]anta, Geargia" L

) The AATES éve1ved frnm the beTieF that cantznuing educatian‘
" needs -of.teachers could best be-solved through a ‘mutually
“ beneficial.consortium. ~Differentiating AATES from most other
- consortium efforts is its thrust toward-diversified actiVItiES
rather than afFering an1y courses and workshcps. ,

AATES has been 1n5trumenta1 in p]anning and 1mp1ement1ng

changes at bgth the schco? system, such as: 1mp1ement1ng the

Anﬁther service of. AATES is tg Spnnsar c11nics on natiana1

Jevels such as. the national conference on teacher centers and
another on competency-based education. The most recent collaborative
effort has been the establishment of a committee to. organize

and’ 1mp1ement teacher education centers in the Atlanta area.
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.“t_Severe1 other serviees ceerdinated hy AATES 1nc1ude

Summeriee eF Stetw1de Teeeher Edueetien?Mdde1s

© (2 "He1d1ng meetinge ameng edueatdre ‘repre:

(4),58eeuring netinnai enneu1tents end eeeietingywith reeeereh v

' Kethryn Madddx end Zeb Hr1ght"
‘Since 1953 West V1rg1n1a hee_had enab11ng 1egie1at

- ‘eight geographical. areas of th ‘state cal ed

. the legislature and are. now ‘operable. :: f;f’?
-and universities in the state is’'a member-of on dr ,ure,
. teacher centers. - A1thnugh each ‘center operates ’

R Providing a master fiTe nf reeeuree perenne eve11eb1e to f;;~ IR

51eca1 edueetere-

ting verieue At
subject fields for. better: understanding ef e1ementany end o
v:seeendery teeeher edueatien. _ R )

(3)ﬁfHe1d1ng dne—day 1n5titutee to- he1p»ee ee1'edm1ni tretdre
_ aj_keep ebreaet df urrent edueetien preet1ees n

when requested

”"Neet Virgin1a Statewide P1en

for school systems and colleges to-engage ‘in co]1e§eret1ve}}:ﬁﬁf1;
teacher education -programs., est: V1r§1n1e is now:divided into -
gional Edueatien

Service Agencies (RESA)." Seven:teach

"8 unique
governance structure, all centers- constitute a consortium. ’
consisting of the: pertieipeting ‘counties, the: ceepereting e
-colleges .and universities, the State. Department -of” Edueatiun, :

the Hest: v1rgin1e Edueetien Asseciet1dn, and. ether egeneiee. o

These centers are designed to prev1de eppertunities fur 1net1tutiene’f“

of higher education and. county boards of education to. eonperate

" in such phases of teacher preparation. as student teaching, "
“clinical instruction, continuing education, and many.varied -

and creative eppreachee ‘that show promise of improving the
training of teachers.” Two prominent features of this consortia
approach are readily apparent: (1)- colleges and universities -
have had to willingly give up some of their traditional autonomy .
as they come together in a center, (2) the State. Department of
Edueetlen is: a fu11 partner in th1e ee11aberet1ve venture

Each yeer the eeven stetew1de eenters muet subm1t a prepeea1
to the State Department to apply for continued funding. The

_State Department establishes guidelines for the proposal .

including. specific-behavioral cbjectives for. the. coming year,
long-range objectives, pre-"and. inservice program plans,
financial needs, research and evaluation plans. A second part
of the proposal consists of an accounting: of ‘the previeue
year's program, accomplishments and budget. '
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R iThe prejected budget suhmtted with the eeﬂter s prep
-« "includes anticipated financial ‘contribution of .member
- "and estimates: of sources-and.amounts: of. other income. - The '
" proposal review committee will take into’ censideretie,, -3 B
~-extent to'which the consortium. members, - themselves, ‘are. cantributing L
‘to the financial support of the center, and the: reperted o
-serviees eaeh pravided far the eensartium members.

Centers w1th1n West V1rgin1a are eneouraged to ehare reseurces. i

f - This is especially advisable in the case of .out-of-state
" consultants,.evaluation, and the: purehaee end sharing ef :

~ more exper1eneed teaeher

,training/prateeal materza1s

The' u1t1mate test ef the effectiveness of - eensartia 15 preduct
evaluation.  Since a basic assumption .of centers is-a consortium .
arrangement, in situ, is a better pattern than prior efforts,
the evaluation program of each center should be concerned with
comparative data of -the preducts of -centers contrasted with
traditional programs. General staff and governing boards are
ever alert in designing sound research.for which edequate _
resources af staff and hudget are evaiieb1e

Ross Korsgaard - "N1seenetn Imprevement Prﬂgram A Consortium
fer Teecher Educat1cn“‘

In 1959 ‘the w1scens1n Impravement Frugrem - as 1n1t1ated to
improve 'classroom instruction and-teacher preparation. - Today,
the Wisconsin Improvement Program has -grown:to -become a consortium

- of 16 Wisconsin colleges and universities which, with. approval

of appropriate State Departments,: public 1nstru:tieh, places o
about 1,000 .interns each year in the puhTie sehue1s of Hiecensin,
Minnesata, I111ne1e and Iowa. T 5 ,

'The 1ntern is sa1er1ed 11een5ed and eesigned to an appruved

school system for-one . semester. Within the design one or more
interns work as a part of ‘the team under supervisien Qf ene or

_The beeuty af th15 de51gn 15 thet the financiel strUcture

allows the Tocal school system .$150 for each intern for local

inservice programs and $]50 for the Wisconsin Imprevement"“““““‘““““":9”t

Pragrem office for general 1n5erviee aetivities The intern
receives a ea1ary of $1, SDO per eemeeter

. The next step in the NIP'e deve1epment 15 » pnst—greduate
 residency program. for all first year teacners in Wisconsin as -

a part of their professional growth, Teachers wequ be aeeigned
on a team ba51e Far a 50-80 pereent teeehing 1aad -

751nce 1mp1ementat1en three years ege, Qver BDO genere] 1n5erv1ee
- projects have been approved by the Wisconsin. ‘Improvement '

Pregram frem the funds scheei d1str1ete eent te thet eff1ee

for un1t e:hoe1 1nservice develepment. Its use is. determ1ned
creatively and un1que1y by the prine1pe1 end teem membere ef
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 7gexamp1e,i1F a counc}ii]‘

"'agreements._

vv:tape? - b*

-Degis1ans on- emquyment practices need to be ‘made;’

hese: component
attendaﬁ

c1ear’statement on.g

_should be a113tted for trave1 ﬂansuTtants, and cﬂnferences?' o

Is a Jciﬁt
appointment salary evenly divided between. the public_ school-
and the university? - Which salary:scale should be followed?

- What vacation.schedule?::What are the position requirements in
- terms of experience and- dégrees? ‘Universities and’ pub]ic

schca1s snmet:mes d1ffer in nut]aak 1n these areas

“?‘Haw can recngn1tian for pragram part1c1pants be prnv1ded and
-what form should it take? - For example in some arrangements; -
‘what the teachers: want mgst 15 the hardest to get - reieased‘

time.

'391

Who supp]ies what and how.much?"* How mich money - -




i Eva]uaticm snmetmes makes ‘
~It's helpful ‘to look at the. process early.What and w

© be evaluated? Hhat criteri ?Wi'” beused? -'Who ‘
eva‘luatian? SR TR R
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