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A FRAME OF REFERENCE
ColTaboration: A Deffnition

Co]]aborat1on Hs an‘a%t1ve process practiced usually by vo]untary‘
assoc1ates who woulz not normally choose to work | together except in
s1tuat1ons where mutua] benef1t can be expected through the co]]abora-
t1ve assoc1at1on The assoc1ates represent organ1zat1ons work1ng
toward obJect1ves which benefit the new co]]aborat1on, bu{\more impor-
tantly Genefit each of the component oroan1zat1ons Each component -
part vLews ‘each other component part as a necessary entity in reaching

“%thefmutpally held objective.

a
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INTRODUCTION e
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R £
T The Teacher Educat1on Center Act of 1973, as amended,.(F]or1da

Statutes 231, 600 - 231 611) was - the enabT1ng 1eg151at1on which prov1ded )

for the deve]opment of teacher educat1on centers e Florida. ’ﬂhat act,
T ‘ -
.as weli as other Teg1s1at1on and the Attorney General's op1n1on, that

>

'"teacher educat1on centers should be . .T1n fu]] operat1on by June 30
1979,.and . . . all thg schooT\d1str1cts shoqu be 1nv01ved or partici -
pat1ng in such,centers by that date" (June 29, P977), has encouraged

. the deveTopment of 22 FTor1da centers (as of September 1977)

. The goal of the FTor1da Teg1s]at1on 1s to improve 1nstruct1on

L4

This goaf is, to be accomp11shed through the "coTTaborat1on" of teachers,
,dm1n1strators, un1vers1ty and co]]ege personne] The m1ss1on of the

c%nters is the reform of teacher educat1on and concom1tant1y the 1mprove-
+ oy WP h 0 N
’ ment of educat1on, the means to accompT1sh the m1ss1on 1s through
h

4 A . Y, -

,CoTTatnrat1on ‘ : P L ‘ . ﬂ;;

8
s

- ‘Since the Uopu]ar T1terature s cr1t1c1sm of educat1on in-the 19605, .

) the concern for cooperat1on betWEen aTT the\components‘of teacher

educat1on has 1ncreased The ear]y and m1d-s1xt1es produced a stream

'of cr1t1c1§ms atnut the teacher s 1nab1T1ty to hand]e the myriad -~

problems uh1ch were met at the cTassroom door Cr1es of accountab111ty,

._.,J

1ncreased . copmunity 1nvoTvement 1n-determ1n1ng educat1onaT goa]s,

%ompetency/performance based test1ng for teachers and students teacher )
o

. m111tancy, and reform were . echoed from the public school cTassrooms to

. . .
N . .t . I o ;.

a N . -
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. the campuses of colleges, and universities. It became increasingly clear

to educators that/the prob]ems were too large to hand]e alone. B. 0.

Sm1th in Teachers for the Rea] world encouraged the cons1derat1on of

"COmplexes in which all those-: 1nterested in education cou]d comb1ne
'f'the1r expert1se tossolve. its mu]titude of problems. |
Since: Smith's book in 1969 the United States Ofche of Education
ihas 1ncreased 1ts[efforts in study1ng a]ternat1Ves for co]]aborat1ve :
arrangements Many comm15s1ons, comm1ttees, and task forces have been
app01nted to study the poss1b111t1es "Pilot renewa1 s1tes and teacher
4educat1onwcenters have been established, and in 1976 the Congress
’passed the f1rst federal 1eg1s1at1on estab]ish1ng fund1ng for teacher
' educat1on centers (Pub]ac Law 94-482 Educat1on Amendments of 1976).
The concery for f1nd1ng a_ successfu] co]]aborat1ve governance mode
for meet1ng the mu1t1p1y1ng needs of educat1on cont1nues today at: an .
{ acce]erated Eace ‘The USOE w1]1 estab]1sh new teacher center p11ots

‘ when Congress f1na]1y a]]ocates the funding late in 1977 Meet1ngs,

3

-

comm1ss1ons,\com:;eres, and task forces are cont1nu1ng through the-

support of the Office of Educat1on and other pub11c and pr1vate agenc1es

F]or1da and othenfstates are attempt1ng to fu1f111 the goa]s of the1r

1eg1s1at1on .

To meet the{goal of reform, successfu] co]]aborat1on must be

estab11shed Equa ity (par1ty) must -exist between a11 the: part1c1pants

[

-

° B Y

in the co]]abdrativ\ effort ‘ Est?b11sh1ng collaboration is an
extremely difficult task However, unt1T successful collaborat1ve

.'governance Of//eacheﬂ educat1on centers is obta1ned, it w11] be -




[l

jimpossib1e to eva]uate the'] cehters ability to reach the goa] of

improved instruction. Collaborut1on 15 the too], accord1mg to the
, _ > o
ﬁ]orida'legislation, which.will\enab]e heucenters to meet their

.. mission. mUntil_collaboration 4 more t orough]y understood and the
’ centers are evaluated in terms'of the1r co]]aborat1ve effort, it w11]

be 1mposs1b1e to Judge if. teacher educatron centers, as degisTgted,

are meet1ng the goa] of educatj)na] reform. ' ‘ o

Th1s paper is an attempt o) review and synthesize_the Titerature

#

) ® . : .
. dea11ng w1t:zcollaborat1on Adiitiona]]y, it explains the development

S~ . f . '.‘.' o
orative effort 1n teacher education. ' An-understanding of
~on L ' o
co]laborat1on and of the 1mportance of#it in the developmental history ~ *

}

of teacher education will .assist in the evaluation of the_co]]aboratﬁve'

‘of the coll

-

'effort.of teacher education’cenkers in Florfda and efseWhere

*kThe term coliaboration is not §pec1f1ca11y def1ned in the study

Instead it is discussed as preSEnted in- the 11terature of anthropo]ogy/

-»

sociology,_phi]osophy, psychology, busﬁness/managementh political
" science, re]igion, and'educat1on. In the broad sense 4;e def1n1t1ons
of parity, cooperation,,prob]em so]v1ng, barga1n1ng shared dec1sﬁon

making, consortia, cooperatives and co11aBorat1on as they are- used

1

"interchangeably in theseidisc1p11nes fire remarkab]y s1m11ar Houever,
[} ' .

in their specific definitional senses they d1ffer often to such-a’
AN S

degree that they, become contrad1ctory7 Therefore, th1s study has not ;/
: attempted to deVeTop a specif1d definition of co]]aborat1on, but rather to

. 3k
draw tegether def1n1t1ons as presented in the J1terature of the d1sc1-

plines, P 7 ,
v LN jn,“s‘vgf. : »
v . J'§'~ :
Stk
5-:”-»'9! -“;'
r \.2 N
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;'f/*<:/ The postu]ates, Jikew1se, are a syntheS1S deve]oped from a

rev1ew of the 11terature as it danS w1th par1ty, cobperation, prob]em

so]v1ng, barga1n1ng,shared dec1S1on mak1ng, consort1a, coaperat1ves,

and co]]aborat1on Them? funct1on Jds to synthes1ze the var1ety of

? L v

;approa;hes toward w6rk1ng together .and to condense these 1deas 1nto

» LB

a series of e]ements which, accond1ng to the 11terature must be.pre--

_sent in successfu] co]]aborat1on | In a- funct1ona1 sense the postulates
become the definitioh of co11aborat1on | T
»\Some of/tpe postu&ates have been extens1ve]y discussed in the
11teratére of~ educat1ona1 cooperat1ve re1at1onsh1ps (commona11ty of .

»

'goals, commwtment to col}aborat1on, cfear concept of ro]es, resource )
rea]]ocat1on), others have been 1ntroduced but notrdeve1oped (equa11ty
of membersh1p, 1nnovat1on, understand1ng of benef1ts) Rhe 11terature
_outs1de of educat1on has exam1ned several of the postu1ates (under-fﬁ
fstand1ng of - preh1story, des1gn of co]]aborat1ve sett1ngs carefu1
,appo1ntment of d1rector and stafﬁ,_conf11ct reso]ut1on mechan1sm
i“1mportance of an exté.ha] cr1t1c) X None of" thws 11terature outs1de
”ofaeducat1on, however, has spec1f1ca11y addressed co11aboratwon gaut
.rather has d1scussed.par1ty, c90perat1on, prob]em so]v1ng, or shared

—dec1saon mak1ng ‘ F1na11y, other postu]ates address issues which, as.

far as, th1s study has found, have never been d1scussed in the vroad'or_

Y 7

specific sense of co]]aborat1on or other s1m11ar areas (theory (.asa

bas1c assumpt1on, s1m11ar1ty of or1entat1on, tota] 1nvo]vement of al

Y
?

. components). .’

et

iooo T

!
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e | COLLABORATION . _
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Definition. ‘ ‘ '
Derinitic ( . )

. Supﬁort for co]1aborat1on (in some instances referred to as N
cooperat1on) g/the pr1m%:y mode of ‘governance and the pr1nc1pa] means
‘ff-acqu1r1ng knowledbe can be found in the works of we]} known ‘
anthropo]og1sts, ph1losophers and educators Most agree(that coopera- ..
t1on is one of the most 1mportant ab111t1es of. the human Spec1es and .
the only way 1n wh1ch know]edge can be acqu1red and transm1tted “An d,;
_ { ‘

- therefore, cooperat1on is the on]y means by‘wh1ch know]edge can\ex1st.

% . Without cooperat1on humans re]egate themselves to the an1ma1 world,

.a-world where sym€o1s are non- existent and commun1cat1on of know1edge
L . ¢y

S 1mposswb1e

~ W
. ”Cooperat1ve behavior in exp1o1ting the th1ronment and_ so]v1ng
-://i_prob1ems" and "regu]ar1zed food shar1ng" are the- two pr1nc1paﬁ po1ntsf
v }of un1queness separat1ng humans from the an1ma1 kingdom, accord1ng A
'*1to anthropo]ogist Ernest Becker (1962 p. ]2) Humans$‘accord1ng to :
' Becker, are the on]y an1ma1s able td\ass1gn meaning to things v1a
‘-'symbgﬂs The symbo]s, however, are on1y mean1ngfu1 when they are
%‘expressed or commun1cated Before the symbo1s are agreed upon by at
" least two humans they have o soc1a1 s1gn1f1cance andv{hey are
| ) uncommumcab]e One ammal, therefore, has to hnk h‘as/her symbo]
. TR S
o . : "
! .- .
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making \bhlity with anogher before there qah be mean1ng Accord1ng1y,

one might change the old sayfng ¢o, "Two heads: are needed for one" ™

(p.22). "7 e o T
~ . _ .
Phi]osoph1ca] support for co]]aborg¢1ve 1nvo]vement.1n generat1ng

@

\_ and commun1cat1ng &now]edge is found 1n Hege]ian not1ons of‘know]edge ‘
(Hege] 1232}-and phenomeno]og1ca]éﬂnterpretat1ons of . how we know

(e g. Mer]eau-Ponty, 1962) Know]edge, accord1ng to these phi]osophers,v"

i

1s not 1nterpreted as a s1ngu]ar or un1versa11y accepted rea11ty, but

w

rather knowﬂedge~1s 1nterpreted as- haV1ng no f1na1 rea]1ty, no- auto: '

mat1c process for arr1wpng at that rea]ity Facts are contingent upon

the person 's 1nd1v1dua1 V1ew of'the wor]d.. Know1edge, therefore, is a

Ce

process of rev1S1ng preV1ous 1nterpretations.

» & ' -
" This "d1a1ect1ca]" proc%ss, an 1rreguﬁar movement between undér-

tand1ng‘where a. synthes1s of conf]1ct1ng views is. obta1ned by p]ay1ng
i[ L off comp‘t1ng 1nterpretat1ons (Fox ]976 p 5), is necessary for the - 5"
| _generatron df know1edge Eoncom1tant]y, this prquss 1s 1mposs1b1e
w1thout the co]]abdrat1on of individuals. '
The most prom1nent ph1]osopher of educat1on in the twent1ethw )
" century is John Dewey Dewey based much of h1s educat1ona1 wr1t1ng on
the "ho]1st1t“ pr1nc1p1e he beT1eved that to encourage 1nte111gence, :
, educat1on must br}ng together the d1sc1p]1nesl When Dewey dea1t with a

prob]em of ph1losoph1c dua1lsm he d1d not adopt on]y one s1de but

44444

-~ “-

them to an 1nc1Us1ve framework (Scheff]er, 1966, p 97) Dewey S use";u'

. of ph1losoph1c terms 1nterac$10n, trans1t1on, swtuatwon revea] fﬁ‘ﬁ f'

h1§§ho]1st1c view and p]ace him in agreement w1th Hege]1an and. phenom-

Sy,
’. ,_.. ‘.~

[
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Anthropo1og1sts agree w1th Dewey, Hege], and phenOme”O]°91Ca1
e Dh1losophers that each 1nd1v1dua] has a d1fferent view of the WOr]d
, (Becker, 1962, P- 52). Char]es Sr]berman (1970) acknowledgeS his agree-'
T ﬁgnt W1th Peter Orucker's warnings §;969) in 1IELAQE_foglgggngln!lgx_
ERE Almost everybogy - . . speaks-his own language and uses '
Chis own jargon. Byt no one in this Spciety, least Of-U~T 0.
* " all the great méjority who work in 1a}ge orgaﬂizations;a
s produCt7V° W1th‘n h1sdbwn spec1a1ty a1one Everyone .
.ﬂiﬁfb | ‘aepe s on somebody e]se ... to make his output ﬁ}”]y
effective, tO COﬂVert his information jngg knowledg€,
to turn his efforts jpto reiu]tS- (p. 382) .
. huméns~ ac;ordfng to Maslow, strﬁve:for‘self—actUﬂ]izatiO” affer
lower needs (physiological, safety, be]O”Qingﬁésg, esteem) have hean
. «Met. A self-actualized pepson. has reached’ Potentiality when the person
s do1ng that for which he/she 1sosu1t ds (1970, p. 46). HOWever,'a |
Person must firstﬂmﬁet the societal ndézz of belongingness and esteoop.
Likewise, thg'person.cah only reach p tentiality if others are helping
TfO make his output truly effective:“ Therefore, theories of Motiva-
ton ulso rely on the principal of cgllaboration. Mithout €01laboy,.
tioﬁ, humans cannot meet tpe bégzc needs nor stpiye for the SUpreme
- Need, sg]ﬁlactun]iZdtiOH; h T
| /\nt:hropo1\0fﬂ'Sts agree ihaf humans cannot syrvive alone. ”&nans
dccard1nq to Becker, are tho only animals who see rhomGL‘WCq as ObJecfa \

And as an object they can only uanrqtand thehselves in re1at70nhh1p to;

Other ObJpctS COHa(]OUSnosﬁ is fundamentally a social’ PXPer1cncp"

1
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'k]gﬁz, p. 39), pewey furthers this be]16f by 1nd1Cat1ng "that a]l 1
educat10n Proceeds by the part1c1pat1on of the individual in the[ ," -~
social consciousness of the race" (1897, P. 192A
' In _gS2ﬂ§£ﬁggglgg_lg_£hllg§gphx_(1920) Dewey claims:
What ig needed [in the study of ph11050ph¥] is specific
inquirijes into a mu1t1tude of spec1f1c St“UCtures and ’
1nteract10ns. Not only does the soleMM TSiteration
of_categdyifs of individual and organic-bf sociat™whole
not }Urthef these definite and detailed inquirfes but it
Checks'them- It detains thbught within Pompous and
sonoroys ggneralities wherein éoﬁtroyefsy is as ine&i-
table'as it i5 incapable of solution. (PP.- 198-199)
Dewey s telling us, thEr;fore that to 3Vvoid the end of all
1nquiry'@e,muSt examine a multitude of_-d1fer‘e“t w0r]d views. This,
uacc6rdingly,1s the only way to advance knowledde and education through
the soc1eua] 1nterchange

' Near]y three duarters of a century after Dewey professed these
v1ews, Silbermar reiterated them in §r1§3§¢lﬂ,ﬁhg,21g§§£ggm4 There is,
,accord1ng to sjiperman, a growing need for W‘Sde, for versatility of
Judgments and for commun1cat1on (1970 p. 382). |

‘ PO]Wt\ca] theorist Matthew TU1te agreeS With Silberman's conten-
tidn’and furthers it by including organization awareness. Tuite
claimsy "There is a 9rowing interdepgndence amohg.organizlatiOns and an
1ncreas1ng awaren055 in organizat1on of thejr,QDGHneSS.to environment"
(1972 p. ) ) |
In (:Z; Drkae” explained this jncreasind awareness of enviroﬁﬁ
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mental openness. In the past; Drucker'tel1$’us, manual workers and
physical resources were at the baselof ghé,broddction system.  Today,
‘o knowledge wbrhers are the base,.managérs’no Yonger have control 0verf
" the resources Bf production Accord1ng1y, authority no 1onger assures
legitimacy. Further, according to Drucker; we are Tiving in an age of

uncertainty, There are more and‘more choices (A]yjngIoffJer (1970)

in Future‘Shock coined the word overchoice) and less and ]ess

[
3

certa1nty about wh1ch cho1ce to make Con60m1tant1y, we must acknow-

2} 1edge the 1nterdepende ce of organ1zat1ons, every event in one area

Y

has an effect on: an -event’ in another area. F1na11y, t;ijgmbat these

changes,}Drucker tells us, we are forming art1f1ca1 sysxems fman- -made)

v

wh1ch can be eas11y adapted and changed
Another political theorist Manfred Halpern (1969) calls this the
revolution of change and ”modern1zat1on” (p- 57). 'He-says it is

/l .
history's f1rst world-wide revo]ut1on For the f1rst time, dccording

o
) J‘

to Halpern, all Ves*1ges of Tife are be1n9 Pendered 1ncoherent "

Links and. connectgons are being destroyed between “1nd1v1dua1s, groups“

®

»and concepts wh%ch give men capacity to COpe With cont1nu1ty and change,
co]]abon3t1on and conflict and justice" (p 58). “Accordingly, Ha]pern
»be]iéves this hreaking of connections leaves us incapacitated to dea1
with the basic social issues of life. Dealing with the'resulting |
* "incoherence" is our greatest challenge. Halpern contends there-are -
. only two alternatives: (1) we can live with the incoherence and apathy

']
and violence which accompany it., or (2) we can attempt to creat1ve1y

s

deal with the broak1ng of understood connections.

In order to perceive the severed conneCtions, according to

¢

1 ,
{ _
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Ha]perh} one myst first understand the connections. These connect$ons£v

shape. human capac1ty to deal with the five central .issues of all human
re]at1ohsh1p§5 _ L . .o | ‘ ,.{
How do_me:\b1nd each other n 6011aborat1on yet free each
dther for conf]ict frbm oPposing posit1ons; to ‘assure
. cont1nu1§x in .their r81at‘°”3h1p with each other yet allow
for ¢ _bﬁﬂg§_1n the balancé of costs and benefits in their
'.reﬂationship; and thus produce Justice? (pp. 58-59)
~ Anthropologist Solon Kimbal (1974) agrees that the need to col-
1aborate apbears whén there 1is a threat from the outside. He also

ma1nta1ns that co]]aborat1on can a”1se from the 1dent1f1cat1on of a

common problem. A third way in which the need to collaborate may be

~

‘are links between 1ndQv1dua1S ar “DSa and.concepts that Create and ? e

A’

felt is a combination of the threat and the need to investigate the (?J, )

prob]em (p 40). TN
. . ‘ Al / ~
Oron South (1974) tells uS that "it §s difficult to use old

AN , -
‘organization forms to corrtain new Settings" (p. 49). South and Seymour

Sarason (1971) agree that the credtion of new settings is extremely’
important if we are to learn t0 d€d1 with each other in collaborative
arrangements.which will allgy for change and justice.

. In 1899 John Dewey prOVide Q key phi]ogbphical.suppbrt base for

_co]]aborat1ve arrangements in educﬂt10n

The range of outlook [of the schoo]] needs to be énlarged
[from individual to societall. What the best andwisest
parent wants for higs Own child, that must thg

cohmunity want for its children, A]1'that society

1

1¢
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haS accomplish d for 1tSe1f is put,. through the

. .
agency of thegcbool ~3Kthe disposal of its future .
7 ‘ .

embers. e (git3%7 ) \ Y. a -
. ) L + N -

efinitions of C0”ab0r‘ation

A reView of the te"mmO]ogy which aDpearS in. the definitions 0f

Used in

“”'*““*"m—,»,kK§'“Terminolo

-y

the word COllaboration 1nd1cates fivo basic areas of cpncern With1n5@
£
the 11terature " Also eVident is the over]ap between these same areas

-

in many of the def1n]t10ns z e . v .

4 | ) - . : .

| ‘§h§[iﬂg' The first area of ‘concern is sharing This éoncerh is
ev1denced particglarly in the 1iterature of educatiOnal co]iaboration

The Shar1hg involves a variety of different th1n95“ decision making,
[ ]

responSibi]ities, eva1uat10n, accountability, reSOUrces, and pia””1"9
Also included within the notion of shar1"9 1S“"voluntary associa-

tion.™ This'association may be brought about from Pressure from the
outS1de, the 1dentification of a commoncproblem or the combination Of‘.
the two. However, many definitigns, particularly in the field Jt
education, jnsist that this association mugt bé voluntary if there s
to be collaporation. S o

| Likewise, 1nc]uded Within this notion of Shar1ng is the under-
standing that each of the components in the CO113b0rative arrangeme”t
maintains jyg .own identity and independence. However, the definitions
agree that 5 common goai Or objective is necessary in collaborative
\. . arrangem€”ts.‘ : , g
A good Summaryfdefieition expressing‘the‘eoncefné of” sharing

was given in Research on C0”aboration in Teacher Education by

W11]1am H. Drumnond and M. Danie] Baker .in 1974.

"

‘ o
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Collaboration is_a. term u5ed1tb°descnibe a Vd]untary associ- =~

2 ‘

at1on between two or more organ1zat10ns in which agents or
o representat1ves of each work tegefﬁer to achieve séme -
separate]y held and (some common]y held” obJect1ves.'e’

) Co]1aborat1on 1nVO1ve§\some shar1ng of p]ann1ng,‘dec1s1on-

L4

mak1ng, ‘and resource ut111zat1on _Each organ1;at1on in a -

- co]]aborat1ve ventunb maxnta1ns 1ts own, organ1zat1bna]

4

1ndepengence and 1dent1ty Norma]]y,,an organ1zat10n

&

enters a co]]aborat1ve Venture bn]y after- 1ts ]eaders

© ' realize that the ongan1zat1dh cannot ach1eve what it -
RN ’
wants to achieve, either as well or at all, by itself.
! Y. Loom : )
(b6 R

“

The other area of concern within the_defin%tioné of collabora- .
tion ig the notion of working with the\enemy A maJor1ty of the
def1n1t1ons, part1cu1ar1y outS1de the f1e1d of educat1ona1 i ¢

co]]aborat1on, 1nd1cate a concern with th1s 1ssde - Some express 1t

without the use of the word enemy "d1ffer1nb vantage po1nts and

d1ffe¢1ng“ odes of 1nterpretat1on (Greene, 1974, p. 93), "dialogue

Py
v

. ;?tanées that d1v1de us" (p. 95), ”groups
Lo e
that normally do not JQ1n in united efforts" KTmba]i& 1974 p. 37)

"the stranger" (Schutz, 1964), and "an active process. . ~which
1nc1udes the poss1b111t§>of conflict" (South, 1974 p- 48)

Those definitions which use the word "enemy" stress the
L J l

importance of that notion to the understanding of collaboration. "It

[collabbration] was meant to include both the concept of mutuality of

effort and the notion ofﬁwohkihg with the enemy" (Drummond, 1974,
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l

“p. 3). -Kiffball (1974)ec;tes the webster Internat1ona1 D1ct1onary
e { e N
¢ definition‘* "a co]]aborat1pn1st is one who works/w1th thé enemy" (p 35)

.-

Likewise, he dnscusses the 1mportance of under tand1ng the concept of
natura1 enemwes when ta11ng about collaborat'on ' AcCord1ng to K1mba]1

A
“those who are in subord1nate poswt1ons}and Q*h be exp]o1ted are sq T ]
.-\7c1ass1f1ed Therefore, he c1a1ms, that the natura] enemy Qf the teacher
)
is the pr1nc1pa1 the natural\enemy of” the student is the teacher and
‘ o . . .
l

v P

&

By co]1aborat1on I do noﬁ mean harmony. Two medieval knights

who have agreea to fight Fach other, even unto deaﬂ1wc011abo-

: rate w1th each other thropghout their conf11ct They do®not . \Q%?r
end unt1] the. trumpet sounds aga1n They co]]aborate in L=~
' agreeing not to use 111eg t1mate moves’ or weapons I know of fﬁ*f@

no form of conf11ct .except incoherent conflict, ~which is
d

possible w1thout co]]aborat1on, and no collaboration, not

even 10ve, which ps poss1b1e w1thout tak1ng account of the ’

conflict-ridden fact that the other 1s not the se]f " (p. 58)

Equality: - A'key concept‘expressed or 1mp11ed“w1thin definitions
of co]]aboration»is that of equality. Most wr1ters seem to agrée that .
, equality is necessary if co11aborat1on s to ex1st but the type and

degree of equality required is intereprefed differently by individual «’

0y

i
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co]]aborét1on .,' . 4! ~ o o T o Lo i
Ear] D Ctark in "A Conceptua] Ba51s for. Co]]aborat1on §f975f

‘ te]]s us that to have col aboratlon each party must contr1bute as’ ) )
:1\—’/

L3

equa11y as poss1b1e (p. ?)? Paon Fre1re in Pedagogy of the Oppress
‘(1971) s]a1ms that all humans can part1c1pate in a d1alogue where "the

L s . ) N
other“ is 1ooked upon as equa1 » - ;_ o _ i S

B

. 1 ) . »'4 11‘ .
The typeéi:d degree of equa11ty is d1scussed 1n a more spec1f1c :

sense by some d fners . Evan R. Co111ns,\speak1ng for. un1vers1ty
/part1cﬁpat1on in co]]aborat1ve arrangements in teacher educat1on, says
that part1c1pants must be perce1ved as equa]s, but "equa]s with
'3;dnfferent1ated respons1b]]1tjes and with aggountab111ty for-d1ffenent g
fUnetions (1971 .. ‘21) | d |
. © F. H H1te and Drummond descr1be the d1fference of equa11t1es
as the d1fference between the political and operat1ona1 1eve1 of
collaboration. At the politital level, they c1a1m, all participants
‘are equa] and all have an equal vote. Kt the operational 1 .1
however, some participants’ have more expertise 1n spec1f1c areas than
»others Therefore, at the operat1onal level part1c1pants wonk in L
their particu]ar\area of expertise, and are not necessarily equal to _7
'other part1c1pants in that one area. (1975 p. 134)
Don Bigelow once descr1bed a co]]aborat1ve arrangement similar
. to the one defined by Hite and Drummond. He called the part1c1pants
"A group of strange bed-fellows;, the real association of wh1ch re-
flects considerable progress both in cross-fertilizatjon and common

sense" (Schmieder, 1972, p. 81).
. \ ] . ay
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\\: g Bgrltx» . The word EQ[lEX_1S ofteu used in def1n1t1onsé;f co]]abora-
t1on, at t1mes it'is even used 1nterchangeab1y w1th co}1abdrat1on
: fqualltzas often, the word co]]aborat1on is used in def1n1t1ons of par1ty
‘W1th1n tke‘i;terature there is obv1ous confus1on about the s1m11ar1ty, .
i d1fference, or equ1vaTence of the terms parity and co]]abora;1on .
e o Most of the 11terature agrees that par1ty means equa11ty or the‘.‘;
- state of egua11ty | The~titerature does not agree on the extent 6f this
'eoua11ty 1&y‘on the means for dec1d1ng the equa]1ty Does equa]ity_
-mean equal numbers, equal voice, equa] vote, equal Just1ce7 ‘Nohe of
| these quest1ons are answered in the same way by the various authors who ‘
> have written’ about parity. \ .
Likewise, the place of parity in collaboration or-the p]ace of
’co11aborat1on in par1ty is unclear. William Sm1th]def1nes parity as
co?]aborat1ye, mutual, de]1berative decision making and pfanning"
(Sehmieder,A1972 p. 96). The Un1ted States 0ff1ce of Education (USOE).
Task F rce '72,of wh1ch Smith was a member agreed The task force
added that par1ty 1s’“shared deécision-making with equ1va1ent respect
‘to aT] input. The relationship of parties to a common enterprise
which is chi acterized by the due attention to the expertise, perspec;’m
“tives, and needs of each of the parties" (Mathieson, %972, p. 506).
Similarly, the Report on'Higher.Education (1971) claimed that
parity exists when each party has "arf equal_voice in overall planning,
policy formation, assignment of agency respons1b111t1es, inter-agency

coordination, evaTuat1on of programs, and the hear1ngs of individual

‘ or institutional appeals" (Schmieder, 1972, p. 95).

Ne
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The similarity of these def1n1t1ons of par1ty and those def1n1-
tions of coTTaborat1oﬁk‘stress1ng the equality of the re]at1onsh1ps,
is str1k1ng In some instances there is 11tt1e or no d1fferenee>

' o

between . the def1n1t1ons of co]]abordt1on and par1ty (See Hite and

Drummond: def1n1t1on of ct}ﬂak’rahon and preced1ng definitions of

' par1ty ) ) o, J
. < . .
If one accepts the notxon of coTTaborat1on meanTng, in part, work—

ing w1th the enemy, or at the least, work1ng with those who might be
3
perce1ved by some as being the enemy, then it must be poss1bTe'to

have co]]aborat1on w1thout par1ty The word par1ty means equaT1ty and

”equaT1ty can on]y be present between two or more persons Therefore, ’

the very word ‘assumes that coTTaborat1on ex1sts

i »

= Every defintion of co]] borat1on states or assumes the presence .

of shar1ng.' Most assumé-the pregbnce of equa11ty. Therefore, par1ty,"

in its broad sense, must be present in meaningful co]]aborat1on .

i

w1thout parity coTTaborat1on takes ‘on only its second meaning, the '

‘ N

not1on of working with the enemy. And, as 1n the example of the
‘ med1eva1 knights, this co]laborat1on need not beneflt all the e
part1c1pants.

, The postulates. summarized:

s e, r" )
The search of the 11terature revealed 15 postulates wh1ch must be
present in successful collaboration. On the following pages those
./ N © :
‘postulates are discussed at’ length. A brief summary may make them

‘more accessible” to the readers. o

i

»
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" 1.  Theory Y as a basic assumption. .

Mcdreﬁﬁr's Theory Y cl jms that people enjoy.work; and, if the .
96a1s_ofmthe organizatﬁOn a.e,such that they benefit the individual,
thatvperson will work toWar' these goals. Wren an individual is involveg

iin setting and.at 1east pantiaily contributing to the reaching of the; |
goals, benefit, through seif—tu1fi11ment, is automaticq Therefonqp‘ﬁr

if co]]aborat1on is to be successful and produce its agreed-upon gqp]s

Theory Y must be the foundat1on of the effort

2. Equa11ty of membe§§§hp S .>' . . f
| If there is to be an equality of membership, ‘the 1nd1v1dua1s must
understand the 1nterdependence of each of the component parts Under-_ o
stand1ng of th1s 1ntérdependenCe can be ga1ned thr;u;h a knowtedge andh‘
l“i%apprec1at10n of the Qthers' expert1se This can only occur if
| part1c1pants contr1bute to the equa11ty in those areas in which they
are best qua11f1ed Equa11ty means sharing those things which the

part1c1pant does best. Sharing ex1sts in open commun1cat1ons, group

1dent1ty establishment, benef1ts,_respons1b111t1es, and accountab111ty

-3 §1m11ar1ty of or1entat1on

Indivxdua]s must Tive in .a world they can understand in order/to ,

~ .
. 1

vaper1ence self- esteem, .

» o . .
! LR :

- Women ‘may have d1ff1cu1ty co]]aborat1ng because collaboration '
requires §l1lls hnd attitudes which are not norma]]y part of the

fema]e up - brlng1ng and mind set ?1ong range goals, risk taklng g1v1ng
X

to get,. understand1ng of orqan1zat10n enV1ronment cooperat1on team

mark workwng w1th people who wou}d not be chosen as fr]ends, advanc1nq

I

one's own pos1t10n by advancing the organjzat1on s position). These

i

[ X
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differences in mind set which-can‘bTockJCOIlaporation\mdst be understood

by the individualsand the organizations CIf each‘yersonlstdifferences

/

are respected these d1fferences.§an be- used in creat1ve co]]aborat1on
\a

v oo o, 1‘::

4, An understand1ng of the preh1stogx

A new organ1zat1on and jts, goals must fit w1th1n the predeterm1ned
_1mage of the parent organ1zat1ons If the preh1story of the. co]]abora--

tive sett1ng involves components who are opposed to cooperatlon aJd
\

T A
~who exh1b1t contro] xact1cs within their organ1zaiaon3, co]laboratxon n

the new sett1ng will be d1ff1cu1t If the new sett1ng is des1gned to be
\ AY
~innovative, as most new settings are, the h1story of the: o]d sett{nés

4

mdst encourage 1nn0vat1on.,_- L %

5. vCa;eful ﬁesign of the collaborative setting.

'

It cannot be assumed that the creat1on of the new sett1n

primarily a technica] probleéw, nor can the comp]ex1ty of the p_ob]em of J"

1

PR ] ' o
} . ;‘ |‘. - ‘ o

setting development be underest1mated' B]ame for prob]ems cann T be-’
, D]aced on externa] factors 5 " R ';R_Jfl,f"; L 'ﬁ" i
) The sett1no&must be des1gned to a1d in the promot1on 0! self-
e;toem A new way of. th1nk)ng must be deve]oped The new sett1ng must
irdo someth1nq different than the old. sett1ng The sbtt1nq must be
\\carefu1 not to cross they\%ma1n of the components and yet be respoQS1ve
to their- Qeeds Most 1mportant1y,ha mech§p1sm for-qxam1n1ng new
'settlng prob]ems must "¥é developed. . ‘ ) N S

LA
6. A need for 1nnovat1on T

Inndvat!on he]ps in, the avo1dance of boredgm, loss of 1nterest

and loss ,of effect1veness. W1thout cbmmi tment’ to 1nnoVatlon par1ty
- \

“(eqﬁolity) cannot exist.. Continuots -innovation is important in a new
W ' T | a R

;
PR
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sett1ng to- keep 1t from bec0m1ng a. “pr1soner" of whEre it started.

»

A un1verse of a1ternat1ves“‘must be generated %gaso1veqprob1ems
® «
A cr1t1c or a subd1v1s10n of thé co]]aborat1ve sett1ng shou]d have the'

Y funct1on of d1scoyer1ng th1s "un1verse " ST .

L T:'7' Commonalﬂty of goals.  ~ .o L o RN 'i N
One of the magor goa]s of any new co]]aborat1ve sett1ng must be to’

. he]p the components meet the1r organ1zat1ona& m1ssaons Therefore, it

e

is extreme]y 1mportant that each component understand its m1ss1on and

P
R

the 1nterdependence of 1t in relatibn to ‘the other components *?_5iﬁ

The .goals of the newgcollaborat1ve sett1ng must be 1nn0vat1ve1y

vy

d1fferen+ and not ach1evab1e by any 1nd1v1dua] component ' These goa]s
must be understoed by the components as he1p1ng them reach the1r m1ss1on‘
' Reachab]e goals, which can be d1rect]y attr1buted to the new

. collaboration, must be set ear]y in the sett1ng S deve]opment The

-

‘goals must be 1ntegrated w1th the 1nd1x1dua1 as we]] as the 1nst1tut1ona1

. .y .
el L . .

?goa1s EA R

'8. “'Commitment to the idea, otVCOTTaBoration

Co]]aborat1on must. be supported by the institutional membersh1p
and the adm1n1strat1on 1f‘1t 15 to be successfu] The components must
perco1ve themgselves as competent 1n co]]aborat1on The strenqth and

'ﬂhootent1a1 of eath component must be recognized bx, ach other component

\.

Cin success ful co]]dborat1on {f o

9. A clear concopt of ro]es, 1nst1tut1ona1 and 1nd1v1dua1

An ho est assessment of capab111t1es and an understanding of inter-
dependence 1s 1mp0rtant in goal sett1ng

T \ :
Ind1v1duals Just c]ear]y understand the1r own roles within the

aF e N
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v co]Taborat1ve1sett1ng The ass1gnment ofjgoles shoqu be based o“treaT
' capac1ty to encourage seTf—actuaT1zat1on _5." . "

10.~ An understand1ng of the benef1t of c011aborat1on, 1nst1tut10na1

- and 1nd1v1dua1 Lo ,: N . 5f7

2.

I PR The components must benef1t from’ the new sett1ng ‘and they. should -

PR IIRERSSS L_._._

'see th1s benefif as -a- result of coTﬁaborat1on The r1ghtfu1 doma1n of

each “of the components must be protected ~The doma1n of the .new: sett1ng

.-'must be 1in the area of 1nst1tut1ona1 overlap. Prob]em sofb1ndx3trateg1es .

must be used to ga1n 1ntegrat1ve potent1a1

Tndividuals shoqu benef1t through d1rect rewards (salary, leave

ht,l

":‘t1me etc. ), when poss1b1e, and 1nd1rétt rewards (beTong1ngness, seTf— L

.esteem, - and se]f actua11zat1on), in all instances. Usually coTTabdﬁEt]ve fT
sett1ngs cannot estab11sh d1rect awards Therefore,’1nd1rect awardg are 'fi:.u;
extremely 1mportant and the obta1nment of direct rewards should not be_h.‘ |
frﬂstrated by requ1rement of the coTTaborat1 e sett1hg

Ind1rect rewards are .obtained through the successfu] compTet1on

. rix i

' of usefu] tasks Therefode it is -important that each 1nd1v1dua1 be -

/

able to work to h1s/her potentiality w1th1n the new settrng

11, The careful appo1ntment of a d1rector and staff. . fo.f}_

. The d1rector and staff are usually se]ected Tate in the deveTopment

- of the coTTaboratlve setting. It is, therefore, extreme]y 1mportant for

them to understand the hlstory of the setting as well as the preh1story
\ 'whuch antedated 1ts thQb]TSthnt

The d1rector and staff must be connntted to the 1dea of coTTabora—

W e
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"12. The deve]opment of a mechanism for confLact reso]ution 17///
o Conf11ct itselfy when handled carefully, can be co]]aborat1ve and
further future co]]aboration The new setting must develop an arena for
creative conflict management.

There must be an understanding of the difference between substantive

and, emotiona] conflict. Each requ1res different mechan1sms for reso]ution

13, The 1mportance of an external critic.

'An external crjtic can aid in conflict management. The critjj(ﬁs removed
- from theisetting and, therefore, can more easily judge the nature of the conflict.
,Eﬁggggfexternalncritic can also evaluate the.gap between the setting's
pracgiges and objectives. The critic can act-as a "stranger" quest1on1ng
a}1 the unquest1onab1e pract1ces of the ett1ng
‘14, The importance of reSOurce and po]Ft1ca1 reaE;ocat1on
: o ko )

L
*In collaborative sett1ngs people who have preﬁﬁous]y held. power must
N

abdicate it. Resources must be rea1located to allow for: 1nformat1on -

sharing; the 1earnwng of new roles; *&eedom from 1ega1 po]itica]; or finan-
c1a1 constra1nts, devot1on of suff1d1ent adm1n1stratvve time; adequate
»f1nanc1a1 base cooperative fund1ng, start- up funds; involvement of 411

.components in proposal wr1t1ng; and new rewards and penalties.

.")'

15, -The total invo]Vement of all co;ponents

The more peop]e involved the 1arger the pool of resources and ideas
5 and the broader the support base. The collaboration and the goals must be
carefu]]y'analyzed,so that all possible component parts are included.
Postulates N |
— \\ A
The “literature agrees that certa1n postulates must be present before )
mean1ngfu1 collaboration can occur. A search of the literature of "anthropo-

1ogy, psycho]ogy, philosophy, bus1ness management, sociology, political

science, and- education revealed 15 requ1rements for successful, meaningful

collabgration. ' ';fﬁxé\‘é\u/”/ww o

v




Postulate 1-_Theory "Y' as a Basfc Assumption:

In 1960 Douglas-Mc@regor wrote The Human Side of Enterprise in
R.which he compared Theories-he ca]fed X and Y. Iheory Y states that
work effort is natura]; humans will exercise se]f;direct1on and self-_.
control in comp]eting objectives'to which they are comm1tted The‘

t comm1tment to objectives, according to McGregor s theory, is directly
related to the rewards assoc1ated with the1r achievement. Likewise,
.. the average individual, under proper conditions, seeks responsibility.

The ab1]1ty to creat1ve1y and imaginatively seek solutions of
organizational prob]ems 1s w1de1y d1str1buted

Theory X, on the other hand, leads natura]]y to tact1cs of

control. Th1s theory assumes that peop]e must be made to do what is *

necessary for the success of the enterprise. Accord1ng to-th1s'theory,

the average;human d1s11kes work and must-be coerced, contrd]]ed,‘

directed and threailned, The theory aiso states that peop]e 1tke

being d1rected McGrégor claims that even though this theory appears

to be the dom1nant mode of management it 1gnores basic facts about

/ -
human.nature.q

)

McGregor agrees with other motivation psychologists that needs -
_are h1eraneh1ca1 and humans are constant]y seeking to f11} needs at
K the next higher 1eve1. Therefore when the phys1o1og1ca1 and safety
needs are met, humans attempt to meet the social and "egotistic"
(p. 38) needs. Fina]]y; people striye for "self-fulfillment" (p. 39).
"Tﬁese needs are.for‘the realization of one's own ootential 'According“

to McGregor, and otheF motivational theorists, "A satisfied need .is

not a mot1vator of behavior!" (p. 36).
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Theory Y, uniike Theory X, takes motivation and:human nature
into account. "The centra] princtp]e which.derdVes‘from Theor& Y is By
that of integration: ‘the creat1on of cond1t1ons siich that the members
of the organ1zat1on can ach1evé the1r own goals best by d1rect1ng
their efforts toward the success of the enterpr1se" (p 49) '
Co]]aborat1on is a very important concept w1th1n Theory Y. .The
theory, accord1ng to McGregor is preoccupied with the ' nature of e T

'relat1onsh1ps" (p. 132), and, w1th$the ‘creation of env1ronments wh1dh
will encourage commitment to the goa]s of the organ1zat1on, and wh1ch
will prov1de opportun1ty for self- d1rect1on, 1n1tiat1ve and 1ngenu1ty

in achieving them. One’ part of the creation of environment which
encourages “successfu].c011aboration" (p. 240) according to McGregor,

; is thedformat1on of "un1que kinds of 1nteract1on wh1ch can on]y occur:
in a highly effect1ve group sett1ng" (p. 240) '
Q_ If this theory is not the bas1c betief of those enterindwﬁ -t

collaborative modes, it w111 be d1ff1cu1t for the part1c1pants to

.successfu]]y work together in shared- dec1s1on<mak1ng "The assumptions\
of Theory Y point up the fact that the 11m1ts on- -human collaboration in:
the organizational sett1ng are not 11m1ts of human nature but of ‘
management S 1ngenu1ty fin d1scover1ng‘how to rea11ze the potential - !

represented by its human resources" (McGregor, 1960, p. 48).

' Postulate 2 - Equality of membership:

The def1n1t1ons of co]]aborat1on c]&ar]y stress the importance -
of equa]1ty of membersh1p Co]]aborat1on happens best among equals |
(South, 1977). |

Before equa11ty can be rea11zed there must be an awareness of the

iy
S
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“interdependence of each of the component' parts of the co]]aborative

v

effort. Traditiona]]y, in teacher education, for examp]e; the
training ofiprofeSSional teachers has been the task of higher
'education Today, however, there is a move- awayifrom univers1ty :
.based teacher training, toward a cooperation between higher educa-‘
“tion, schoo] district, and the community. If th1S cooperative .
effort is to be successfu]; each of these groups must be aware of
. their interdependence with the other groups in the process of the
education of teachers.
In the past the componentfparts have not been considered equal.
in the training of teachers. Kimball (1974), for examp]e, in his
‘dTSCUSSTOn of natural enemies points out that those in subordinate
positions who can be exploited may consider their superordipates )
enemies. Teachers, therefore, may cons1der administrators to be the
enemy?‘students may look at teachers as the enemy. Similarly, says
Kimba]] the natural enemy of the parent (community) may be the school
administration, or it may be the teacher | Likewise, the studént may
v1eu§the parents asythe enemy. The shared supervision of‘the young°
by the parent and/the teacher piaces themvin tangent position This |
\ child, according to Kimbail, therefore,’ prov1des the baSis for bothaesﬁ_;_
cothion and tenSion'(p. 38). Since higher education has been

“the source of teacher“training!_it can be viewed as the superordinate

> in the training of teachers. Thereby, if we accept Kimba]]'s view, B
it can become- the natural enemy of the school. districv administrators,

teachers, and indirectly the parents and. the students
r




These h#btorical relationships must,be understood if we are to ¢

‘develop a new equality. In addition.vto counteract these relation-

ships, each of the component parts must seek to understand its

-~

" interdependence in the teacher tra1n1ng enterpr1se Higher education

provides the theoret1ca1 tra1n1ng (in the arts and sciences as we]] as -

education) and produces the research that furthers the theory 'SchooT

\

d1str1cts, 1nc]ud1ng admwn1strators and teachers, provide the

pract1ca1 exper1ence and training for future teachers. Commun1t1es

.provide the resources for the traintng of the teachers. And students’

are the subjects as well as the peneficiaries of improVLd,instruction-

through imdroved-training and research. "James Gardner te1]s'us that

-"both soc1ety ‘and the individual profit by free movement of peop]e

from one orqan1zat1on to another, and from one sg ntof society to
another' .(197]; p. 95). Only jnterdependence and equality allow for

this free movement.

.o~ The openness of the orocess encourages equality... An. open.wm —

\nformat1on -sharing process, accord1ng to Richard Walton "promotes

v

\

' trust" (1972, p. 106) McGregor claims that this openness is exhibited,,

o be commun1cat1on between the members as well as with perce1ved

_‘mdtualmconfjdenceanwuwmﬂ1wm”_,“\s,_______“_

3

5super1ors (1960, p. 228). It can on]y be obta1nedl1n a climate of

4

Y

R

B

.

The members of the do]]aborative body may‘begin to feel this

- confidence 1f a sense of shared 1dent1ty is aff1rmed Participation

'by the members in the decision making process may g1ve them a fee11ng

of belongingness and ownership of the product (Drummond and Baker,
1974, p. 34). Shar1ng the group's identity is a two way street. *In

»




A

sharing the - group s identity the members seek aff1rmat1on of the1r

S

iown 1dentjty,.or what McGregor ca11§ self-fulfillment. "The status of
the group, its reputation for achievement;eits exclusivity are all
important in deté}mining the extefit to which [the membeérs]) want to .

.share the group s 1dant1ty and s1mu1taneous]y be able to affirm
[their] - n" (Hennig & Jardimy 1977, . 171)

If members are ab]e to aff1rm their own 1dent1ty through the
group's 1dent1ty, they will be more ]1ke1y *to fee] a sense of owner-
ship of the group and the group' s products This sense of ownersh1p

~in turn w111 1ncrease the1r fee11ng of be1ong1ngness When the ‘
members have a sense of cohesiveness g?ey will be more open. .0penness
encourages equa]dty and a sense of interdepe?dence.

This*interdependence may become one of?the costs of co]]abora-

!

tion, however Edward T. Ladd warns u-. that When we put ourse]ves

Lodn tru1y co]]aboratiVe s1tuat1ons,we putaounse]yes at the mercy of .

: §
: ~~otherS““‘L1kew1se, Herzberg, Mausner,and Snyderman in their famous

study The Mot1vat1on to Work tell us that the degree of tohesiveness

can affect the group 's ab111ty to- contro] the béhav1or of 1ts member

(1959, p. 9). This dependency and contr01 may produce tension. It[ N

~——~——can—breed-7f—cot1aborators are not—aware -of-fts” danger, fee11ngs of

3 3
1nsecur1ty and suSp1c1on, defens1ve behaV1or; and often express1ons of

hostility’ (Ladd, 1966, {p. 98). o .

[

If equa11ty is to exist w1th1n the co]]aborat1ve structure it is

important to-cons1der the expertise of each of the 1nd1V1dua1s. As

¢

the studies of Mas]owv(197dy, McGregor (1960) and Herzberg et al.

"have shown people cannot be self—actua1tzedf‘seﬂf—fu]fi]]ed, 'j

.
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or‘productive:in theirﬂjobs if they are.not working- in the area of
'their potentiality. The‘iask Force‘ot the”American Association of
Colleges foriieacher Education (1974) recommended a "differentiated
partnership" in co]]agzrative modes of governance [Similar to the
political and operation of'differentiation recommended in the Hite and
Drummond definition, the Task Force suggested "equal participation in

/

policy. making and differentiation in degree of participation in

management and operation"'(Smith 1975)1] Only if people are working
in ‘areas of their expertise can they be se]f-fu]fiiied and only 4f -
they are se]f-}uifilled can they participate as equals in co]]abora-
tion. : Lo .
' e ) . )
e .~ In a truly equal collaboration each partner shares not only * §
| the benefits-but the responsibility‘and accountabi]ity of th° v '
organization (Cady, p. 26). 7his can on]y happen if the participants
are seif-fulfiiled and working in areas of their own expertise This

can on]y occur in a setting where openness and interdependence are the

by -words . '$

Postulate 3’ - Similarity of orientation:

Form and content of the behaviors and attitudes on which ;
the process of collaboration is built are not common to
all 1ife sty1es They are standard urbane, midd]e
management [and ma1e] repert01re but far from universal.
(van Fleet, 1974) | | -

'Anthropologist Abram Kardiner in The Individual and His Society

. (1939) and The Psychological Frontiers of Society (1945)“found that e

the adults in any culture possessed a sense of s€If as primary by

\ . 1

.’
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vaing in 1nst1tut1ons for which they were predared By ear]y life.

‘f&

Adults can only feel self ‘esteem, according to Kard1ner, when they

are living in-a wor]ﬂ/ld‘;h:gﬁhthey can understaau the patterns.
. . » i .

4

Self-esteem is necessary if 'we are to have true collaboration. ‘Adults,

1therefore, nuét be_prepared thrnqgh their up-bringing for the

*environment in which tHgy are'collaboratingfand far collaboration

jtself. ?\ | | R

In'tateu1972?a hookfby”Margaret Hennig.and Anne Jardim repqrted

the resu]tsaofiresearch begun at Haryardk{n the early 15205. The

researth was compiled on Women in midd]e'and ubper management

p051t1ohs ' The resu]ts of the research’clear1y shbw-patterns'in'a

woman's ab111ty or 1nab111ty to function in a male dominated pro-

fess1ona1‘@or1d If. the resu]ts and 1nterpretat1ons of th1s researchl

) are correct they may 1nd1cate that the main postu]ates Qf collabora-

| tion are male or1ented, that women will find it d1ff1cu1t to - o

participate using the collabaratjve "game plan," that c311abqration'

itself isAa,male designedvactiyity, and that differences in style, v

mind-set and societal up-bringing make it ditficu]t for Men’ and women

to cd]Jaborate. - | 1 ' . | ‘ o - .t
| The interviews of_hen'and’women %n'the classes of the two |

.prnfessors'over A three year pegiod, therindepth‘interviews.of 45

senior women managérs\1n a large northeastern pub11c ut111ty prior to

1973, the interviewsof 63 women in management pos1t1ons in the bank1ng

w1ndustry begjnnjng in 1973, and finally the extensive interviews of

.”25 chief executive women ard.a cont291 group‘of 25 women who seemed

to be on the same caréer path but did not make it to the highest

e

kS

2
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‘pos1t1ons in their corporations or bus1nesses, revea]ed that there
were s1gn1f1cant d1fferences in the career patterns of men and women,
and those women who made it" tended to fo]]ow the male pattern.
WOmen, the study showed, are not long- -range goa?bor1ented
Typically, career ;ec1s1ons are not made until after 30, ;Whﬁﬂ'
suddenly .1 realized I was probably going to work forbthe rest of my
llffe"'(p..s) The extens1ve interviews 1nd1cated that woren
"concentrateon the day-to- day aspects of the job w1th no viable

‘ concept of time in re]at1on to onese]f to back it up, to measure

' r to a]]ow one to adapt or change d1rect1on" (p. 11),
e women interviewed, except the chipf execut1ves,
" exhibited a sense of pass¢v1ty. Related to that sense 1s the
emphasis on individual se]f—1mprovement as ‘the cr1t1ca1 factor
'determ1n1ng career advancement . S1m11ar1y, women when asked what
they‘UlOUght would be cr1t1$a1 in ach1ev1ng their goals 1dent1f1ed
factors which related c]ose]y to their own capacities, factors they
could,or thought they could, contro]. They did not ta]k aboJ% the
oroanizational environment. None of them talked about the need to
make what they wanted known to other people who mattered Nonenv
talked of the 1mportance of understand1ng the po]1t1ca] systemv’ None
exhibited an understand1ng of "the informal system of re]at1onsh1ps
and. 1nformat1on shar1ng, ties of loyalty and of dependence of favors
granted and owed, of mutua] benefit, of protectTon"le

Men, on the other hand expressly re]ate the jobs they

do to the1r concept of career as advancement, as upward

| progression. For them a job is part of a career. °
+ 0 ‘



¥

. | L R | . 26

i . | Women separate the two'tssues comp]etely: a job I o A
is in the here and now and a career is an intenseiy
personal goal which the individual alone can judge :}
_whether she has ach1eve§g .[men] see [a Job]:as

- part of a career, and as.a consequence'the cues
they seé, hear and act on"the re]ationships the;
str1ve to deve]op -and, the v151b111ty they seek to
achieve have both a present mean1ng and a future

L ]

1mportance (pp. 14-15) '_7 ;" o

»

s

Other patterns of d1fference the study 1nd1cates include: (1)
'women str1ve for a separat1on between their jobs. and the1r personal

!

life. Men prepare for the1r life work even in their youth by the
organ1zat1ons they join and the a]11ances they’seek (2) Women
separate the job in the "here and now" from the1r career; men see
the1r job as part of that career. ,(3) Men define their persona]
strategy as winning. Women's defiqitions are of process (p]ann1ng,
find%ng the best way). the element of time is absent from’ the h
'exanp1es she gjves;-'(4) Men,see risk as part of{w1nn1ng or-]osing,
) risk can be'good, and hust he'taken women:see risk as entirely
\negat1ve one ayo1ds it whenever poss1b1e .(5) Men decide their role
or the style they will use w1th know]edge of what is expected of them
by the1r superv1sors. Women have -no sense of "game being played"

\

(p. 31), the 1nvestment 1s 1n onese]f the vu]nerab111ty to cr1t1c1sm
and to hurt is great, and the be11ef that one can do a JOb one does
not a]ready know is sma]] (pp.. 19~ 31)

" The researchers found that the greatest var1ab1e in the
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‘ different career’ .orientation of men and women was up bringing wh1ch ' ';tgﬁgs_
" created I1fferences in, "m1nd set". and sty]e of p1ay1ng the game. EE

Interestng]y, those- women who reached high 1eve1 management positions. .
" were rafsed in almost 1dent1ca1 ma]e oriented patterns u

"‘r severa1 years Henn1g and Jard1m have been asking their’ ma]e

, studends apout be1ng on teams Some of the1r 1nsight may be signifi-

.

cant to the d1fference in career or1entat1on, and more importantly

some o th’E}esponses may indicate why co]]aborat1on'may be easier for

men than women. _

The resea’rchers compiled typicaT answerslto the'question:, What . .

~did you have to leari if you wanted to stay on the team? The most; . e
frequint responses inC]uded: compet1t1on, you -had to w1n, cooperat1on '
to g t a job done you had to work w1th.guys you wou]dn t choose as’ |
frte ds, if. you got swell- headed other quys d1dn t b]ock for you whatu

”ﬁ1t f 1t ﬁ1ke’to 1o§e» you win® some you lose some; how to take

1sm, you d1dn t get anywhere w1thout}p1ann1ng and you had to

I

alternat1ve p]anﬁ once you. knew the rules you cou]d bend oy
T v‘ ‘:

. them you could 1nf1uence the referee, if you were knocked down you

\had/to get up aga1n, some peop]e were better than others, but you has

to have 11 to win (pp 22 23).

. ! .
1
|

f. Many of the responses given by ma]e students about‘the1r team»,"'
.exper1ences cou]d Jead to an understand1ng of an’ ab111ty to work 1n

co#laborat1ve s1tuat1ons Some peop]e were better than others, but
'you had. to have 11 to win. “Success at p]apn1n9 demands an

) awareness of group weaknesses and strengths and an ‘ability to balance

’the one against the ‘other w1thout destruct1ve conf11ct” (p. 24).

J
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SR ¢ youfgot swell-headed other guys didn't block for you. Dea11ngf‘“
with people 1s.a"learned task. ‘From the time the men were young

ch1]dren most worked in CO]]aborat1ve s1tuat1ons women have not.

Men have learned how to use ‘the 1nf1uence of other peop1e, how to

. avo1dfantagon1zing them. You(had to work W1thAQAX§_xou wouldn,' 't

: choose as_friends. The ab111ty to work with those who SOme m1ght )
» I
perceive as the enemy 1s a sk111 1earned by men in. team p]ay Once

_you knew the ru]e\_yoq/ggylg_ﬁgng_them Men have 1earned how to get
g"‘hwhat they want from a SituatTON, even a S1tuat1on where they must
| 'work w1th_peop]e'wh0m they would not choose as friends.
Most partiCipantssin co11aborat{ve arrangements hold positions

similar to thosei’rmcolr‘F’O'f‘ate middie managdment The Henn1g, Jardim Study

. c
“ indicates that ‘women have Extreme d1ff1cu1ty in m1dd1e management ,
- 9

pos1t1ons, and‘the vast maJority are unab]e fo advance above them

¢

3

.,v

.The research Seems to show that. th1s is caused by an. 1nab1]1ty to’
work W1th1n a group re1at10nsh1p, a desire to form good re1_~}gnsh1ps,

‘rather than.to advance one's POS1t1on by advancing the organ1zation s

R position. . I N B O N ~ |
‘ ‘-.l'v‘ e ' ! R k.” :‘ ‘e
In educat1ona1 co11ab0rat1on pub11c schoolif_achers p]ay a. .

‘i'

s1gn1f1cant role in the Shared governance If«tﬁé[teachers part1c1jff.x

“Fw - pating-in’ the col]aboratl”n are women (and this is ¥1ke1y, since the

L

maJor1ty of pub11c schools teachers are women) and if th1s study 1s
correct, these teacher/WOmen/coilaborators quld be caught 1n a two-

‘horned d11enma as women they are less fam11var with team work ,/with

work1ng<w1th those who ‘would not be ‘chosen as fr1ends, as, teachers .

they are ina s,pemahst role and therefore a subqrdm R tb R
Ly ) 2 . . . ) , . , ._' ) h K L —[l;;
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| e .
other members of the counC11 who are more Tikely to participate in . EJEL'[
| 'middle managemept positions in their ful]time jobs, placing them 1n a, | e
¥ perce1ved superord1nate ro]e to.the women/teachersx Likewise 1F‘;:
f;;:’meba]] 's theory of the natura]*enemy is correct these women may :
bpercewve their sgperord1nate counterparts as th1s enemy .. '1?”Gr:g-'"
However, as A. H ‘Maslow te11s us 1n his fambus study on”
_ motivat1on;(w4 caq avo1d conflict by understanding the 1deo1ogica1 '
'°.;:d1fference of the 1nd1v1duals and the organizations (1970, PP- ]]J%
"128) L1kew1se other wr1t1ngs abod‘tc011aborat1on have said ﬂQat we . LS
must "respect the v1ew5" of a11 the col]abor{lprs (A]]en, 1974, p. 3) |
(Freir, 1977) (Sm1th, 1966, p. 417) Understanding” and ‘E&pect of

d1fferenceslin sty1e, m1nd-set, and 1deo1ogy should contr:bute t:i - .
: .-’?- . . i

: co11aborat1ve ab111ty

g I3

?Egg; Postu]ate 4 - Anlunderstand{ggﬁof the prehisto#y' e

i Just as no act can- be performed, at 1east by a normal

person, thCh is wholly at var1ance w1th ‘the organ1zed

system of behav1or, 50 N0 percept1on can be.formed

y .. which has no place in a predeterm1ned perceptua] ’ema, ’
~1 e and no Statem t can be accepted as determ1n1ng action - |
Fo ‘ )
e )

'”ﬁwh1ch‘1s notcompat1b1e w1th the organ1zed system of L, it

“:iapresumpt1ons (de. Laguna,,1927 . 329)

In 1927 Grace de Laguna, 11ngu1st'and anthropo]og1st told us
that no new 1dea, no new organization can be. formu]ated un]ess 1t f1ts
. ,;w1th1n a "predeterm1ned perceptua1 schema,' un1ess itis compatwble.

3w1th the “organ1zed system of- presumpt1ons " ‘Often, however th1s

1,51mportant cons1derat1on 15 1ost during the creat1on of new organ}zat10ns

5. L P
Dkl - Coe Lt L
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'and oad part1c1pat1o g

—successful (1975
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and the fonmu]ation of new 1deas

7
y )

w Seymour Sarason 1n his 1971 book The Creat1on of-a Communigy
T

ett1ng, reiterates the importance of the;consideration of; preh#q?gry
1n every new sett1ng The book is a case study of the creation of the
New Haven. (Connect1cut) Regiona] Center for the Menta11y Retarded in

co]]aborat1on w1th the Ya1e Psycho- Educat1ona1 C11n1c and the Central

He

Connecticut Reg1ona1 Center Sarason stresses the 1mportance oF

understanding and us1ng the preh1story which antedates the estab1wsh- .

a

ment of a new organization. He warns us that organ1zat1ons ‘cannot.

funct1on 1f they do not fit in the schema" ?fp.-61)

ER

: g )
t1ve settings thatwthe organ1zat1on must‘have a h1story¢of cooperat1on

_"goal sett1ng if the co]]aborat1on is to be?

o

134)
The creation of a sett1ng ‘hkes p]ace in a context or in
an drgani;ed system which has a history and traditions,

! ~

;,and these in part determ1ne the. degrée to: wh1ch the new S

ﬁsetting wi]] be capab]e of 1nnovat1ng Only 1n rare

Lt

‘“instamces is new sett1ng 1ntended mere?§(to rep11cate
what already ex1sts : What is. s1gn1f1cant in this regard '
s fhe\frequency‘with which h1story and trad1t1on are

;1gnored or“glossed oyer by those creat1ng a sett1ng, and

ias~a consequence, 1nstead of 1dhovat1on the end resu]t i'

i . W

1s frequent?y another 1nstance of 'the more th1ngs'x
R change “the more they rema1n the samex The ah1stor1ca1

'tendency al]ows one to get off the ground’ qu1cker, it

S e
"

M cL o
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also pr6duce§ crash Tandings. (Sarason, 1971, p. 89)

In }%e creation of a‘co]]aboraé%?e setting the developers must '

/ .
not only /consider the prehistory in terms of the specific role of the
collaborative setting (e.g.: the mental health center in terms of the

h1sto,y of mental health facilities in Connect1cut), but also the

~h1<t/ry of each of the component parts. Therefore, an educational
collaborative sbtting which is to involve public sechool teachers,
agministrators, university personnel, and community members in an
éffort to improve teacher education must look at all these groups in

terms of their prehistory in cooperating'with other agencies and

// organizations, as well as their prehistory interms of dealing witQ
/ [ ’

{ teacher education.
HﬁSihi]ar]y;va double -pluralism exists in a collaborative setting
which.invo1vos people from the "beleaguered minoritias" and different
institutions. "We should be aware of a\doub]e p]ura1ism: ‘On the one
hand there is the p]uraﬂism;of'cu1tura1 difference. . .in addition
théferis p]ura]ism'of an institutional kind. These Tatter are formal
agencies of government, universities, sc%éi]s, churches, voluntary
associations and private groups, all of which hav? vested interests"
fKimball, 1974, p. 35).

Therefore, in attempting to achieve collaboration we must be
aware of the "highly complex cultural and oﬁﬁanizationa] system"
(Klmhall )x 35), as well as "subcultural differences" (Ladd, 1966,

p. 34 ).’Understandinq of the history and culture of each of the
. .

components, as well as (ho place of the new organ1zatlon in this

history, should aid in the formation of settlnge that fit into the

11
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prehistory and the "perceptual schema."

Postulate,e§7- Careful design of the collaborative setting:

The two méjor prob]ems in. the de§ﬁgn ofla new setting are,
according to Sérason: the assumption that the creation of the new
setfing is essentially a technical probTem which proceeds in steps

(obtaining space, defining roles,\hiring staff, hammering-out a prdgram,

'ahd'deliyering what is suppbsed to~be delivered); aﬁ%@the tendency to-
underesfimafe the complexity of the problem (1971, Sp. 2-3). »
Similarly, there ig?a tendency to explain early prob]emg7away by‘ﬁj;;4>
1n§ the blame on external factors (the "system",-thé stubbornness of ;
the componeht parts, lack of funding,.ﬁhe weight of tradition). The |
need to-simplify or explain away 1ﬁterna1 problems, Sarason tells us, .
is "a defensive t;ctic to protect the self [and] is inversely related
to the degree of awareaess of the comp]exjﬁ}rof*;be_js§ues and its
consequences"” (p. 73). |

]The social sefting must be.canefu11y ;onsidered:in the creatibn
of new settings, it is an aspect which affects the operation of
collaboration (Kimball, 1974) .1 Anthropologists tell us that "identity
is inseparable from the rale one is @ssigned" (Becker, 1962,;94 85).
" Since the person maintains identity in relation to other objé&t§ in the
social environment, this environment and the objects within~2£$ére the
sources of self-perception and self-esteem for the individual. This
setting, therefore, must be carefully designed to protect individuals
at their most susceptible point, self-esteem. The setting must be

designed to confirm the identity of the individuals if they are to wgrk

successfully within it. Sociologist Erving Goffman calls this the
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_“Face Ritua]" (Becker, p. 94). It is from this ritual that we have
co1ned the phrase "to save face U Likewise, social encounters have the

potential for se]f;aggrand1zement. The “creativity of socia] encouhter ’
ig 1ts potent1a1 for 1ncreas1ng the value of the se1f in one's own eyes"
(Becker, p. 113). | -
Sarason reoorts‘that IhalGoldenberg, an evaluator of the Job
Corps Center Project, "had come to see that a major faotor in the too-
frequeht §e1f—defeating aspects of the creation of a setting was not
Jjn what people did, - but in what peop]erthOught: . . . A tentra] problem
was the'neceéeity of evolving a way of thinking about.creating a
“setting” (1971, p. 5) | ' ' ‘
Some of the’ 1nnovat1ve thoughts are actually common sense ways
of th1nk1ng about new sett1ngs These include: (1) being sure that
al the part1c1pants and component parts understand what it is that the
new setting is to.do d1fferent]y than the old sett1ng (Klugman, 1974,
D. 17);.(2) establishing early trustjamong the participants, arhanging
.for situations where sharing (giving up) is possib]e early in the .game
. (Hite & Drummond, 1975,:ol 133); (3) estab]ishing a vehicle by whtch
internal prob]emq peculiar to the beginning of a new setting can be
anticipated and dealt with .(Sarason, 1971, p. 4), (4) setting up
systems of both inteh— and intra—organizationa] comunication; (Hite &
Drummond, p. 134)h(K1ugman, . 16)-(Sarason, p. 17); (5) setting up
.channe1§ for formal shared deo1§1on mak1ng (Howey, 1974); (6) con-
s1der1ng the importance of domain (organization's aocess to necessary

resources, 1ocus in interorganization network, Tegitimate right" to

operate in specific geographic regions and functional areas, and

13
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éhanne]s of"access’toltaskpand maihﬁenance reséufces), as well as
h“access:to those resources wh%ch it'needs‘to.perform its task function
and to remain viable as ;h actor" (Sarason, p. 229); (7)ﬁ§triying fo be .
visib}e,,to be seen and heard (Howsam,"1974,.pp. 21-22). |
fo bé effectjve a néw setting (system) must be reégonsive.to the
b]der sgttings (suprasystéms) in its environment. "It can expect to
be he]d'accounéab]e by its gupraSystem(s) fﬁr the dua]ity of ifs
responsivenegs to other systems even though it is not accountable to
r-those other systems themselves" (Howsam, p. 6. Teachef eddcation is
the training arm of teaching. Therefore,- teacher tréining is é sub-
system to the teaching profession and accountable to it for its |

performancé. Likewise, teacher education/ is a. subsystem of the
{

university and therefore accixrtab1e to it. Similarly the school

system is a subsystem of thelstate, state agencies, and the community

- and boardsuof/edupatjgni It is accountable to these suprasystems.

1y
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The diagram represents the teacher education unit as a sub- |
system of higher education and the teaching profession and the schoo]
system as a subsystem,of the state and commun1ty.'“The teacher‘. ”xﬁ
‘educat1on unit and the schoo] system ‘are parts of a larger educat1on
sdprasystem. Teacher edugation units and school systems are not
acconntabTe one to the :Sfer, but they must be resoonsive'to eachlother.
This'need for_co]]aboratfon is expressed ddagramati 1ly. Faci]ttation
‘of this collaboration may bevaccomp]jshed'through t:i estab]ishment of?
a new setting, a setting that is ?esponsivetto the o]der settings
(suprasystems) %n the environment (Howsam, pp 6-9).

Postu]ate 6 - A need for_ 1nnovat1on°

William Drummond tells us that ”co]]aboratfon requires.
continuing innovation, st1mu1at1ng enterprise to keep the venture from
dying of boredom" (1974 p. 5). However, "dying of boredom" is not the{
only prob]eﬁ of a setting without;innovatjon. Sarason (1971) reminds
us that if a person's professional efforts -are always directed dn a
partwcular way or 2lways use a part1cu1ar tool, not on]y w111 the .
Aperson die of boredom, but the individual's out]ook w111 become
“parochial," professiona] and personal grththi]] diminish,.and the
level of curijosity in one's work will decrease (p. 81). Sarason
(1971) found that -after only five years teachers become bored with
-their Jjobs, lose interest in their Work, and are less effective in the
classroom. Broadening the scope.of interest for the participants in a
collaborative effort can slow this atrophy. | |

Alexandor Plante of the Connect1cut State De;artment of

‘Educdt1on claims that without a comm1tment to change, parity, even at a
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minimuhi cannot:exist“ (SchMieder, 197éyAp; 95). A comm1tment toi ,
change 1s usua]]y the resu]t of severe organ1zat10n stress adm1 istered
| -either 1nterna11y or externa]]y (Marsh ]974) , Therefore, the/.
commitment "to change 1s more 11ke1y in stressfu] per1ods - If the
" stress is not present, the comm1tment to change 1s un]1ke1y, and. the
w1]11ngness to part1c1pate in a collaborative mode is decrease

when a new set ing is formed it is 1mportant that a]te ative
ways. of thinking and act1ng are 1ntroduced (Sarason, p. 59 . .| New
settings, after a]], are designed to accomp11sh someth1ng different than
the old settjngs. New sett1ngs therefore, are change or1ented, and 1t
is important that they do not become "prisoners of where [they] started"
(Sarason, p. 56). |

Early in the creation of new settings, even before they are
sestablished, alternative ways of thinking and acting must be examined.

"There is a]ways a universe of a]ternat1ves wh1ch could be tonsidered,

| but in.practice there seems to be @wareness on]y of a very constr1cteds
| universe,’ and this is largely due to the weight of tradition, a |
;;pessihistic _assesshent'of what others will allow, and the lack of an
 organizationa1 vehicle devoted to a description oflthe universe of
alternative" (Sarason, p. 92). . |

Prob]ems need to be examined in a n0n-typicg1 way . Serasoh
“talks about asking questionswhich are out of the participants realm of
’ reaSOning.' In discusstngthe deyelopment of the mental health center
: such questions were posed: "what“ff you were given the responsibility
te develop residential facilities with the restriction that they could
not be on tinstitutiona1‘1and,' not one of them could house more than

A
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12 individeats; and no new Building could be erected?" (p." 30) The .
resuTt-ot these questions was the deveTopment of out-patient centers
that 1nvo1ved the resources of the ent1re commun1ty in ways never ‘
1mag1ned '

The emphas1s of the prob]em so1v1ng method is the generat1on of
meny a]ternat1ves The 11ke11hoodof a multitude of new so]ut1ons is: g
“fincreased by using ‘this method (Walton, 1972, p. 103)_ ._The importance
of the crttic who cel]s attention'to areas that require reheﬁelfjs‘

paramount in problem solving (Gardner,. 1971, p. 36).  "Whereas con-

flict tends to cause indivi':a1s to”Seek ways of weakening and
undenn1n1ng those who d1ffer with them the prob]em solving approech
‘1eads 1nd1v1dua1s to welcome d1fferences as potent1a11y enr1ch1ng to
one's own gbal” (Schmidt & Tannenbaum 1960, p. 112).

The jmportance ofdibvehicle deyeted te discbvening "the universe
of‘a1ternatives“ cannotbe ovef-estimeted.' Jimes Gardner in his
classic work on se]f—renéwa] te]1s us that "perhaps what every )
corporation needs isfa depértmeht of continuous renewal that would

view the who]e organ1zat1on as a system in need of cont1nu1ng

innovation” (p 74).

The creation of a hew.sett1ng, part1cu1er1y a collaborative
settihg; requires the involvement of old settings with'g variety of
purposes and traditions: "One comes quﬁckiy to reeogni;e thét;'f .
the problems of coordinating them in a non—se]f—defeeting way ahe

enormous” (Sarason, p. 72).

Before the components become involved in the formation of a new
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setting they must be-clear about their own goals  (Hite & Drummond,

" p. 134). Uniess they have a clear perception of themselves they will

be unable to understand how the»new setting .can help them obtain their
L . ' ) ,

objectives. It is important that one of the functions of the new
 setting is to help the.components better meet their own mission.

Obviously, the greater the similarity of purpose, the easﬁerltheilask
.'(Swi‘ft, 1973, p. 2). R |

The goa]s of the new sett1ng must be 1nnovat1ve1y d1fferent.

.from the goals of the component parts, and not ach1evab1e by any -

individual component (Sarason, pp. 30-32)..Therefore§‘the new settings
, must be toture oriented If th1s new sett1ng is past and present

orientea 1t is dea11ng w1th the prob]ems created by the component parts,
‘thesupra5/stem to wh1ch it is a guntable. Go]denberg (1971) points

out that there 1s usua]]y only aé§m311 number of ideas which dom1nate
v_th1nk1ng durﬂng the ear]y stages of the creat1on of a new sett1ng

"One character1st1c of thege gu1d1ng ideas is that they are in some ‘

- . way or other a react1on against an ex1st1ng state of affairs or )
trad1t1ons".(Sarason; p. 23)' Therefore, in a very rea] way, these
ideas are react1ons against the wx1st1ng sett1ngs, the component parts
of the new: sett1ng, the suprasystem | ’ \

"In creat1ng a new setting there is the"conSCious aim to
demonstraterthat what one is creating will be better than or superior
te existing settings. . . . There is"a competittve'tendency.to want. to L,
excel and be distinctive. And it is not rare for those in reiated or.
simjlar settings. . to v1ew the new one as;compet1t1ve in the sense

that the ex1st1ng settingsfare not all that they might be"'(SaraSOn,
L

\1 \’:,)}
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p. 75). Since the new sett1ng 1s created to do something better or at
least d1fferent?than the old sett1ng s1nce the component parts of the
new sett1ng are the main actors in the old sett1ng, since unrecogn1zed
'4 compet1t1on against the old sett1ng on the part of the new sett1ng
exists, and since recogn1;ed]eompet1t1on aga1nstvthe new setting also ,.?;’
exists on the part of the old setting, there is a triple bind in the . |
creat1on of a co11aborat1ve sett1ng ' ‘_
| Therefore, it 1s extreme]y important that the new.setting be

»

viewed as: (1) accomp11sh1ng something that 1s not part of” the o]d
'Usett1ng s\doma1n, (2) having goals that are go1ng to help the’ o]d -
i setting reach its objectives, and (3) benefiting each of the component

parts. - |

GO unity otopurpose within the new setting is_extremelyiihportanta

(McGrégor, 1960, p. 228). Likewise, the purposesbmust fall within the

areas of old setting overlap. The new setting must be careful to
4avofd §ettjng;goels that reach beyond its ownvdomein~ (Ladd, 1969,

pp. 14 &iZO);"Without copmon goals problemvsolving and collaboration

are‘impossfble, and on]y'negotiation can exist (Walton, 1972 p. 106)_

(Gress, 1977) Gonenberg, in report1ng the fa11ure of a Job Corp o
'.PrOJect, sa1d that ”each group saw 1tse1f as d1st1nct1ve, and, equally":

‘important, saw. . the goals of the center- in d1st1nct1ve ways 'In'
short order,‘the “empires' characteristics of comp]icated settings_
were 1ocked_in battle (Sarason, p. 4). 'v,

The ‘goals must not only possess eommon significance but they

: must be understood by each of the new sett1ng S component parts

,(Or]osky, 1977). The goa]s,must be accurately'stated and there must

40
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be a mutua1 understand1ng eds, anx1et1es, and concerns 1f pr
GT‘HQN\ e
so1v1ng is to occur (Wa1ton, p." 102- 103) Ce

¥ em

One of the prob]ems often 1nvo1ved in the format1on of ne

collaborative sett1ngs is th1nk1ng "too grand1y {Smit

'Spec1f1c obJect1ves and targets, coverlng spec1f1c*t1me pexi dsa’must

Jbe set 'The new sett1ng-(subsy§tem) must be carefu1 to set these

targets within the objectiveslof the otd"settings (sﬁprasystem). This =

setfing of specific, achievabtle objectives is-important for two reasons:
(1) Thehsuhéystem'is working on goals that are importanthto the
.;suprasyétems, and (2) the acceptance of respohsibi]ity is directly
correlated w1th the comm1tment to achlevab]e obJect1ves (McGregor, -h
1960,?ppzt67_71) Accord1ng to the Herzberg, Mausner “antl Snyderman |
study (1959), increased responsibility relates to self-fulfillment,
which relates to commitmeﬁfkto‘\he work at hand. \

"Success in the attainment of initial goa]s enhadces the likeli-
‘hood of continued cooperat1ve endeavors" (Nahrstedt 1967 p. 25)
S1nce the comm1tment to these goals is correlated to respons1b111ty and
"th1s respons1b111ty re]ates to self- fu1f111ment the successfu]
ach1evement of the goa]s ‘increases. fee11ngs of se]f fu1f111ment as well

“t

~as group cohe51veness Both se]fjfu1f111ment-and grQup cohes1venes§/

make_future co]]aborat1on more 1ike1y.' This is,especie11y true if the |
'success of these goa]s is seen as a probab]e resu]t of the co]]abora-

_ t1ve effort ( Hite and Drummond p. 134) .
It is equa11y 1mportant that the c6$4aborat1ve.sett1ng 1ntegrate ‘
its goals with 1nd1V1dua1 qoa]s as we11 as institutional goals

: (McGregor, 1960) - Maslow suggests that ' new 0rgan1zat1ons can evolve,
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in'nhich sooia1 needs-of theiéhdiviooa]‘worker can herge with the
“goals of the organiiation" (Fibk{ns, 1977, P 49). Management by
1ntegrat1on is a thed?& by wh1ch ‘eMployees can best achieve the1r goals

by directing their efforts toward the obJect1ves of the enterpr1se‘

't~(McGregor, 1960) (Tuite, 1972)

Theor1es of mot1vat1on have 1nd1cated that peop]e are most
fu1f111ed when they are work1ng to the1n potent1a11ty (Herzberg; -
et a] 1959) (McGregor 1960) (Mas]ow 1970) These theor1es have a]so
._ 1nd1cated that 1nd1v1dua15 work to their potent1a11ty (se]f—
f_actua11zat1on) when they receive recogn1t1on and exper1ence fee11nqs

et al ). Accord1nq to Maslow (1970), on1y

of ach1evement * (Her zberg,
.:fundamenta1 goals remain const_ t Therefore, thesexfundamenta] qoa1s
f(be]ong1ngness, esteem and self- actua11zat1on) must be considered
when new sett1nq goals are established ' . o ‘ikr
The amount of 1nd1v1dﬁa1 commitment to the setting's 0h%oet1vexv

is proport1ona1 to the self-actualization (potent1a119y) reached
.through pursuing the qoals , (McGreqor, 1960) (Ma%]ow, 1970) %
"Anthropo]oq1oa1 eV1denco 1nd|cates that u1t1m1to doqlrex of all human
beings do not d1ffev neav]y as much as their conscious desires"
(Mas]ow 1970, p. 22). Therefore, if we think in terms of u1t1mate
deqwreq (bo]onq1ngne<Q. esteem, and self- actua117at1an) in oou] qott1nn'
we will be ab]e to open ourselves to more 1nnovatwon bv frecing our-
_quveq from the b1nd of th1nk1nq about what reqouvco‘ We Can use to
'qupport the project.

‘ Pontu]ate 8 '~Comm1tment to the 1dea of rol]abovatlon

N

Numerous. studies have indicated that institutional member support

&

b
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L dlfflcu1t fow them to work in the new co]]aboratlve settlng to further

[
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s important to éhe successréf co]laborat1on (Baker, 1974 p. 1)

(Hite & Dfummond, 1975, p- 134) (Inst1tute for Internat1ona1 St ud1es,

1977, p. 11) (M00re, 1969’ P - 20) (Schwenkenmeyer & Goodman, 1972

’"f;‘p 20) Un]ess members underStand the goals of. thelr own 1nst1tut10n

however, they will be unab]e to collaborate successfully ( Baker,:
D. 110). One of the. goa]S of. he‘t011aborat1ve seot1ng, as d1scussed
each of the o1der sett1n95 (suprasystems).

of the suprasystems have an unc]ear concept of that mission, . 1t w11] be

the objectives cf the older sett1ng

L1kew1se, 1t is 1mp0rtant that cooperatlve actlon be part of .
H{ governance of the SUPrasyStems (Baker, p. 110) If the. component
parts oF the new co11ab0rdt1Ve Settlng are not connntted to cooperation

within tho jovernance Of, thewr own oomaln, it is unlikely that they

v W]]i be able to CO11ab0raLe “successfully in the new sett1ng . Members
A

'c011aboration'( aker, S : 1]])

of the older system sh0u1d view themselves as part of the 1nqt1tut1ona1
.problem so]v1n9‘mechqn13m (Baker, p. 110). Similarly, collaboration

~can be'achieved'more successfully within the new'Setting if

\ .
institutional meémbers perceive themselves as already competent in

It follows thot adm1n1stvat1ve Jeaders must valye and give their
support to collaboration if it €5 to be successful (Hite & Drummond,
p. 134). Stud1e§ haVe fOuﬂd that supraqutem admln}qtrat1ve stporL of
co]]aborat1oo s thé moﬂt 1mp0vtanf e]ement 1n effect1vo dovo]opmont Of

new 1nter1nqt1tut1ona] collaboratjve qett1nq<'(EVdnS. 1968, p. 7)

o
1>

If”thewindividua1 members

in postu]ate 7 (Commona11ty of Goa1s) 1§ﬂ<° further the m1ss1on'0fkv5g.; ,
)
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'(Inst1tute for Internat10na1 Studies, p. 11) (Martorana 1961, D '35)
(Moore, 1969, p. 20) (S11verman, 1969, p. 2) (Schwenkenmeyer & Goodman,

. - .
,,D_ 20) '

!
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L1kew1se, 1t is 1mp0rtant that the dﬂh&n1strat1on aceept the R

“ o

'status of the other institutions as equa] (Baker .°190) (Ertell,
1957, P. 106) (S1]verman, p. " 2). Adm1n1strat1ve recagn1t1on of the ‘\\*
strength and potential. of a]] the institutions 1nvo]ved in the new
co]laborat1ve sett1ng is 1mportant (Baker p -108) (Martorana, p 35).
i”The suprasystem adm1n1%trat1on must a]so understand the weakness of its
own program (Martorana, P 35) The adm1n1strat1on’0f the supra—
systems must be comm1tt8d to equal joint p]ann1nd and-. de'1slon maklng
for successful col]aboratlon (Baker, p. 108) (Martorana 'p. 35).
l51m11ar1y; ‘the’ adm1n1strat10n of-eath” oF the component parts Must’ be \
1‘W1111nq to share their resources with the other component narts
(Bdker ,~109) (Mdrtorana, p. 35) ( altr1dqe, 1971, p. 56).
‘ - -

Postt1ate 9 - A clear tOﬂcept of roles, 1nst1tut1ondnggg“_
1nd1v1ﬁual . :

o

*The Clearor the‘r01os'the more the‘“eomm1tment and 1nvestmenl ot
581f“'(Futchs 1971, p. 9). To“obta1n a c] ear assessment of roles the
‘Upfaﬁystems must honos{ly As$sess the1r own Cnpnb11:t7és and the (npa—
h\]ltles of the othor tO]lnborators (Dav1es.& Aquino, 1975, pr276).

Tt is 1ikely that_eath of the component parts will have
different viewpoints and interosts For example, 1n tva<hur edU(ntlon,
lnstltut1ons of hlqher oducat1on believe that they hold the ptlmaty
]Oddersh1p role because of fholt historic prominence. 1eachors.hvl1ovv

they should be the primary ccllaborators (a contrndictinn in terms)

' because of their practical, firing-1line experience and knowledqe.

/
1)




School adm1nistrators fee] that their respohs1b111ty for the

o accountab1ﬂ1ty of what happens means they should have the pr1mary role 5

(Dav1es & Acqu1no) 5

‘:i

However, 1n teachey educat1on, every part1c1pant has a v1ta1 and

P

1nd1spensab1e ro]e

The exper1ence and know]edge &h1ch teachers ga1n in thé

o . R

c]assroom have important ram1f1cat1ons for research and

¢" P

,dwwcw;;ce_w,, deve]opment_of_cont1nu1ng profess1ona] educat1on pro—

.

grams wh1ch h1gher educat1on fnst1tut:ohs de]1ver The

SR

1aboratory research conducted by h1gher educat1on

e ' o 1nst1tut1ons of teacher educat1on is cr1t1oa] to the

wmprovement of both K—12“educat1on and teacher educat1ont
State departments and 1oca1< chooTibbards, as

_representat1ves of comhun1t1es and consumers of’

edccat1on, have an 1mportant mon1tor1ng and eva]uat1ng ' : )
’ro1e to p]ay (DaV1es & Acqu1no, p. 275)

It s 1mportant in the deve]opment ofinew co]]aborat1ve sett1ngs
‘that 1nst1tut1ons and 1nd1v1dua1s guard agalnst what Sarason (1971)
calls ' profess1ona1 prec1ousness\ (p 37) Profe551ona1 preciousness

is the tendency for institutions and 1nd1v1duals to- v1ew their sk1115

in precious kinds of ways, to overest1mate the d1fferen‘

among the profess1ona]s and to underestlmate ‘the need fo communa11ty
%avaeon says that it is one th1ng to eay that a profe§s1on has a
specific set of skills apd qu1te another to say that everyth1nq the
prnfo<s1on does is d1§t1nct1vo and can ﬁtand a]one (p..37).

ftdfzat1on.'1n The Age of 2
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.

Discontinuity (1969). He tells us ‘that everyone depends upon somebody

é}se "to make his output truly effective" (p. 382).

In order to co]]abofate effective]y organizatiohs must possess a
theory of "interface" (South, 1974, p. 57), of freedom in common.
There cannot be feelings of §Epi?jority and'depéndence in truly

. collaborative sett¥ys (p. 58). Rather, there must be an

understanding .of the interdependence and freedom of éach of the
4 ) .
; parts. ’ 49

\iduad participants in the new collaborative setting

shoyid clearly erstand the roles they will fill. McGregor (1960)

tells us that ification is imhortant in fulfilling the éaskr
] (pp. 62-57)2.Un1ess the task is sUgcessfu]]y'cdmp1eted there will be
Jlittle oPporﬁunity for meeting 1nd1yidua1,poténtiélify (self-
'actyalizégﬁon).' : J
A-self-actualization person<{s one who is fitted for what he/
she is doing. Se]f—actua]izétign: Mas]ow (1970) tells us, is "what
a man can be, he must be" (p. 46): UTherefore, the assignment of
individual roles should be baseé{on "real capacity, competence, and

] ’ . . /
adequacy to the task" (Maslow, p. 46). ’

.
One anthropologist c]aimS‘that "First we discover who society
says we are: Ihgh_we build our identity'}n=performange in that part
.To lose one's social credentials is to be exiled intd ob]ivioﬁ“
‘(Bécker, 1962, p. 116). Therefore, it is important to place
individuals in roles for which they are trained and suited. Rﬁﬁhard

Walton of Harvard Business School warns that the most difficult. °

situation in a collaborative settihg is that in which there is

s - r-
J
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| competition and identity conflict (1972, pp. 94-111)...Identity

conflict means that the role assumed in collaboration is dtscﬁepent
with the individual's wanted or existing 1dentity. For eXample,‘-
casting a leader in a follower's role will provoke identity coﬁf]ict.
Becker also discusses .the prdb]ems of identity conf]ict§ he terms the
problem "ro]e-conf]ict“ (1962, p. 87)._ Role conflict, Becker tells us,
is the difficu]ty the individual haélplaying several disparate roles.
and at the seme time attempting to maintain a consistent, satisfyfng
self-perception. The leader cast as follower might be’fn'a role- .
conflict position;bthe particibant from a suprasystem not supportive of
the new collaborative setting might also be cast in.a role-conflict
situation.
Identity (role) reinforéement on the other hand' produces

cond1t1ons where the part1c1pants derive fee11ngs of trust Thié

. utrust in turn enhances the accuracy of 1nterpersona1 commun1cat1on and
the w1111ngness of one person to expose tentat1ve 1deas and Judgments'
to another" (walton, p. 105); both trust and commun1cat1on are impor-
tant aspects of collaboration. Under identity re1nforcement cond1t1ons .

individuals derive gratification from and ev1dence comm1tment to the

new collaborative setting. Likewise, they experience feelings of
belongingness and self-esteem, as well as” the potentiality of success-
de]y fi]]ing a job for which they‘are suited (self-acutalization).

Postulate 10 - An understanding of the benefits of collaboratijon,
institutional and individual:

"The princible;of integration demands that both the organiiation's
. and the individual's needs be recogn{zed. . .The assumptions of Theory

LI
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Y imp]y.éhax'unleés infegrétioh is achieved the organization will .
suffer"(McGregor, ‘pp. 5]-52). o |
One of the most 1mportant requirements of successful collabora-
.‘t1on is fhat each of the!component parts (suprasystems) benefit from
the new co]]aborat1ve sett1ng, and the collaboration be seen as the
,Wa1n reason for. these increased benefits. Before this can occur each
o%fthe ngponént partg must recognize that intérdependencies exist
(Tdk%e, 1972, p. 6), and without the other component parts they will
‘most likely be less successful in realizing their objeétives and ,
’ Tission. Likewise, "each of ihé compoﬁents must be motivated to act
fof the}intgrest of the new setting, wh%cﬁ,ih turn, helps the o
suprasystéms.obtain their individué]igoals (ﬁ. 6). It may, therefore, -

be necesshry fbrrthe suprasystems to redesign organizationa]'strﬁiﬁydés,

vadjust behavioral conditioﬁs,'and révise the reward-penalty system
(p. 6). In short, the suprasystems must think in' terms of the
“universe of alternatives." | |

If,after the formation of fhe new setting,suprasystems continue ’
to-act 1ndependent1y in s1tuat1ons where 1nterdependenc1es exist, the
likelihood of increased benef1ts is s]1m ’ However, if the'origina]-
settings begin:td coordinate their decision-making action with the
other components of the new sét a "cd]]ective good" may'be realized
(p'ﬂ]])' If collaboration 1s to 1ncrease the benefits to all

/

part1c1pants, "empires" cannot exist -(Sarason, p. 9).

;@dever, the collaborators in the new settind must always keep

in mind that an organization will always strive to maintain its own ~

domain when it is in interaction with other organizations (Warren,

Ry
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~.1972, p- 22). Supragystemé will enter co}léﬁbrative arranggments only
if they are $ure fhat fheir own domaing Wﬁ]]rremain intééf:-'if there
is.a threat to ¢omafn, real or imagined, the suprasystems will need
inducement or coercionW39~Participate, éna uﬁder theSélarfangements ,'
“colTabaration will be iheffectua] (p. 23). |
Theféfore, it is extremely important that the new setting
m—establish-its own HOMain, and that'éhis domain only overlap with the
domain of @heforig%na] settings ih areas where all'the‘compbnent parts
(shpragystems) of the new setéing Wi]] benefit. It will be necessary, oo
however, for each suprasystem to understand the benefits of the new
setting to the mission of the old. Some trade-offs will have to be
made, some risks taken by the old settings to allow the new:
coiiéboratiVe setting to reach its goals éﬁd thereby benefit the '

' vorigiha1'5ettingsm' At times these benefits wi]]lnot bé'immediate]y
obvious. "Goals ‘are interdépendent 6n1y‘over the long run" (Walton,‘
1972, p. 108)- _

o Multiple strategies for effecting these trade-offs must be care-
fh]]y designed, -understood, and accepted by each of the component parts
(Howey, 1974, p. 1). The ihtegrative potential of the new settjng | .

" can only Se reg]ized throﬁgh’strétegies of pfob]em so]ving.rather than -

bérgainihg,(walton, p- 96).‘ Problem solving can only occur when, and

" to the éxtent that, the joint gain available to thg\cdﬁpdnents is

variable, notvfixed. “Thus, under prob]eﬁ solving, total payoffs vary
as a function of participants' abilities to djscover how thé{r basic
-interests are-compleMentary or coincidental as well as;théir abi]ities

. to invent mechanisms of exploiting this integ}ative potential"

n
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(Walton, p. 96). When the joint gain avaflab]e'to the-components is
a fixed sum, bargaining is the Wesult. In bargaining type decision
making co]]aboretion.is”inposs%ble (Walton, pp. 101-103).
Only in: prdﬁiem so]v1ng relationships can co]]aborat1on occur.,
Therefore,.prob]em so]v1ng 1s the only means by wh1ch the components

¥

can mutually benefit. In barga1n1ng,‘on the other hand, where
“resources arevfixedg there is a win-lose situation. |
. Problem solving requires that each component make its-true needs ;\‘

and desires'known within the new{setting. Once these needs are under-‘;ﬁ

_ stood it is poss?b]e for the new settinQ to determine the payoffs

- avaitable tonthe components. Considerab]e‘effort must Be expendedlin
“establishing these payoffs in the new joint setting. The collaborative
sett%ng must also attempt to coordinate its payoff system with the
reward system of’the‘component suprasystems (Tuite, P-:3)ZM~&If_this

.:js not done, the institutions and the individual participants will be
unable to,benefit’mutually-from the collaborative setting. in'

collaborative settings, therefrre. individual and joint payoffs are of

“interest (Tuite, p. 2).

'

Individual participants in collaborative settings'should-benefit
from their participation'in tWo ways: through direct rewards ano.
1nd1rect rewards
| The direct rewards are what Herzberg Mausner and Snyderman
referred to as hyg1ene factors, those conditions which surround the

v_job. Maslow refers to these factors as lower level needs, physiologi-
ca] and safety needs. These needs include such th1ngs as:

interpersonal re]at1ons, physical working cond1t1ons, salary, fair

o
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po]icies and superv1lion, benetits, and job secur1ty "When these
factors deteriorate to-a Tevel below that which the employee considers
acceptable, then job dissatisfaction ‘ensues" (Herzberoyet_gl:, p.,]iB).
Successful co]]aboratioo requires that these needs be hét by the
suprasystem.and by‘the co]]aborative settind It is extreme]y

" important that the role and goals of the new co]]aborat1ve setting are
such that the'perticipants can successfully meet these ‘needs w1thmn

the suprasystem Therefore, if brdmot{on, for eXamp1e;fis obtedhed

mainly through research and pub]icat1on, it is 1mportant thl'the»,

collaborative subsystem not frustrate: the person S ab191ty‘ o meet this

hygiene need. If the new co]]aborat1ve sett1ng can dévise a mechanism

to aid the participant in reaching this need, collaboration is more:

44 NN
Tikely. ’ ;'w» -
. . %

t is 1mportant that the co]]aborat1ve setting produce benef1ts

for its partfc1pants wh1ch are in direct proportion to the contr1but1on
—_—D

they -make (Erteln, 1957, p_597) There must be visible and multiple

.jncentives (Howey, 1974, p. 1). 1If, for example, a teacher partici- -

pant devotes several hours a week to a co]]aborat1ve effort it ig,

1mportant that the fru1ts,of this labor can be séen in the c]assrooelz g

It is important also that the teacher see thése benefits as d1rect]y '
relatable tb.the new cooperdtion..

According to McGregor (1960), rewards giveh on jobs, for the
most part, can only be used away from the job (i.e.: wages). Most ¢
fringe Beheffts yie]d needed satisfaetioh only when the employee leaves
the job (%.e.:’increased vacation time). Work, thereby, is often'
perceived as the pun1shment wh1ch “is the pr1ce paid for needs ‘

fulfillment away from the job (p. 40). It is important, therefore that

k4
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new co]laborative settings p]ace increased. emphasis on rewarls that’
a]]ow the participant to gain more satisfaction from the full-time JOb
held within the suprasystem | ‘

The Herzberg, Mausner;‘and Snyderman motivation gnd work study

(1959) c]ear]y 1nd1cates that the conditions which surround the Job
" (hygiene factors - iower 1eve1 needs) "cannot give. . ba51c ’
satisfaction, they do not have this potentiality. It 1s‘on1y from the
performance of a task that.the individual can d%f the rewards that will
reinforce. . aspirations" (p. 114) Similarlysgthis study shows
that when workers were asked to describe those factors which give them |
-feelings of happiness 1nvtheir Jobs they most-often referred to “events
that'indicated'to them that they were successful'in the performance of
their work, and the p0551b111ty-of profes51ona1 growth" (p. 113)
’ Converse]y, when feelings of unhappiness were reported; "they were not
'assoc1ated.w1th the job itself but with the conditions that surround the
jobi'(p.~113). McGregor (1960)'reports that most management has
provided for the physiological and safety needs (hygiene) of employees
'Therefore, it is now 1mportant that the higher 1eve1 needs be addressed
"Unless there are opportunities at work to satisfy these higher 1eve1
needs, people will be deprived; and their behavior will reflect this
deprivakion" (p. 40). | |

| _ihe indirect rewards of the collaporative setting are the meeting
of these.higher level needs. In creating a setting "what one does to
maximize in staff the sense of‘personai and professional growth"
(Sarason,. p..82) is important’for the individual participants, the
goals of the new setting, and the mission of the suprasystems.

After the hygiene factors, Tower level needs, have been met,
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:yl humans progress through the h1erarchy of h1gher level, need§ “MasTlow
te11s us that the. three h1gher level needs 1nc1ude be]Ongingnessg
se]fi.Fteem, and se]f—actua11zation (potent1a11ty) It 1s 1mportant to
", note that these needs, accord1ng to Mas]ow, -are met 1n order. There-
foré,’ 1f the bas1c hygiene needs (physio]og1ca1 and safety) are not
being met it w111 be 1mpossib]e for the 1nd1v1dua1 to desire. be]ong1ng-

' .

ness. Consequent]y, Gollaborat1on, if Maslow's théory 1s correct,

B ]

will be 1mposS1b1e John Dewey (Theory of va]uation) and E. L. Thornd1ke .

(Human Nature and the Social Order) exp1a1n ¢h1s phenomenon in terms,.

of Qoss1b111ty Humans, according to Dewey and Thornd1ke, yearn for
"that which can be obta1ned Therefore, in terms of Maslow's theory,
- as a- lower 1eve1 need ?s met fu1f111ment of the. next higher level
need will be’ sought  "Wanting anyth1ng in 1tse1f implies already .
ex1st1ng sat1sfact1on of other wants" (Mas]bw, p. 24). Furthen, Mas Tow \\
‘tells us, that when ‘higher needs emerge they dom1nate the person |
;Cp. 38).v Therefore, once the physiological need for food has been met
we no longer dwe]j on the thought of food. Rather, we move to the next
‘higher need which dominates our thought. | |
The factors related to the doing of the job (hf@her’]evei needs)
\and the factors defininé the job context (hygieme) are the goa]s of the -
individual. However, the nature of the mot1vat1ng ‘qualities are |
essent%a11y different. Job contextffactors meet the needs for avo1d1ng
"unpleasant situatiOns. _The job factors, %n the other hand, reward the
needs. xo reach aspirations. Monetary incentives,hygiene factors, are‘

ways to reward the avoidance need of individuals. vSa]ary helps avoid,
] \ .

deprivation and feelings of unfair t::atment. However, when individuals
are asked to list what they want from their Jobs, Sa]ary_usua11y

s
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appears on the bottom«ha]f of the']ist'(HerzEgrg, et; al., p. 116).
In encouraging se]t—fu]fi]]ment inlindividualslit is not enough

- to reward*avoidancetneeds Since most inter- institutionaT coTTaborative
settin;? are unab]e to reward the av01dance, hygiene or Tower Tevel

_needs, they must seek to reward the higher level needs, needs of .
beTongingness, seTf—esteem, and se]f—actualization Qne of the magor
benefits accrued by the institutions through participation in
coTTaborative settings is the opportunity to: give their employees a
Achance to fu]fiTT their: higher level needs, and by so dOing feel more
rewarded in their full-time pQSitions. The Herzberg,et;al_ study has
:.clearly shown that if employees feel a sense of achievement,]recogni—
tion, responsibi]ity and adyancement they will be?more successful

in meeting the goaTs'ot theuorganization. Therefore} suprasystem
commitment to and participation in coTTaporative settings can provide
for emp]oyees'the‘opportunity'for Self-actualization, rewarding the"
emp]oyer with better JOb attitudes ; |

McGregor tells us in Theory Y that a group prov1des the best

environment for, individual dévelopment. It allowsthe person to _gain

an understanding of his relationship to the other conponents in the
group . Likewise,-accordino'to'McGregor, it creates an appreciation'of
the need for co]]aboration_ "Tt is the best possible training ground

_ for skill in problem solving and social interaction"‘(p.'241). Tfrthe
prob]em solviing -activities are successful they"tend to promote a sense
of mutual accompTishment, seTf worth and respect for each other's
competence" (Walton, p. TOO) Therefore, the individual -will benefit
by meeting the higherylevel needs of belongingness, self-esteem, and
self-actualization. Likewise, the collaborative function ui]] become

Qn
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‘easier as the respect grows. - -

¢

An 1mportant aspect of the se]f—actua11zed person is the fee11ng
of be1ng in charge of oneself. Pao1o Fre1re (1971) be11eves that it is _

important for peop]é to- fee1 in charge of the1r own thinking, and they

-~ can ga1n this feeling through d1scussing the1r view of the wor]d with

. others Co]]aborat1ve sett1ngs a11ow for this: personal deve]opment

Through carefully designed co]]aborat1ve settings 1nd1v1dua1s

l

~have the opportun1ty to meet the1n h1gher 1eve1 needs.' The person,a1f

l

the setting is carefully. des1gneq can gain through part1c1pat1on x
fee11ngs of belong1ngness, se1f-esteem, and f1na11y se1f-actua11zat1on
A co11aborat1ve sett1ng that a11ows the part1c1pants to c%ns1der them-
se1ves obJect( ) of primary value" w111 g1ve to these individuals

a "sense of safe be1ong1ngness" (Beﬁker, p. 91) Likewise, the

rea11zat1on_of the "shared common goal" will enhance each of the ‘

participants' feelings of,se]f-esteem (Nahrstedt, 1967). 1hrough the

" satisfaction whfch darives from belonging and a sense of self the

individual will gain fee11ngs of potent1a1Lty, work1ng in a job for
which he/she is su1ted A

Postu1ate 11 - The careful appo1ntment of a d1rector and- staff

Often co11ﬁgorat1ve settings requ1re the appo1ntment of d1rectors
and'staff to carry on the administrative funct1ons of the sett1ng‘s The

importance of these appointments cannot be overemphasized; "the .

beginning contextljis fateful for what comes later" (Sarason, p. 63).
The appointment of a director and staff comes late in the
deve]opmenta] process of the new co11aborat1ve setting. ‘Many people

have been engaged in 1ﬁg organ1zat1on foy many months or even years
- e 2\

prior to the appd&htment of the director. For example, in Florida
on

4
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,the discussions -about some form of co]]abOrat1on in education can .be:

traced to- the ]ate 19605 The 1eg1s]ation‘which,created this collabora-

tion, however was in the spring of 1973.. Short]y after the. leg]slat1ona3 -

was- passed the Department of Educat1on asked un1vers1t1es and schoo]
‘districts to design collaboratively a ‘plan for ‘Teacher Education Centers..
"The. Department se]ected ten programs, to beg1n in September(/1973
_ Therefore, severa] years of discussion and severa] months of p]ann1ng
.passed before the f1rst Center director was appointed. Lt is
extreme]y 1mportant therefore,>that the director be aware of the
.preh1story that antedated the appo1ntment "Before you start shap1ng
the future you had better know and dea] w1th the past” (Sarason, p- 63)
Most often the new setting is deswgned to be 1nnovat1ve1y
d1fferent from those settlngs wh1ch make up its component parts. "It is
usua]]y assumed that the new system w11] "f1t in" to the suprasystems
and that it winl not.1ntrude on~the existing domains (Sarason, p. 64)
The d1rector .is often hired from one of the component parts of the new
system. The previous position. of the d1rector may affect. h1s/her
ability to dea] with the original emp]oyer as well as the other
components. | ‘
The director must be committed to:the idea of collaboration.
: Likewfse, the individua] must understand and uphold the goals of the
new setting as well as the objectives:of each of the suprasettings.
‘The director must use Theory Y as the basic mode of operat1on + This .
1nd1v1dua1 must not look upon the new sett1ng as be]ong1ng to h1m/her
Possess1on of the .new sett1ng by the director can be devastating for

- two reasons: (1) The person wv]] feel respons1b1e for the successes

65
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- :.l co]]aboration which requires joint responsibility and Joint account- '
abi]ity (2) “The petson will build up bdundaries around the setting,.
. forcing the setting into the position of becoming a. prisoner of the
startt (See Postu]ate 6) | ‘ _ - '
The staff, 1ikewise, must understand the prehistory of«the new
setting, be aware of a]]egiance or. dependence upon an: employer who may
be one of the component paits, be committed “to the principals of

: co]]aboration, and work toward reaching the mission of the suprasystems

through the goals: of. the co]]aborative setting

Postulate 12 - The deve]opment of a mechanism for conf]ica
{ resolution: :

~ A system of ‘conflict management can proVide increased opportunity
for creative co]]aboration. Conflict handled within a specific,
carefully des1gned mechanismscan be collaborative and encourage trust
~which will further future co]]aboration What is needed is an arena

‘and "procedures in which conflicts can surface and be constructively

continued or resolved" (Tanner, 1974, p. 1). '

The conflict which can be most destrucT?VE”toBco]]aboration is
interpersonal conf]ict. Richard Walton (1969) defines interpersonal
conf]ict‘aS' "(a) interpersonal disagreements over substa“tive issues, "
such as differences ovér organizational structures, pO]1C1€S, and

|

\ practices, and (b) interpersona1 antagonisms, th%t is, the more
éa] and emotional differences which arise between interdependent

- perso
human beings" (p. 2).
.'McGregor (1960) points out that organizational "health does not‘
flow automatica]iy'from elimination of dissatisfaction, disagreement or

~even open conflict. Peace is not synonymous withrorganizational,heaith"'




(p 46) As a matter”of“fact "1nterpersona1 d1fferences, competition

riva]ry, and other forms of conf]1ct [can] have a positive va]ue for .

the part1c1pants" and contribute to co]]aborat1on (Wa]ton, p. 5).
”Conf11ct accord1ng to Walton, may (1) increase 1nnovat1on aecausé o
of the diversity of 1deas, (2) increase mot1vat10n to tasks, (3) aid #
partiéjpants in deve]opihg increased’understanding of their own
"pbsition, (4) help particfbants gain:increaséd awareness of their own
identity, and (5) be a means of helping the aarticipanfs managa’thei?
own inner conflict (p. 5).
o If ﬁnterpersona] conflict is to have a positive value, however,
it is important that channels for confrantation be open.' Flynn (197§)f
- discovered that "as it [became] legitimate to surface conflict and deal
- with it, wea‘. .foandfmore conflict to deal with" (p. 178). |
Confrontation means, acéarding to Walton; that:
The ‘parties directly engage each other and Focus _
on-the conflict between them. . . .The varioqs
purposes of such an igterpersonal confrontatfon
[are]: to increase authenticit; in the relation=-
'shie and to allgw'the prinaipals to experience a
sense of'increaséa persona]’integri;y; to increase
- their mutual commitment to imprer the relationship;
to actually diagnose the conflict; to increase the |
principals' sense of control over the quality of
their re]at}onship; to discover and experiment with -
,Ways of da-escalating the conflict. (pp. 6-7)
.Conf]iat 1nvo]vingqﬂisagreements over po]icies; etc. is cai]ed,

according to'Na]ton,vsubstanfive issue conflict, Emotional conflict

0y
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requjﬁfs "a restructuringbof a person 's ﬂercept1pn and the work1ng :
s«.uthroubh of fee11ngs between thq'pr1nc1pa1s" (waltpn, p. 75) Sub—

vstantive conflict is pr1mar11y\€f a cogn1t1ve nature wh11e emot1ona]

is. bas1c@11y affect1ve (Walton,. p. 75) i ; f?'{i;_
It may a]so be 1mportant in desxgn1ng confrontat1on mechan1sms
g . i
to understand the'd1fferent ways 1n wh1ch men and’ &omen deal with

' [E 3 v

substant1ve and emot1ona1 conflict. "The manners w0men bring with them
[to the gr%up sett1ng] are those\oﬁ// .a soc1ety*whose members are
bent on the:maghtenance_of relationships for they are ‘the most immediate

definition of @ﬁo one is. ’Re]ationshfps for womenften to-be ends in

themse]ves .As .a resu]t and without even kn w1ng it, women tend to
fall 1nto the great trap of 'overemotionalism':. . or a pa1nfu1 .
vu]nerab111ty fo cr1t1c1sm (Hennig & Jardim p. 33) Consequent]y,
if the Hennig- Jard1m study is correct, it is more d1ff1cu1t for women
- to separate substant1~e from emotional conflict; alt-conflicts tend to
take on an emot1ona1.nature., Therefore, it may be important to handle
most conflicts between\women'or invo]ying women as if they are
pr1mar11y emotional in nﬁture _ i
Walton suggests severa] key concepts 1n dea11ng with confrontat1on:
- (1) It is important to se]ect the right t1me and p]ace for confronting
the conf]ict (2) "For a part1cu1ar 1nterpersona1 conf11ct, some
events will tr1gger coanqct tact1cs which 1n1t1ate a ma]evo]ent cyc]e
=z« and others tr1gger conf1ict reso]ut1on efforts which have higher
potent1a1 for 1n1t1at1ng¢§ benevolent cyc]e D1agnos1ng a part1cu13r
conflict 1nvo1ves d1st1ngU1sh1ng between -these types of c1rcum§tances
(p. 79). (3) An ana]ys1seof the events{wh1ch precede or surround .
the conf]ict may provide‘c]ués regarding the basic issues. (4) Conflicts

\ '. .,,f -
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have various barriers'(i.e.: grouplnorms, task requ{rements, persqnél
concept, public image, perception of vulnerability, fear that overture

‘ won't be reciprocated, and physical ba{r1ers to 1nteract1on) - The ¢
frequency of conflict encounters may be\tqgtro11ed by operating on these

N

barriers (Wa1ton, pp. 76-79).

A determination of which issues ‘are basic and whish are
symptomatic is important in diagnosing the conflicts. (1) At times an
individual may substitute a substantive for an emotional conflict to
make’it appear to be more légitimatg. (2) Likewise, symptomatic-issues .
may be so embarrassing, for exgmple, that the individual may introduce
a similar issue to avoid the embarrasgment. (3). Substantive issues,
on the other hand,vmay develop from emotional cohf]ict which is\pot
confronted. (4) The conflict may be escalated by a substantive issue
so that the dindividual can be on the offensive. (5) In self-defense
an individual may add dnother issue in an attempt to cope with the
consequences of the primary conflict (Walton, pp. 84-87).

Thd botenqidl costs and benefits of intorporéona] conflict

include those that affect each of the participants per-

sonally (in psychological and career terms), their work,

and others around thtnn. including colleagues, superiors,

and subordinates.  These costs can accrue from merely

knowidg that one is in ﬁn antagonistic ré]ationﬂhip. from

the maﬁhfeﬁtthgticﬂ of the other and ot oneself, and

from the reactions of nonpartipipgnts to the contlict. b

tncluded in the costs of conflict are the missed

opportunities for creative collaboration.  (Walton, p. /9)

>y
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Postu]ate 13 - The importance of an externa] cr1t1c

-3

One way to help the confrontation of conf]1ct is by initiating a

-

pol1cy wh1ch will requ1re that an external critic become part of the
new co]]aborat1ve sett1ng. ' The external'critic may be a’ single person
or: a groub. The critic, because of its removal from the.siiuatfoﬁ, can
aid in the\d{agnosis of the basic issues invo]ved in the coﬁfiict
Concom1tant1y, the critic can serve severa] functions equa11y as

1mportant as conflict resolution. Sarason warns that every new sett1ng
begins*with a certain amount of excitement, a sense of mjssion. However,
as the pressures of forming a new setting increase: the invigorating'A
climate begins to change. It becomes difficult for the participants to
view the new setting in even a semieobjective way. The external critie
can stand back from the setfing and examine tﬁe relation between its
practices and its objectives. The critic, Sarason says, is a way "to
keep us honest" (p. 43). |

| A}Fred~5chuté'(]964)z'an'anthropologist, calls this external

critic "the sfranqer. The stranger,. according to Sphutz; iS uhie to
_p]ace all the unquestionable 1temﬁ in question. Basic assumptions and
ldedc, taken for granted by the collaborative settine are not shared by
this person or group. Because the stranger is able to que§t1on even
thv most basic assumptions the collaborative qroup members are able to
"reflect upon what they have taken for granted, to understand its
Pimited applicability, and to realize that no single truth exists”
(hroon » 1974, p. 92). The stranger can point to the validity ot the
various ways of {ntnrprvtinq ideas, thereby hvlplng Lo mininize con-
flict, and continue the excitement of innovation found in the early
stages of the.setting's development.

(et}
' \
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Postulate 14 - The importance of resource and political
reallocation: '

Interagency co]]abgration requires "either the abdicdtion of
power by those whc now hold i% or a process of political infighting and
compromise by those who don't" (Morgan, p. 187). Since the second )
'afternative fs-nét _onducive to collaboration, resourge and political |
reallocation is necessary for successfu]lco]]aboration.

Walton tells us that there are severéﬂ problems working against
fea]]ocation: (1) Knowing that goals are interdependent over the
long run dpes not pfovidé a compelling reason for collaborating today.
(2) There are no absolute costs associatéd with the fajlure to
collaborate. The only costsare opportunity costs. (3) Interagency
relations take more buréauératipftime and contain the high risk of
1ncreqsod viéibility. (4}1 The.gain; are seldom symmetrical. (%)
‘Unfavordble.stereotypes of some of the component parts may leave others
afraid of contamination (pp. TQB-?GQ).‘ .

[f collaboration is to be successful, the fol]owiﬁg rea]]ncdtions
of resources must exist: (1) Accurate, dependable information must bé
available from each of the compoﬁent parts to the collaborative ﬂvktinq
(Ndhrﬁtodt, 1967). () Ddrt of the current resources of each of the
component p'.yl/rt.r»; must be devoted to the 10(\Y“H"1'Hg of new roles and new
wéy\ of working logether (Hite & Drummond, p. 134).  (2)  The ;vttiﬁq
nustobe free of legal, political, and financial constrgints which
prohibit collaboration (Hitv.& Drummond, p. 134).  (4) Sufficient
administrative time must hé devoted, by Lho'cUMbonvnt parts,to the new
setting (Paltridge, 1971, po 54).  (5)  There must be an adequate ‘ N

financial base (Pdltrj;hu‘,l)p. 50-65).  (6) A cooperative funding plan

N’ . 1
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which encourages collaboration musﬁ be adopted. These fund§ should be
obtained through a dua1 and péra11é1 funding channe]l(State Council for
TEC, 1974, p. 8).  (7) Appropriate start-up funds should be provided
(State Council, p. 8). (8) Al componentFparts should be included. as
early as the«propo§a1 writing stage of the setting (Futchs, 1971).

(9) No one group should control the purse strings'(Fupchs). (10) New

€

rewards and penalties must be established by each of the component,parts

for the pafticipants (Florida Teacher Education Centers, 1977, p. 17):

Postulate 15 - The total involvément of.all components :

One of thé first requifeménts of any new co}]aboratiéetfettigg s
the identification of a frepresentation that is approggjate to the
particular,structure or funcfibn" (Tanner, 1974). The mcre people
with -different viewpoints involved, the larger the pool of resources and

,

Hddeas (Walton, 1972, n. IO3).< $imilaf1y, the mone people involved in .
the develooment actibities, the larger the commitment tc the idea anc..
.ﬁho more significant the‘support basé (Howsam, 1974, p. 21).

One of the interesting new colldborat?vo setyjings currently being

5 developed is Teacher Fducation Centers. These centors are collaborations
hotween components intcrested in teacher education, pre and inﬁ&rvicv,

and improvnmenP in public school classroom instruction. Most often

these new centers involve teachers, school administrators, and

university ol 1n<uj‘oj: cducation personnel. Ao Targe minority aiso

involve %tudgntx and conmunity representatives (Schmieder & Yarger, 1974).
Some involve board of Qducatinn members and representatives from state
departments of education.  Few, if any, however, involve representatives
from the university arts and science facu]tieé.

The hiﬂtbrirhl precedent and prodding from scholars (Bigelow, 18971)

=)y
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(Clark, 1975) (Howsam, 1974) (Silberman, 1970) (Woodring, 1975)

g >
interested in the movement has encouraged the broader involvement of
university personnel; but few, if any, have taken the lead. Silberman

warned that teaching must be placed at the heart of the Tiberal arts

curriculum. Teaching,-according to Silberman, is what liberal "
education is about. He quotes the University of Chicago catalogue and

—

its description of liberal arts: "we do endeavor to bring each

e

student. . .to a point beyond which he can educate himself" ... 381).

~As recently as 1970 the United States Office of Education (USOE)

he]ped fund the program Trai %rs of Teacher Trainers (TTT). This

program brought together school systems, ¢ommunities, colleges of 1-

edUcat1on, and ro]]eges Qf arts and gchgfe B1ge1ow S report of tFe

oy then Y
TTT Phoenix Conferencz/41970) is ané% el to "help merqe liberal arts
z; s

education with profe“1onal (teacher $ edqca£ion1 (book jisket)

Ear]fer atteméZ; to merge academic pursuits with educétfon
occurred in the 1950s. In the late ]9505 and in 1960 three conferencps.
were held hy the National Commissien on Teacher Education -and Pro- =
fessional Sﬁtéjards (TEPS). These conferences involved the cooperatibn
of acadomgyffnﬁ and teacher educators. The Conferonc0f aqroed that

QE: Tiberal }/ts training must be the basis for teacher éducat1on After
these génfvrontoq most deor‘colleqoq and universities developed inter-

doplr{montal committees on teacher education. However, W|th1n a decade

most of them were detunct.

/ : , ,
/ The importance of the colleges and departments of arts and science

/as participants in collaboration cannot be overemphasized.  Sccondary
7 ‘, -

/" teacher education students take only 20 percent of their course work in

colleges or departments of education: elementary education majors spend




A

oniy 40 percent of their course»time in the college of education.
Therefore, the colleges of arts and science are responsible for 66 to

80 percent o% thE/inst}uction of future teachers, whereas co]]eées of

~ education are only responsible, on an average, for 33 percent of the
‘fufure teachers' classroom time. ‘ThiE means that most students spend
the majority of higher education classroom time- in,the courses of thoSe o
academicians least familiar with the public sChool.systemsr Thed‘ ‘
colleges of arts and science have more of the respoﬁ%ibi]ity for
educating teachers than the colleges of education (Clark, 1975).
Therefdre, arts and science participatidnain the collaborative setting
wou]d/be beneficiq] for two reasons: (1) To help the #egmentsyq?

the higher education community better understand the concernélang
missions of each ofher. {2) To broaden the support base for teacher v
education and the new collaborative effort.

A broadening of the‘support base for teacher education is extreme-
1y important if there is to be a reallocation of rewards>in the |
university éomnunity which encourages participation in the new-
coT]aborative»effort.» "Teacher training 15 5 low prestige, low éost
venture in almost all institutions of higher education" (C]ark,'p. S;).
Sagan and Swith (1973) call geacher education the "stepchild" of the
university (p. 416). They also warn-us that there is a discrepancy
between the needs of teacher education and the reward system of the
univéfs#%ies.

If one considers the rew&r&lsystem in the larger and

more prestigious institﬁtions of higher education and

¢ dts impact upon the career development of the arts and

science professor, it-would be difficult to conclude

[ VPR
‘
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that teaéhef traiﬁinglhas been, 1;, 5r isq]iﬁe]y tg be, -
. a central concern to arts and SCienqe proféssdfia]A
~personnel. In almost all institutions the professor
is obliged to exhibit his expertise through independent
inqufryl gtatus is attached to the instruction of
advaﬁced graduate students.- National recognition is
provided through and ‘controlled by professiona}“
assocfations committed to the professor's academic
discipline. ~ (Clark, p. 59) |
Similarly, rewards are given to the majority of facujty on the
universityktampuses for research, publication, and'academievstanding.
When a faculty member of the college of educatidn is reviewed by
university promotion and tenure committees his/her service to thé-pub]ﬁc

schools is not considered equal to the academic pursuits of the

) L R s

A

academic cg]]ea‘ues.
| Another gibup which must be'inclu&edmjn the new teaéhér ed;catioﬁ
collaborative setting is the community (Howsam, 1974) (Nahrstedt, 1967)
(Sarason, 1971)_(Smith, 1974): The reasons for théir inclusion are
parallel to the reaséns for ‘the arts and science faculty inclusion.
(1) Their viewpointé and expertise can add to the endeavors of the new
settinds and help the collaboration reach‘its goals. (2) Therinvolve-
ment of'the comunity should bloaden thewsupport base for educationgin

general and the new collaborative effort specifically. Studies have

shown that when people become invelved in a project through partic%pation

P/r.
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o ' ) o |
in shared decisiqn-making they are more jikely to exhibit feelings of

\ i :
self-fulfillment and commitment to the gdals of thgvproject (Herzberg, .

et al., 1959) (Mas]o;, 197OQ,(McGregor,'19 ). _I?’the feeling of
esteem on tﬁé part of generé] pub]icvincréasék\;?@ardschoo], it is
likely that education will improve. '

- The esteem in which the general public holds: teachers and
séhoo]ing has a profound influence uﬁon what the teachers |
learn in the course of’their'brofessional education, how ,\
they teach in school, and especially upon what their studénts \ Q; v

' L

Jearn. (Cogan,f1975, p. 204)
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